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CLASSIFICATION OF THE POTTERY

TYPOLOGY

INCE practically everything in this report
S depends on the mass of por_shcrd_s col-
lected at the expense of so much bending _uf
backs, it becomes nccessary to describe w_1th
candor the methods emploved in their classifi-
cation. Archaecology has not reache_d that
stage of development in which there is only
one correct way to do things, and, it is hoped,
never will. What follows, therefore, is in no
way intended as a treatise on the proper way
to ’classify pottery, but merely a descrip}:mn
of what was done by us and why — especna!ly
why. To say that the choice of merhods of
classification is governed by the nature of 'l:h.c
marerial ro be classified is a truism. But it 1s
no less govemed by the predilections npd gen-
eral attitudes of the classifier, and particularly
by the ends which the classifier has in view.
The extent to which classification may be a
creative activity is perhaps not suﬁicienciy
recognized. Before embarking on a descrip-
tion of the actual methods of classification
employed in the present study, we must tl}e‘re-
fore furnish a brief statement of our position
in regard to the subject of cultural rypology
n genernl and pottery typology in pamcular.

The Concept of Type

In the study of archacological materials
there are, among others, two bas1cally diver-
gent interests: (1) interest 10 objects as ex-
pressions of the ideas and behavior of the
people who made :md_uscd them; and (z) in-
terest in objects as fossils for the determinaton
of time and space reladions. It cannot be main-
tained, of course, that these Two interests are
mutually exclusive, but it is an important fact
that one's approach to problcms of cla§s1ﬁca-
ton will depend very largely on which of
themn is being served., The first interest we
may call, following Talylm:,l culnlml, as op-
posed to the second which is empirical, in the
sense that the classifier is interested chiefly

* Taylor, 1948, p. t14

_an independent existence of its own. At that
. point the classification ceases to be a “rool,”
- and the archaeologist becomes one. This fate
we shall endeavor, probably not successfully,
" to avoid in the pages to follow.

The “tool” thar best seems to fic the present

undertaking is the system of classification for-
mally introduced into Southeastern archaeol-
ogy at the ¥ield Conference held at Birming-
* ham, Alabama, in 1938. It is adopted here, not
. because of a belief in the necessity for a single
_standardized pottery classificacion in the
Southeast — a classification with a capital C—
 but because it was the ourgrowth of work on
material similar to ours by students with the
same general point of view as our own. This
system is essentially the binomial classification
of the Southwest, without any phylogenetic
~implications, and with important modifica-
tions arising from differences in the pottery to
_be classified, So far as we are aware, the
underlying concepts and assumptons of this
' classification system, as applied to the South-
east, have not been explicitly stated, although
the merhodology has been described by
Krieger.? As interpreted by the present writ-
ers, they run somewhat as follows:
“ Tt is first of all assumed that, afrer the intro-
duction of pottery-making into the Southeast,
a gradual shift of all ceramic features took
place? Techniques of manufacrure, surface
finish, shape, and decoration constantly, but
slowly, changed. Such changes were no doubt
partly the result of new ideas from outside the
irea — whatever mechanisms were responsible
_for the introduction of pottery-making in the
first place may have brought increments to
the original stock of ideas from time to time
but in the main, changes are assumed to
have been internal, resuldng from play on the
potendalities of current forms and styles.
Revolutionary inventions, in the popular sense
of the word, probably occurred rarely if at all.
In general, therefore, pottery styles at any
given time and place may be assumed to have
derived from those that went before; if not
n thar particular spot, then in another region
with which there was contact.

in what he hopes to get out of it. H.c is conten
to work wirh fragmentary materials such as
potsherds — in facr, prefers them because of:
their suscepeihilicy to statistical treatment —
since he is concerned primarily with the dis-
trihurion of *“cultures” in time and space, and
only secondarily with the cultures so revealed,
The resulting 'apparenc indifference to “cul:
ture-context” has been characterized by Taylor:
as lictle short of crimimal, and there is na
question that studies rigorously- conductc'd_
along these lines make unconscionably dull
reading. Nevertheless, the most casual glance
at the history of archaeclogy in any part of
the world where it has progressed beyond
the stage of antiquarianism will shovff their

utility. Indeed, one might go further in su
gesting that at certain stages in the develop-
ment of archaeological knowledge they are
indispcnsnblc. {Until a certain amount of order_
has been achieved in respect to time-space
relations on a regional scale, it may .bc
questioned whether satisfacrory culrural in=
ferences can be drawn from any archacologk
cal materials. We are in such an early stage of
development in the Lower Mississippi Valley.
The classification which is to be described in
the following pages, is, in consequence, th
outcome of a frankly, if not fanatically, em
pirical atritude toward the material. )
It has become practically mandatory in
putting typological studies into print to de
clare at the outser that classification 1s regarde_
therein purely as a “tool,” fashioned to sui
the material in hand and the kind of informa:
tion one hopes to get out of it. Unf?rmnately,_
the phenomenon of inter-changeability of ends.
and means is not confined to political science
Also, there is magic in names. Once let a hatful’
of miserable fragments of fourth-rate portery.
be dignified by a “Name,” and there will
follow inevitably the tendency for the name
to become an entty, particularly in the mind
of him who gives it. Go a step further and_
publish a description and the type embarks on

? Krieger, 1944.

* The word “intraduction” is used here in its widest
ible sense. It is not intended o imply the assamp-
“ton thar there was only ooe introduction of pottery
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Each community that had reached a certain
level of sophistication in potrery-making will
be found to have been maintaining side by
side several different vessel styles. These are
normally closely related, partcularly in the
matter of construction, paste, and surface
finish, and seem to mark vessels made for
different purposes or vessel ideas derived from
different sources. If any one of these particu-
lar styles is examined at a single place and ,
single point in time, it will be seen that, while
each vessel varies in minor detai], such vara.
tions tend to cluster about a norm. This norm
represents the consensus of community opin-
ion as to the correct features for this particu-
lar kind of vessel. Variarions from the norm
reflect the individual potter’s i:{terpretation
of the prevailing styles, and the degree of
variation tolerated is also cultufally controlled,
With the convenient hindsight of the archaeol-
ogist, we can divide such variations into two
classes: those which were not followed by the
rest of the communiry, and those that were.
The lateer are, of course, significant as the
means by which ceramic development was
accomplished.

In areas where the distribution of popula-
tdon was relatively stable, as seems to have
been the case in most of the Southeast for long
periods, ceramic development was general and
in a crude sense surprisingly uniform. There
was always a tendency, however, for particu-
larly vigorous centers to impress their ideas on
less enterprising neighbors. When a cross sec-
tion of a large area is viewed at a given point
in time, popularity centers will be seen for
certain styles. Between these centers, styles
vary and trénd roward those of other centers
in rough proportion to the distances involved,
subject of /course to ethnic distributions and
geographic factors.

Thus, we have in mind the concept of a
continuously evolving regional pottery tradi-
tion, showing a more or less parallel develop-
ment in and around a number of centers, each
of which employs a number of distinct but
related styles, each scyle in turn being in proc-
ess of change both areally and temporaily.

into the Southeast, or even to rule out the possibility
of independent invention. We can produce as good
an evolutionary series from stone pots to Arkansas
head vases as has been done anywhere else.

314

Philip Phillips et.

om Archaeological Survey in the Lower Mississippi Valley, 1940-1947

315



CLASSIFICATION OF THE POTTERY 6'3

With this remarkably unstable material, we
set out to fashion a key to the prehistory of
the region. Faced wich this three-dimensional
fAow, which seldom if ever exhibits “natural”
segrcgation, and being obliged to reduge it_to
some sort of manageable form, we arbitranly
cut it into units. Such created umits of the
ceramic continuur are called pottery types.

The importance of this concept of type in
the present study justifies a certain amount of
repedtion. It can be illustrated in a crude

Fic. 5. Diagrammatic representadon of the concept of
pottery type.

diagrammatic form (fig. 5). Let the lerter A
represent a type and the circle around it, in
purely abstract fashion, its limit of variabiliry,
That'is to say, if an individual specimen does
not fall within the range of variation repre-
sented by the circle, it does not conform to
the type. We have already seen that variation
and geographical range are closely related, so
our circle represents, albeit crudely, the gco-
graphical range of the type as well. The
circle thus describes the type two-dimension-
ally, To this, a third dimension, time, may be
added by which our figure becomes a cylin-
der. The léngth of the cylinder represents
the range of variability resulting from changes
taking place in time. Several closely related

and overlapping types —the most carefully-

defined types always overlap — can therefore
be represented as above.

The length of the cylinders is shown as
unequal because of the inevitable variation in

persistence of the peculiarin'es we have used
to define the types. Actually, of course, these
cvlinders are a tremendous over-simplification
If it were possible to show it diagrammatic
ally, they would be irregular in shape, ex
panding, contracting, branching, and coming
together, so that no two horizontal cross sec
tions would be the same. The figure is a hope
lessly crude approximadon to the facts, bur it
serves to illuserate the point of interest here
to wit, the arbitrariness of the whole rypolog.
ical procedure. The drawing of the circles i5:
arbitrary and highly subjective—no tw
classifiers will draw precisely the same circle:
— the cutting-off of the cylinders is equally
so. It is scarcely necessary to draw attention:
to the additional difficulty of determining.:
whether a given variation is the result of
spatial or temporal factors. If this is anything’
like a true picture of what a pottery type is;:
can anyone scriously ask whether it corre

onds to a “narural” or culrural reality? :

Whether, among the primitive communities-
of the Mississippi Alluvial Valley, groups or
classes of pottery were recognized, and
whether such entities, if we may speak of
them as such, were conceptualized in terms
anvthing like those with which we define a
pottery tvpe, are intriguing and by no means
unimportant questions. We need not go into
them here, however, because by reason of the
verv nature of the material to be classified the
pos'sibility thar our and their conception of a
given type might coincide is 50 remote 2s to
be negligible. These are questions that can -
scarcely arise in the initial stages of a compre-
hensive pottery survey. Before leaving the
subject, however, let us make it clear thar,
although the empirical typology here described
— “working” typology as Krieger perhaps
would call it — cannot be expected to show
any strong relationship to cultural “reality,”
it 'does not follow that such relationship is
precluded now and forever, To a certain
extent, the characters we select as criteria for
tvpe definition, however dictated by expedi-
ency, not to say necessity, are bound to cor-
respond to characters that might have served
to distinguish one sort of pottery from another
in the minds of the people who made and
used it. We should, of course, make every
possible effort to increase this correspondence.
In course of time, with increased information

n respect to vessel shapes and over-all patterns
f design—let us not forger that we are
lassifying vessels, though we have for most
ypes only sherds to do it with — our rypes
will be redefined in ever closer approximation
o culmural “realities.” In short, an evenrual
jsy"nthcsis is possible berween the seemingly

tichetical atrirades loosely characrerized
above 2s “empirical” and “culwural,” in which
he produce of classificarion, the portery type,
ill finally achieve cultaral meaning. The
mits of the variabilicy of the rype wili then
no longer be wholly arbitrary decisions of the
‘classifier, as is now the case, but will bear
ome correspondence to ethnographic distri-
butions in time and space. On this hopeful
‘note, let us conclude this brief inrroduction to
he problems that beset those who set out to
ieasure and relate, by means of wretched bits
f fired clay, cultural phenomena of which
there are as yet no other records.

The Concepts of “Pottery Complex”
and “Series”

" As already remarked, in culrares of the level
reached by the pottery-making Indians of the
:Southeast, 3 given sire, or level in a site, will
how several discrete pottery types, each of
‘which may have a separate history. It is con-
venient to refer to such a group of types as a
“complex.” This pottery complex in a given
tuation is usually described in terms of per-
‘centages of the several component types and,
where so described, gives a very useful meas-
ure for comparison with other culrural situa-
dons. A further step is sometimes made in
which all or several of the component types
of a complex are given the same site designa-
‘tion and the group referred to as a “series.”
“Thus, the types Alexander Incised, Alexander
‘Pinched, and Alexander Dentate Stamped are
members, along with O"Neal Plain and Smith-
sonia Zoned Stamped, of the well-known
“Alexander Series” in northerm Alabama.
However tempdng from the standpoint of
simplicity, we are not using the device in the
present work. As Krieger has pointed out,

* Krieger, 1944, fig. 25.

“Ford objects to this usage of the term “sertes”
on the grounds of poor English. “i. A number of
things or evens standing or succeeding in order, and

64 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY IN THE LOWER MISSISSIPPI ALLUVIAL VALLEY

such linkage of types is a further step in th
typological process.* Furthermore, when
becomes clear that related types have the sam
distribution in tme and space, it may be pre
ferable to lump them together as a single typ
whereupon the concept of “series” become
superfluous. Unal such a time, their separa:
identities have to be maintained, and it is per
haps less confusing in the long run to keep th
names distinct as well. It is hardly necessar
to add that, in our view, neither “complex
nor “series” are classificatory terms in th
sense that they represent an order, more in
clusive than type, in a taxonomic system. The
fact that they do tend to acquire such a mean
ing is an addidonal reason, in our view, fo.
avoiding their use, except in a context tha
leaves no room for ambiguity. When, there.
fore, in the following pages, we find it con-
venient to speak of a portery complex it will
be understood to refer only to a given archae.
ological situation, and the term “series” wil}
be, so far as possible, avoided.*2

The Binomial System of Type
Nomenclature

i/

The above-described merhodological free-
dom, however, does not by any means elimi-
nate any of the difficulties or responsibilities
of the classifier. As already pointed out, the
norm of style, which we measure by means of
{)ottery types, shifts both areally and chrono-
ogically in a manner so gradual that we are
hard put to say at what point in either dimen-
sion one type leaves off and another begins.
But this is nor all. The separate characrers of
paste, surface, form, and decoration change
also in time and space, and not all at the same
rate. Fach, separate character has iz own
history and’ each history will provide a more
or less sensitive register for the history of the
culture 35 a whole. Now it would be un-
reasonable to hold that one character is un-
failingly more important than another, or to
insist that all pottery be classified on the basis
of uniformly selected characters. It does.
however, lessen the inital ‘confusion to select

connected by a like reladon; sequence; order:
counsel; a succession of things; as, a rerdes of calami-
des or crinmphs” (Webster's New International
Dicticnary.)
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE POTTERY 65

the most sensitive — and at the same time most
recognizable — characters as guides or “con-
stants” in the process of classificadon. In
Southeastern pottery generally, these are fea-
tures of surface treatment and decoradon, and
thus it has come about that what mav for
convenience be called the Southeastern classifi-
cation emplovs a binomial system of nomen-
clature in which the second term or “conszant”
is descriptive of surface treatment or decora-
tion, as in Mulberry Creek Cord-marked or
Indian Bay Stamiped.

It may be asked why characters of shape
are not regarded as equally sensitive and
equally suggestive of culrure change. The
answer is found in our original point of de-
parture and its paramount interest in sherds
rather than vessels, and more objectively,
perhaps, in the fact that except in the very
latest periods the Southeastern potters had not
reached an advanced stage of refinement in
vessel form. Features of shape, particularly
rim and lip modifications, have sometimes
proved useful in sorting the present material,
but it has not been found expedicnt to use
them as constants in classificanion. All tvpes
set up by the Survey, therefore, are defined
in the present work according to the South-
eastern procedure.

By so doing, we shall have lessened bu:mtgr
no means removed the main typological difh-
culty. Type “A” let us suppose has been
defined on the basis of what appears to be the
“norm” at what appears to be a “center.” We
may as well admit that these “centers” are
often only such because they first artracted
our attention, or because of our ignorance of
the intervening spaces. As we go away from
that center in space — the same thing happens
in time, but we may leave that unpleasant
fact aside for the moment — the characters
that we have selected as determinants for the
type gradually shift, the all-too famniliar phe-
nomenon of “creep,” until at some point we
can stretch our original type definition no
further and have to consider whether material
“X" more closely resembles Type “B,” already
established at another center, or whether it is
ot sufficiently like either “A” or “B" and
must be given an independent starus as Type
“C." These wretched hair-line decisions beset

the classifier at every step. The only helpful
principle the writers have been able to find is
one of the sheerest empiricism — ability to

sort, Rigorous applicadon of this principle

results in some rather startling distributions,
For example, we were unable to distinguish -
certain clay-tempered, cord-marked sherds
found in our area from the rype Mulberry:
Creek Cord-marked, originally set up in the
Pickwick Basin on the Tennessee River several’
hundred miles away. Candor compels the :
admission that we could not sort it from -
what was then called Deasonville Cord-marked °

in southern Mississippi and Louisiana either.
If Mulberry Creek Cord-marked and Deason-
ville Cord-marked could be separatcd, as im-

plied in the fact that they were set up as .
distinct types, our material obviously could -
not be both, so an arbitrary decision had to-
be made. We first encountered the pottery
in the northern part of the Survey Area where

it more closely approximates Mdlberry Creek
Cord-marked. If we had encountered it first
in the south, we undoubredly would have
been struck by irs resemblance to Deasonville
Cord-marked. Our soludon was to call it
Mulberrv Creek and quietly liquidate Deason-
ville. From this sort of dilemma there is no
escape, but its effects can be minimized by
more knowledge of the pottery and sharper
definidon of rypes,

It may be surmised from the above that
much depends on the sort of constants by
which types are defined. The “creep” of types
in tme or space is by no means uniform. A
generalized surface treacment like cord-mark-
ing, for example, will extend farther without
sortable change than a type based on a special-
ized scheme of decoration; a plain undecorated
type may go farther than cither. So far as
possible, an atrempt should be made to reduce
these inequalities by careful choice and defini-
don of constants. On the other hand, bearing
in mind that classificadon is only a means to
an end, the classifier will choose the sort of
constants that he thinks are likely to turn out
to be culturally and historically significant.
Finally, let it not be overlooked in the glow
of these fine thoughts that in the inidal stages
of classificacion one seizes upon any fearure
that will serve to distinguish one group of
sherds from another.

Having, so to speak, walked around the
pottery Cype as understood here, and exam-

_ined some of the more obvious aspects of its
“snatomy, we may conclude by admitting that

the practcal necessities of the situation have

yvirrually destroyed it as a concept in any
- g priori sense. We are left with —and this is

as much of a definition as will be found in the
present work —a named abstraction, repre-
senting a combinadon of selected characters,
susceptible of recognition from sherds alone.
An ardficial, albeit useful, creadon of the
classifier, the pottery type has at this stage of
being little, if any, correspondent cultural
“reality,” present or past. Exigencies of lan-
guage require us to think and talk about
pottery types as though they had some sort of
independent existence. “This sherd is Bay-
town Plain” Upon sufficient repetition of
this statement, the concept Baytown Plin

‘takes on a massive solidity, The time comes
‘when we are ready rto fight for dear old Bay-
‘town. What we have to try to remember is
‘that the statement really means something like
cthis: “This sherd sufficiently resembles ma-
“terial which for the time being we have elected
to call Baytown Plain.” Frequent repedton
“of this and similar exorcisms we have found

to be extremely salutary during the classifica-
tory activities described below,

Methods of Sorting

The 1940 season’s material, consisting of
surface collections only, from 149 sites, mainly
in the Lower Arkansas River Lowland and
St. Francis River Basin, was shipped to Baton
Rouge for caraloguing, and there sorted by
the writers at the conclusion of the field
season. This preliminary sorting was done in
the time-honored way, that is, by piling the
whole mass of sherds into one terrifying heap,
and sorting them as many ways as possible.
The experience in other Southeastern areas
prompted the use of tempering differences as
a primary breakdown,® and the result was that
we ended up with 47 types loosely grouped
into three temper groups: shell, clay, and
sand. Fiber-tempering did not occur in the
first season’s collections. The “constants” se-
lected were in the categories of surface finish

“So far as we are aware, the first use of rempering
differences as a primary ceramic breakdown in the
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and decoraton. Under the lacter, technique
of decoration was relied on more than design,
as is necessary when sortng surface material,
on account of the small size of the sherds. It
should be pointed out thar these 47 types
were not all “new.” Eight of them had been
reviously named and described in the Lower
ississippi Valley, and two were among the
es set up in the Pickwick Bastn in north-
ern Alabama. After sordng, the marerial was
broken up into the original site collections,
counted, and tabulated. Some preliminary
graphic analysis, of the sort described in a
later section, was carried on by Ford, so that
in going back into the field in the following
spring, we had a fair idea of the probable
chronological rclatonships of our provisional
types, which was a great help, particularly in
the selecdon of sites for stratgraphic testing.
The second and third season’s material,
mainly from the Yazoo Basin, was handled
differently. Site collections and stratigraphic
material were kept intact. By this dme, we
felt we had a classificadion and that it was
therefore unnecessary to throw all the pot-
tery together, as was done the previous year.
Now, this raises a quesdon pertinent to the
discussion of typological theory just com-
pleted. There is no question that, had we
sorted this Yazoo Basin material afresh, for-
getting as far as possible, our existing typol-
ogy, we would have come out with a classifi-
cation quite different from that presented
here. Not that the list of types would have
differed so much, but the tvpes themselves
would have been differently defined. The
norms in the 'Yazoo Basin are not the same
as in the St.:Francis Basin. Throughout all
our description and discussion of types, we
are constanty being reminded of the “set”
that was given to our rypology by the fact
that it was largely determined by the first
season's work, In spite of all efforts, our type
definitions in many cases really apply to the
St. Francis Basin portery. We have not been
able to rid our minds entirely of the notion
that corresponding type material in the Yazoo
Basin is deviant if not atvpical. Another
interesting result is that we tend to see a cul-
ture divide or “fronder” about the ladrude of

Southeast was in Griffin's study of the pattery of the
Wheeler Basin in Webb, 1939.
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CLASSIFICATION OF THE POTTERY 67 -

the mouth of the Arkansas River, because it
is here thar the type definitions set up in the
St. Francis begin to reach their limit of appli-
cability; the types begin to lose their outlines.
The fact is very neatly exprcssed in the in-
creased percentages in the *“unclassified”
column of site tabularions south of this point.
We have to be on guard against such appear-
ances. Getting back to the point at issue, it
seems mow in regrospect that it would have
been worth the extra effort to have piled all
three season’s collections together, and all
subsequent marterial for that macter, and made
a final grand sorting. However, our present
purpose is to describe what we did, not what
might have been done.

Sorting and analysis of the 1941 collection
was interrupted by the war, When the work
was resumed in 1946 the situation was as fol-
lows: The 1940 collections had been broken
up. Approximately a third of the material
was stil] in Baton Rouge, The remainder had
been sorted at least once by onc or more of
the present writers, but it was felt that a new
sorting by one of us was required not to
eliminate the personal equation, which cannot
be done, but to standardize the errors resule-
ing therefrom, and accordingly all the ma-
terial, to which was subsequently added the
collections of 1946 2nd 1947, was assembled at
the Peabody Museum. This was another op-
portunity to throw it together, bur it was
sorted by sites as before. In the process, a
number of changes were made in the pre-
vious classification, several new types being
set up to take carc of the material in the
southern part of the Yazoo Basin. At the same
time a number of earlier types were aban-
doned. As each site collection was sorted, the
types were segregated in small boxes and filed
away by sites in cupboarcls where they were
readily ~ available for further study. Body
sherds of the more common types Werc
counted and put away in dead storage, and
the counts entered in a dead-storage file. The
materizl was thus in excellent shape for final
analysis. This was done type by type in the
following manner. All the rims and bases (in
types that have bases) — or in the case of the
numerically smaller types, all the sherds —
were spread out on long tables in geographi-
cal order from north to south. Data sheets

listing the occurrence by site of all measurable -
and observable features were prepared. Direct .
observation, backed up by these data sheets :
gave an excellent idea of the nature and ex-
tent of the variations of the type in its geo-
graphical range. “Centers” for the type, and -
for particular features within the type, were
readily apparent. The gradual shift of the
type away from these centers was clearly seen
again and again. In some cases, this shift be-
came so great as to require an arbitrary deci-
sion — thus far and no farther —and the
creation of a new type. While the material
was in this convenient form, guantitative dis-
tribution maps were made, which proved to
be very useful in further delimiting the types.

At this point, it may be well to make an- .
other confession. What Hooton used to call
the “fierce rypologist" does not compromise
with space or time. If two things look alike,
he puss them together regardless. So, in -
theory, do we. But it sometimes happens
otherwise in practice. When confronted with
one of the innumerable hair-line decisions one
has to make in sorting, it may be that the mere .
locaton of the site from which the sherd
comes, or its chronological position, if it
comes from an excavation, is sufhcient to
throw it one way or another. We have not
scrupled to use such adventitious aids to sort-
ing from time ro time. '

With the material stll spread out on the
tables and the dara sheets as a conwol, & pre-
liminary type description was written on the
spot. Now to write a close description of a
type represented by collections from several
hundred sites covering a range of zoo to 300
miles, to say nothing of a considerable stretch
of time, is not easy. There is an irresistible
tendency to orient your description around
what seems to be the “central” material of the
type, and to describe the variations in terms
of this assumed “center.” It is hardly neces-
sary to point out again that a center may be
nothing more than the place where one hap-
pened to get the most material. It is also very
apt to coincide with the place where one first
set up the type. Pottery descriptions have
always to be read with this in mind. QOurs are
only cxcep:iona! in that we admit it.

The last act before putting away one type
and getting out another was to select a num-
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ber of specimens for the type collection, and
these were also inventoried by site in a card-
index file. A further disallation from these
was made for the photographs in this report.

Upon completion of the analysis, there re-
mained a considerable residue of unclassified
material. This was also spread out on the
tables and sorted carefully for possible new
£y pes. Actually, none were found, which was
reassuring in a way, as an indication that our
classification was sufficiently thorough, for
the present at least. Several tentative types
were set up, and these are described in this
section under the heading “Provisional
Types." It was felt that these would no
doubt artain the status of types with more
material, so they are useful in pointing to areas
for further investigation,

There remained only the final unexciting
task of counting and tabularing on printed site
inventory sheets to which were added the
counts from the dead-storage and type-collec-
tion files. Totals and percentages "were then
calculated, and we were finally in a position
to begin to get some returns on our invest-
ment.
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Assumptions

OW the 346,099 sherds from 383 sites,

collected by the Lower Mississippi Sur-
vey and duly classified as described in Section
111, could be stored away in cabinets and for-
gotten for the time being. The data was safely
on paper and time would heal our wounded
consciences and dim our suspicions that at
several points our classification was less than
perfect. During the winter of 1947 Phillips
tumned to the problems of physiog:ghy, and
the identification of historic sites; Griffin began
the description of portery types; and Ford
started work on ysis, assisted and checked
at every point by his somewhat fearful col-
leagues.

The basic assumptions which served as a
foundation for the analytical procedure need
to be stated in some detail. They will help to
explain the procedure followed and it is hoped
will prevent the reader from accepting the
conclusions in an any more “positivc" sense
than the writers intend. We consider these
assumptions 2s a set of probabilities which lead
to conclusions that are our best guesses. Not
that we intend to apologize for this admission.
This we think is the real method of science.
We are trying to expose our limitations and
are not setting out to prove anything beyond
all doube.

A. In the portion of the Mississippi Valley
which was surveyed and for the greater part of
the span of history which is being studied, the
aboriginal people were presumably agricultur-
ists. The population was rather numerous, as
will be shown later, and was collected in small
villages, For these reasons it seems reasonable
to think that there was compararivc stability
of peoples. These Indians did not wander as
did the historic Indians of the Plains and, from
the archaeological evidence, there seems to
have been little or none of the frantic shifting
of tribes that marks the post-contact history of
the Fastern Indians. We are assuming then
undl the evidence indicates the contrary that

‘Linton, 1940, pp- 3740

the people who carried the cultural traits we
are studying were probably relacively stable
gcographicaily and that for the most part
population changes were slow gradual ones.

B. While the prehisroric populations were
comparatively stable in the larger geographic
sense, this does not appear to have been true
of the grear majoriry of village sites. Some -
sites were inhabited throughout the time span .
which is being studied. Most, however, were :
occupied for a short time in proportion to the -
entire chronology. This assumpuon was based '
on archaeological experience in other Farts‘
of the Southeast and on a preliminary glance
over the collections gathered in this Survey.:
The condition seems to be due to the limita-
tions of the agricultural methods and equip-:
ment of the Indians. After a field had been:
cleared and used for crops for a few years,
the grass and weeds probably moved in and:
took over. With the inefficient tools which
the Southeastern Indians had, control of this
vefgetarion very likely became so difficult after
a few years that it was easier to ring and burn
trees for a new field than it was to continue:
planting in the old one. In the course of a few’
decades, when all the desirable agricultural
land in the vicinity of a village had been
opened up to weeds in this fashion, the village
would have to be moved to a new location.!
This was the practice of the Southeastern
tribes in the early Historic Period before they
acquired plows. and such names as “Chickasaw
Old Fields” and “Tuckabachee Old Fields”
undoubtedly refer to such weed-grown aban- -
doned land. :

The securing of short time-span collections
is essential if the method of seriating of surface
collections is to be successfully applied, For
this reason, careful attention was paid to the :
combinations of sherd material which were
gathered from various parts of each village
site. In the course of field work, where it was
evident that one portion of a site yielded a
different complex from that found on an-
other part, two of more separate collections
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‘were made, These were labeled “A,” “B)”
“etc., and were treated all through the course
‘of analysis as though they came ?rorn different
sites. A Cross section of the ceramic styles in
vogue at these different sites at one instant in
rme would have been the ideal material for
‘serjation purposes, but that, of course, is an
pnattainable goal.

C. The third assumption has already been
stated in the foregoing section on ceramic
classification. Untdil the evidence suggests dif-
ferently, we are assuming that in any large area
cultural continuity in both time and space is
to be expected as the normal state of affairs.
A gradual change of feature with the passage
of tme and across the area, when it is viewed
on any one time horizon, was our very ideal-
ized concept of the cultural history with which
we are dealing. This does not mean that we
_did not anticipate the possibiliry of finding
‘evidence of (1) the replacement of one popu-
‘lation bearing a certain variety of culture by
‘another population having entirely different
customs; (z) the replacement of cultural fea-
‘tures through acculturation from sources out-
side the region in which we are working;
“or (3) the specializing of cultural complexes
‘in certain regions due to their being prorected
‘from the prevailing patterns of the area as a
‘whale by such factors as geographical isola-
tiomn, peculiaritics of population distribution,
linguistic barriers, or political groupings. These
.conditions were some of the things of which
we expected to get hints from our study.

So we did not begin our analysis with any
assumPtion that changes in ceramics, such as
the shift from clay- to shell-tempering, neces-
sarily indicate any abrupt cultural or popula-

. tion replacement. If the refuse deposits of the
_two time periods really should have a layer

of clean white sand separating them after the
classic model of stratigraphy, we wanted to
be shown by the evidence.

D. Our fourth basic assumption has also
been stated in the discussion of ceramic typol-

- ogy. We are assuming that each of our pot-

tery tvpes is a more or less sensitive instrument
for measuring cultural change with the passage
of dme and distribution over space. We are
a lictle complacent about this assumption and

i* Spier, 1917
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feel that we are on fairly certain grounds be.
cause we went to great pain§ to set up and
adapt each type for exactly those purposes.
Rearranging, mer(-iging, and splitting of type
groups were guided by preliminary analysis
and the resultant informaton about chrone-
logical relations.

However, as has been made clear in the
type descriptions, all of the types are not
equally well adapted for this purpose. Because
of the practical difficulties OF making distine-
tions, some of the types, especially the undeco-
rated ones, include marerial that repreéents
long spans of time and large amounts of area.
In other examples we are aware that the origi-
nal concepts have changed during the classiﬁy-
ing so that the resultant categories are some-
what broader than would have been desired.
Mazique Incised is an example of this latter
kind of type weakness. Despite this, we feel
that we are fairly aware of this factor and thus
have it under reasonable control.

E. The next point to be considerad is not
a basic assumption but rather a logical deriva-
tive of the freceding discussions. It has to do
with the relative popularity of types through
time. If our pottery types are successful meas-
uring units for a continuous stream of changin
cultural ideas, it follows that when the rela-
tve popularity of these types is graphed
through time, a more or less long, single-peak
curve will usually resule. Put in another way,
a type will first appear in very small per-
centages, will gradually increase to its maxi-
mum popularity, and then, as it is replaced by
its succeeding "type, will gradually decrease
and disappea’r.

This interesting phenomena can be illus-
trated by ‘endless examples taken from any
span of culture history. Consider the popu-
larity curve of the “Charleston” dance Exd in
the United States. A speciﬁc poljrical concept,
a particular word, or any other carefully de-
fined cultural type will show the szme popu-
larity curve that Spier found in the history
of Zuii pottery.'s ’

This is an interesting phenomenon but do
not let us be misled. We have not discovered
a natural law operating independently of our
own humble efforts. This peculiar charac-
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teristic of type popularity distribution through
time is something we have helped to bring
about through our own conccptuaiizarion
of the pottery types that manifest said be-
havior. How the curves come out is partly
controlled by how the types are defined.

F. The sixth assumption is also a derivative
of the foregoing discussions. If a complex of
culural materials rcpresenrjng a space—timc
continuum of culture history 1s classified in a
consistent manner, the popularir_v curves of the
various constituent types will form a pattern.
Each portion of this pattern will be peculiar
to a particular time 2nd area. This concept
may best be illustrated from contemporary
culture. Lacking accurate data, as this sort
of information is usually i ored by historians,
let us manufacrture some for purposes of illus-
traton.? Let us say that in the State of Ohio
in the year 1920, the following were the rela-
tive popularities of the indicared types of
travel for distances over § miles:

PER CENT
Walking . . - - - - o+ o ¢ [
Ridinghorses . . . - - « -+ - [
Horseandbuggy . . - - - - - - 15
G:soline-powered boats . . . o« = v ]
Sceamboats . . . - o« o+ o+ - o+ o+ 5
Auromobiles . 10
Airplanes . . . . - o - 2
Railways .. . 43

Here is a ratio of popularity of transporta-
ton types which will never be exactly re-
peated in Ohio or anywhere else.

Now let us take 2 look at a supposed history
of the relative popularity of transportation
types in Ohio for a period extending some-
time before and after 1gzo. This we have
graphed in figure 15.% Not only is the partern
different for each ten-vear interval, but the
quantitative picture of this stretch of culture
history is a unique thing. The pattern of the
popularity peaks of the different transporta-
tion types have never been repeated. A simi-

* Historical statistical data about manufacruring,
trade, erc., will give this Yind of information. How-
ever, it is easier to make up our illustradon than to
dig it out of the census

*Here we have used the type of diagram which
will often reoccur in this study, so we might as well
explain it now. The passage of time is always repre-
sznted by proceeding from the bottom to the top of

lar graph for Texas would doubtless show
larger popularity of horse-riding.  The
wouldn't have been any steamboat travel it
all in Urah. Indiana would show the sam

v

ve 3 sample of the transporration habics of
he Ohioans for an unknown date which
hb__wcd the following percentages of popular-
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with frequency data on the transportation cus.
toms of Ohio for a number of years. We dg
not know the dates of these samples and have
no idea as to their chronological sequence. We

e as Ohio but in differing quantities & ' . !
gg]poral relations. g1 ¢ PER CENT ‘1:-;2::” get a dcomplete ?”Smg’ out of this data
. . . . W 3
So long as we maintain our classification 2. ' H sam l:sciffle gsog]céhigg' Yy Iearranging our
strictly as they are, we may review any nuni Riding horses 12 pies, an find the type frequency pac-
) ) r cse and buggy 3 tern and the relative order of the sampl

ber of representative samples of Ohio trans ; ? : - 5.
. ; dling and rowing boats 1 ‘We will not know the calendrical dates of th
portation history, and the same frequenc mboats . . samples. the relative Iengths of ti the
pattern will result. The only way in whic romebiles - b tI:)he arious e‘;: eng; of time occupied
the pattern might be changed would be ¢t irplanes . . . o ee'len which endso(;’ :l)'lns %;thelchropc’log}’, or
change the classification. This can be don way . - ¢ chronology is the mose
40 recent in time, but we can develop the quan-

in a number of different ways. Let us sho
2 few:

1. Travel without vehicles
Vehicles that travel on land
Vehicles that travel on water
Vehicles that travel in air

Ghpgd er BOAT
Bibiyg HORSLE

!

GTLazaQay
BASR0ATY

BALKIEY

MOBSE-0RATH
YEHICLT
AUTCEQBILEG
halLdoay
.

2. Man-powered travel ]1 ‘.f H == 1049
Animal-powered travel } i
Steam-powered travel A it I a - 1930
Gasoline-powered travel i !,"'""19’-\‘ ---2057" .l—-—-ui——ﬂ = 1820
Electric-powered travel iLg -’-—-aﬁ—.‘-" F ; t ‘
) " = % i) = 1m0
3. Travel o-5 miles an hour 254 e g ‘lf
Travel 5-10 miles on hour : i | _ - - o6
erc., ;:i ;gg: ! — 1800
Note that in each case where the classifica b o = 1800
tion is rearranged, the quantitative—historica Z' b L— — — 1870
picrure would be compietely different. Thi Laosd L__m___1
is not to sav that it would be any more true. SR 1} 1 i —me
or false than the scheme which we have illus s '\‘“‘—"";" T asg—f o= la80
trated in figure 15. All of these classifications: - 15} = el — ) { — a0
will measure time change in a cultural featur - _}. AR i
The point of interest to the classifier is that. L Ey i i 0 o - 180
the first scheme with the finer type divisions: 1= Elagd by i 1 L erventene ."1: . — 1820
will do the job a little more accurately than - 188 e 208 {
the others. Sall finer divisions which will do. P Y e
i — 1600

even better jobs will oceur to the reader.
While this fanciful illustration is set up,
Jet us go a little farther and show how the
dating and seriation techniques that will be
discussed later will work. Suppose that we

.15, Theoretical percentage frequency graph .of

When this information is graphed after the
ashion used in figure 15, and the graph is
placed on this chronology, it will be seen
1t the type frequencies of this sample, which
ve may :;Sl well cail “X," will fic the chronol-
ogy at only one point. As our figure show

1t dates abt);ut lBSps. gure shows,
Let us suppose again that we are faced with
situation in which we are merely provided

the figure. Each cultural type is assigned a vertical
“axis,” or imagin line, which is indicated at both
tl}p and bottom of the figure. The relative popularity
of the type is shown by the length of the horizontal :
bars that center on the type axis, This may be
measured by means of the percentage scale given m :
the figure. Try it for the year 1920 and see if the .
graph agrees with the tabulaton given above.

transportation types in Ohio from Ap. 1800 to 1940

titative-historical pattern. This, in effect, is
the seriation technique we have used.

This rather far-fetched bit of imaginary anal-
ysis is only worch-while if it brings out the
point that systematic classification of cultural
data representing a particular range of time
creates in each case a characteristic quanu'mtivc
Fartern. We had this in mind as our sherds
rom the Mississippi Valley area were classified,
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and the analyrical procedure that will be de-
scribed were the steps which were taken in
search of these patterns.

G. Two more assumptions which we have
made may be grouped together. We have as-
sumed that our sampling of sites in each part
of our Survey Area has been sufficiently thor-
ough. We think thar we have secured a sample
of the pottery which was made during each
stage of the chronologies which we will pre-
sent so that no large time gaps remain un-
represented.

We are also guessing that a random sample
of over fifty sherds is sufficient to indicate the
proportionate type frequencies existing in the
refuse from which the material was collected.
A toral of fifty is considered to be usable, but
not particularly reliable. One hundred is much
better and every sherd above one hundred is
all to the good.# It will be noted that some of
our collections are quite large.

The foregoing assumptions which we made
at the start of the analytical work, and which
we intended to act upon until the evidence in-
dicated thatr they were wrong, may be sum-
marized as follows:

A, The distribution of prehistoric popula-
tions of the Survey Area was relatively stable,

B. The majority of the village sites werc
probably inhabited for a short time as com-
pared to the entire time with which we are
dealing.

C. The culture of the area in the main prob-~
ably changed gradually rather than by means
of mass migration from other areas.

D. Tf propositions A and C were true, the
pottery types which we had defined would
each show a single-peak popularity curve
fohen measured through time, but the dura-
ton of such peaks, and the resulting curves,
would vary from one type to another.

E. If D is true, then all the pottery-type
frequency curves would be different in each
part of the area on each time horizon, and
a distinct patten will appear when each
Part of the area is viewed through time.

F. Our sampling technique has been suc-
cessful in gerting samples representing continu-
ous segments of time in all parts of the arca

*For a brief discussion of quandtative reliabilicy
of collections, see Ford, 1936, pp. 13-14

and also in securing enough material from
sites which we will trear to give a more or'}
reliable picrure of the material available:'
the surface. :

Analytical Procedure

_ The firse step in our ceramic analysis wis
mmple and redious one. On the sheets whig

recorded the classification of the matery]

from each collection, the totals of these g
lections were run up on an adding machi
and the percentages of each type calculate

by slide rule. The “Unclassified” sherds were
included in these torals, This was done for al
surface collections which contained more than
fifty sherds, as well as for each level in the

stratigraphic excavations.

Tglen a roll of graph paper marked with a
centimeter-millimeter grid was secured. On'a
piece of this paper a “key” was prepared very

carefully, This key indicated the position o

the axis of each type from which bars showihg
the relative frequency of the types were to
be drawn. The best spacing of the types along

the key was something that had to be de
veloped in the course of the analysis to pre
vent overlapping of the frequency bars. Th

arrangement was changed several times, and its

final form is as given at the tops and bottom
of figures 17-z1.

After the first key was worked out, th.c .
type frequency data for each collection was.

placed on a s-centimeter-wide strip graph

This second step was also a routine mechanical
matter and took some time to accomplish, :
particularly as this work several times pointed"
out defects in the positions of the types on the -

key. When the key was changed, all strip

graphs made with the old key had to be dis-
carded. Finally, however, all of the classifica-

tion data was in this graphic form.

While this work was underway, the classi-
fication data was being analysed in another
way by several student assistants 3 at the
American Museum. This was a distributional
study of type frequencies. For each type a
sheet of tracing cloth was placed over a map
showing all site locations. Then, the percent-
age frequency of the type at each site, say

¥ Miss Margarer Rose, Miss Eileen Boecklen, and
Mr. Gary Vesalius.
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berry Creek Cord-marked for example,
recorded in its proper geographical posi-
4 on the traced map. Now, if the -above-
discussed assumptions are correce, that the
rerage village site was inhabited for a rela-
vely short period (see assumption B, above),
od that our Survey work has gathered 2
smple of the material from sites represent-
g each time period in all parts of the area
F. above). then in each part of the Survey
‘rea there should be sites which show
fulberry Creek Cord-marked near or at its
'_opulariiy peak. Other sites, which cover
ime ranges before or after the maximum
j'opulariry of the type, will, of course, show
heir occurrence in smaller percentages. With
1l of this in mind, the completed distribution
fnaps of Mulberry Creek Cord-marked were
ﬁspected with particular artention to maxi-
um occurrences. It was seen that it would
be possible to draw lines which would enclose
saximums in descending order, after the
shion of contour lines (see figs. 6-14). If
we wished to coin a new word and help our
cience to become more profound, we might
¢all these “Iso-ceramic Lines” — but let’s not.
These distributional studies made plain some-
hing which we knew already from classifying
he material: there would be both quantita-
tive and qualitative variation at all time periods
in the different parts of the Survey Area.
They also showed something else which we
had suspected would be true. Regional spe-
cialization tended to increase with the passage
of time so that late complexes from the north-
érn and southern ends of our Survey were
more unlike than were the early. This is a
common phenomenon for cultures at this stage
of development and seems to be owing to fac-
tors such as decreased population mobility due
to an increased dependence on agriculture; the
establishment of more stable centers, such as
ceremonial mound groups and towns; and an
increase in the cohesion of political groupings
made possible and necessitated by the improved
food supply and consequent population in-
crease; to which was added the increased avail-
ability of cultural ideas which could be com-
bined to form “new” varieties.

With this data in hand, it was decided that
the practical way in which to treat the chron-

ul

* Brown, 1926, pp- 88-319.
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ology of the Survey Area would be to divide
it up into sub-areas based on the differences
that could be observed in the macerial of the
latest rime horizons. A chronological colemn
could then be worked out for each sub-areq
and comparisons between the areas could be
made ar the different time levels, We real-
ized that the procedure which we were adopt-
ing was fully as arbitrary, and indeed was of
the same kind of high-handed ruthlessness as
were our decisions in regard to ceramic classj-
fication. We are again preparing to set up
artificial boundaries, which this time are geo-
graphically defined, and draw the borderline
cases back toward the selected concepts.

From the beginning, the Lower St. Francis
River area in Arkansas looked like ' “natural”
for a “Focal Grouping.” Here arc 2 number
of highly similar sites, alrcady knpwn in archae-
ological literature {Parkin, Rosé Mound, etc.),
that seemed to stand off by themselves. This
happy condition’ was improved by the fact
that Survey work was not extended very far
up the St. Francis River above these sites, so
we were ignorant of any gradual transition
toward any different-appearing complex in
that direction. All, the arbirrary decisions
which would trouble us lay to the south and
east. Ignorance and 2 classical traditon; it
couldn’t be better. We immediately set up a
Lower St. Francis area and accepted the sites
in quadrangles 11-N and 12-N as appropriate
for starting chronological analysis.

The second area also looked good. It
licerary background is provided by Calvin
Brown’s description of the material from the
Walls Site ® near Memphis. The material from
this and a number of closely related sites dif-
fered in a namber of respects from the typical
St. Francis; area complex, as we have abund-
antly shown in Section IV. That this distine-
tion proved to be partly due to difference in
time does not lessen the initial fure of the situa-
tion. A Mempbis area was definied and the
sites included in quadrangles 11-0, 13-P,
14-0, and 4-P were taken as nuclear for
starting the analysis.

We had a little more difficulty about the
other three areas which were eventually set
up. The literary background did not focus
our attention so cffectvely, and we knew a
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Fic. 16. Subdivision of Survey Area into analysis units for purposes of seriadon.

+rle too much about “yransitional” sites and
siaterial. After several false starts the follow-

. 1-N, 12-N

. 13-0, 13-P, 14-0, 14-P

. . 16N, 160, 17-N, 1770
Lower Yazoo Basinarea . . 19-M, 19-N, z0-M, 20-N
" Lower Arkansas River ares . 16-K, 16-L, 17-K, 17-L

It must be emphasized again thac these areas
‘have been set up solely for purposes of seria-
tion and are therefore not to be confused
with “foci” in the Midwestern taxonomic
sense, or any other sort of cultural grouping.
: Tt will be seen that the starting quadrangles
for cach area are geographically separated from
the starring quadrangles of the other areas.
This was intentional and was for the purpose
of emphasizing the differences. The border-
ne cases were dealt with later as will be de-
scribed.
= By the time the study had reached this
stage, we already had ac hand considerable
information as to the outlines of the ceramic
chronologies in the region. One source of
formation was the sequences which had
‘heen worked out in the adjoining regions by
‘\Webb and his associates in northern Alabama; 7
Jennings along the Natchez Trace Parkway
in north-central Mississippi; ® Ford and his
‘co-workers around the mouth of the Red
River in Louisiana. A second very essential
‘source of information were the stratigraphic
‘excavations made by Phillips and Griffin, de-
scribed in detail in a later section of this report.
These revealed portons of the ceramic his-
aries which couid be used as partial backbone
or the area chronologies. Qur third source of
information was the preliminary seriation an-
alyses which we had made while classifying
“the site collections. So we had a rather good
“idea as to the relative time positions and dis-
"tributions of many of the ceramic rypes.
_Despite this, the azmalvtical procedures de-
“scribed here were followed out in detail, so
far as possible, as though we had been com-
pletely innocent of such fore-knowledge.
Five sheets of heavy paper about 48 inches
long and zo0 inches wide were laid out on a

farge rable side by side. The 20-inch width
"Webb and DeJarnette, 1942,
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of these sheets corresponded to the length of
the strip graphs which recorded the type fre-
quencies of each collection. Each of these
sheets was headed wich the name of one of the
seriation areas, and they were placed on the
table in the geographicai relation of the area:
from north to south. Then all of the strig
graphs that represented collections from sites
included in the quadrangles that served as the
nucleus, or starting point, were separated out
and placed on the appropriate sheet. The
strips were laid horizontally across the sheets
and were held in place ar the edges by paper
clips. As they were arranged and rearranged.
particular care was taken to see that the type
axes coincided. )

We were now ready to begin the search for
the quantitative patterning of pottery types.
which for reasons that have been discussed
in the foregoing, should exist in the area chron-
ologies. This work was started with site col-
lections of the Lower Yazoo Basin area (see
fig. 17). These were relatively easy to seriate
as two stratigraphic excavations were available
to serve as guides for part of rhe history. The
deepest of these excavations, Jaketown (20~
O-1) Cut A, had fourteen levels and seemed
to cover the greatest range of time. Accord-
ingly, the strip graphs representing these levels
were arranged on the sheet in the order in
which they had come from the ground and
immediately showed the frequency patterning
for the time covered by the cut. The strips
reprcsenting the second strata excavation, Shell
Bluff (19-O-2) Cut A, were next put in place.
The graph of the top level of this cut was slid
along the sheet of paper untila point was found
at which all its type frequencies best ficred
the corresponding frequencies of the Jaketown
cut, [t Wwas clear that the second level at
Shell Bluff was older than the top level, but

" we could not know how much older it was in

relation to the picture given by the Jaketown
cut. Consequently, the second-level graph was
p]aced below the first and slid downward un-
tl the best fit was secured.

Vertical arrangement of the material in the
ground gave some concrol over the collections
from the stratigraphic pits, and we knew that
the collections from the lower Ievels had to

* Jennings, 194¢.
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be older than those from the upper. However,
for the surface collections we had no such
guide. All we had was our assumption that
the majority of these surface collections repre-
sented relatively short spans of rime (see B,
above) and the logic which led us to think
that a quantitative partcrnlng must be there.

The surface-collection graphs were taken
one at a time and compared to the beginning
that had been made with the stratigraphic
material. If they fitted somewhere along the
time represente by the excavations, the graph
was fastened down to the backing sheet with
paper clips. If percentages of such 1a[:e types
as Neeley’s Ferry Plain and Bell Plain were
too large, and proportions of such older types
as Baytown Plain, Larto Red Filmed, and Mul-
berry Creek Cord-marked were too small, the
colléction was obviously later and the graph
was placed above the excavations. These sur-
face-collection graphs were shifted about in
vertical relation to one another until pattern-
ing was developed as is shown in the upper part
of figure 17.

The dara from the starting quadrangles of
the other four seriation areas were dealt with
in a sirnilar fashion, figures 17-21. Where
stratigraphic information was available, it was
used as a guide. Where there was none, the
surface-collection graphs were shifted about
to develop the best patterning that could be
secured, In this way the five chronological col-
umns were developed side by side,

The next phase of the analysis was to assign
the sites in the intervening quadrangles to one
or another of the five areas which had been
set up. All of the site-collection graphs for
each of these remaining quadrangles were seri-
ated and then compared to the five area graphs.
For example, the chronological patterning of
quadrangle 18-M looked more like the chron-

» The full list of site collections excluded from the
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ology begun for the Lower Yazoo area than
any of the other sub-areas, so the collections
from this quadrangle were fed into the Yazoo
graph at the points where they firted best.

Now, the area chronological graphs were
virtually complete and good parterning of
tvpes could be secen. Apparently, our assump-
tion that most of the surface collections repre-
sented relatively short lengths of time was

correct. Bur while the majority did, some:

obviously did not. In a number of collections
early and late types were associated together

in a fashion that showed either that the sites:
had been occupied for a long time, or there:
had been reoccupadon. In order to clear up.
the patterning, the strips representing these:
collections were taken out. The numbers of :
these long time-span collections as compared
to the shorter-lived sites that are used in the

final graph are as follows:

NUMBER OF SHORT- NUMEER OF LONG-

TIME-SPAN SURFACE TIME-SPAN COLLS,
COLLS, USED IN TAKEN OUT TO

AREA FINISHED GRAPH  CLARIFY GRAPH
Lower Yazoo Basin 48 1
Lower Arkansas River 19 1
Sunflower 81 9
Memphis 66 7
St. Francis 37 o

Colls. used in graphs 251 Discarded 18
Although eighteen surface collections with
respectable sherd totals have been eliminated
from the graphs because of the special re-
quirements of this kind of analysis, this does
not mean that the effort devoted to these sites
has been ost. It may be expected that these
are places where rather long spans of histo
may be examined in stratigraphic relation, if
there is any depth to the deposits. So far,

16-0-14 (Srover)

«ts have been made in one of these sites,
o-O-t {(Jaketown), the results of which are
discussed in the section on Stratigraphy (V).
{t was quite evident why surface collections
from this site were useless for seriation pur-
poses; the occupation covered practically the
full range of ceramic history in the area.

Handling of the Data from Stratigraphic
Excavations

The incorporation of the data from the
s'tratigraphic excavacions into this analysis was
one in a purely arbitrary fashion. Each level
was treated as though it were a separate sur-
face collection from a distinct site, except for
the fact that care was taken to keep the levels
proper vertical order. The relation of strati-
raphic levels to the soil profiles revealed by
e walls of the excavations, which is discussed
detail in the next section of this report, was
ot worked out at the time this ana?ysis was
made, but had it been available would not have
received consideration in this phase of the
work. The seriation of the data in these five
sub-areas was an attempt to discover the
hronological parterning of the pottery tvpes
in each region and to reveal the consistency
with which the types followed that pattern.
In this handling of the data it was exPected
that such anomalies as the reoccupation of
sites after they had been abandoned for any
considerable length of time would be revealed
by comparison with the evidence given by
neighboring sites as to the chronological pat-
tern of each sub-area,

. There are some discrepancies between the
interpretation given to the stratigraphic data
in this section, written mainly by Ford, and
the section on Stratigraphy which follows,
written by Phillips. These disagreements are
not basic differences as to the gross outlines
. of the chronology; there are no differences

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY IN THE LOWER MISSISSIPPt ALLUVIAL VALLEY

graphic sequence. With the evidence which
we have at present it does not seem possible
to resolve these discrepancies to evervone's
satisfaction, so we will allow them to ‘stand.
However, they can be explained by the fact
that Phillips' judgments have been based on
detailed examination of the internal evidence
supplied by each strata cut while the guesses
of Ford have artempted to reconcile the evi-
dence given by both surface and excavared
collections.

Co-ordinating the Area Chronologies

We are now in possession of five quantita-
tive graphs representing the ceramic history
of the five selected areas. However, these
are relative histories. There is no absolute
chronological scale by which the appropriate
amounts of vertical spacing, which repre-
sents time that should Ee given to the early,
middle, or late portions of each can be meas-
ured. The best that can be done is to try to
correlate them one with another. This was
done in the following fashion. Six strings,
spnccd and running parzl!el, were stretched
from end to end of the table on which the
graphs lay. Then portions of the graphs were
adjusted up or down until the same types
showed comparable relative quantities under
the appropriate string. Thus, the third string
down from the top, which has become line C
on the time scale used in the finished drawings
(figs. 17-21), was made to mark the point in
each graph where Baytown Plain and Neeley’s
Ferry Plainﬁwere about equal, Mulberry Creek
Cord-marked had practically disappeared, Bell
Plain was just getting a start, and Larto Red
Filmed was almost gone. In each case this
procedur,é was a compromisc. If the upper
portion of the Lower Arkansas graph had been

“slid downward until all the percentages of

Bell Plain were equal to those in the Sunflower

seriation graphs is as follows: S :f:&:z f'é:;%;“;ﬂ) et ;:‘; © a5 to this. They have to do principally with  and Memphis areas along the C horizon line,
Lower Yazoo 6 Oe1 (Dm)y i T os - the problem of whether the evidence indicates  then the Baytown-Neeley's Ferry relationship
20-0-1 (Jaketown) .....ceevvreiimieses 42126 16P6 (COX) tivvenrrssanannnneninns 144 + that there was a break in the depesition be- would have been all out of adjustment. All
Lower Arkansas Memphis , - tween the Baytown refuse characterized by  che type patterns were considered in this cor-
s wt';l.;;ﬂ (Stovall) L..viiiiaerae e 18 13—_5?3 ((;:r:l:ggldge) e ;zis’ clay-tempered pottery and the shell-tempered  relating process and the A rto G rime-scale
17-No16 (WHBOE) «eneeerenoensrnnnsens 144 14-N—6 (Helena Crossing) ......co-s... 8o Mississippian deposits. In most cases this in-  arrangement given in the five final graphs is
16-Po7 (Mitchell) ...oviovieaiinreees 418 13-P—4 {Dogwood Ridge) .............. 354 volves a question as to whether late Baytown  the end result of many compromises. So this
16-P-g (Crosslyn) ...oovevieniieencanes 12y 13-Pto (Itby) Looocviiiis 1381 (period D-C) or the early Mississippian  scale is presented as a time framework for the
16-P-1 (Charleston} .......ccceveuvinrr 646 11-P-; {Golighdy Place) .............. 241 Phase (period C—B) is missing in the strati- ch.ronoiogies. Time F in the Yazoo area, for
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example, is supposcd to be the same as F in
the Lower St. Francis. .
The necessity for COMpromises of this kind
was not uncxpecccd. As a matter of fact, they
are an inherent part of this kind of culrural
analysis. The groups of ideas to whose pll'od-
ucts have been tagged such names as.Mazique
Incised did not spring up simuitaneously all
over the area. They moved from one part to
another, and that rook time. For example, the
ideas of red slipping on clay-tempered vessels
{Lartoc Red Fiimed) apparently was moving
from south to north through the region, while
cord-marking on clay-tempered pots (Mul-
berry Creek Cord-marked) was moving from
northeast to south. Naturally, the former is
earlier to the south and the latter to the north.
The student who is particularly incerested
in the history of this area, or of the procedure
by which this balancing was done, may check
it—if he has the time and patience-—-by
placing the five area graphs (figs. 17-21) side
by side and following across the rcladve time
position of each rype. This process has been
a subjective weighing of the evidence pro-
vided by each type position and of course is
always open to question, As a matter of facr,
there has been considerable question as to cer-
tain aspects of this arrangement which should
receive artenton at this point. Grifin and
Phillips are of the opinion that the late ma-
terials in the Arlansas area acrually date some-
what later than they are rcpresented in the
graph of that area (fig. 18). They think that
the pottery type Wallace Incised probably
extends up to the dme when the Quapz‘:w
were discovered by the French. This opin-
ion is somewhat reinforced by the fact that
the type is practically confined to tl:le region
in which the Quapaw were desg‘nbed and
occurred in appreciable amount in .the top
levels of two cuts in the Menard Site (17—
K-1), and on the surface of the near-by Wal-
lace Site (17-K-3) which there is reason to
believe may have been the site of the Quapaw

# Aoore, 1goBa, figs. 8, 10, 19. Compare with
Quimby, 1942. i

» Griffin's reposte to this is simple. He thinks
that the Yazoo and Sunflower columns also have
their latest portions placed too early. More of the
Bites in those arcas should fall after nme B.

Phillips thinks that this is an instance where the

village of Osotouy (Uzutiuhi), first visited by
the French in 1686 (sce p. 414). As additional.
evidence, Clarence B. Moore excavated burials
in the fields near the Menard Site that were
accompanied by European material. Admic.]
tng that the cemetery excavated by Moore
almost certainly is of Quapaw origin, Ford has
hesitated to raise the upper part of the Ar-
kansas graph for several reasons. First, to do
so would also bring the tvpes which accom-
pany Wallace Incised up to a later date where
their proportions would not be consistent wich
those of the same types in the neighboring
areas. Second, Moore’s illustrated material
does not show any examples of the rypes
Wallace Incised. However, this does not mean -
that he may not have found such vessels, The
third and most convincing point (to Ford) is.
the fact that Moore does illustrate three
vessels of the type Fatherland Incised, the
pottery which the Natchez tribe farther down
the Mississippi were making about A.D. 1700.19
In addition, he found “teapot vessels,” an-
other trait shared with the Natchez. Neither -
Fatherland Incised nor any of the late “Caddo”
types with which it is normally associated ap
peared in the Survey collections from the
Menard and near-by sites. While far from -
denying that this vicinity is the likely site of
a historic Quapaw village from which Moore
sampled the burials, it does not appear likely
to Ford that the site collections and uppermost
strata levels in our Arkansas area graph repre-
sent this historic occupation.!!

Comparison of the area graphs will show
that the late collections in the Memphis area
have been allowed to come up to the most re-
cent times. This was practically forced by the :
large percentage of Bell Plain found on the
surfaces of the late sites in that area. In con-
trast the other areas show much smaller per-
centages of this type as a very late fearure. It
is possible, as discussed in the next section,
that a part of this Bell Plain is pot-hunter
refuse or is burial ware which has been ripped

assumption of continuous distribution of a portery
type has plaved us false. Bell Plain, which carried
the weight of identification of the late time, seems to
have 2 discontinnous distribution in space. There-
fore, according to this view, the near lack of Bell
Phin in the top portions of the Lower Arkansas
graph is not chronolegically significant.
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: from graves by cultivadon. However, the
- trends in accompanying types: decrease of
. Barton Incised, increase of Parkin Punctated,
' and the appearance of Rhodes Incised and
YVernon Paul Appliqué‘ suggests that there
is a certain consistency to this siruation that
makes the increase of Bell a significant marker
of the passage of dme in this area — whatever
may be the facrors involved.

It is thoughe that probably none of these
columns extend to the beginning of reliable
historic documentation about A.p. 1700. This
is consistent wich the fact that the French ex-
plorers of that period indicate that the popula-
tion of the Mississippi flood-plain area berween
the mouth of the Yazoo River, where villages
of Yazoo and Tunica were found, and the
northern limits to which our Survey has ex-
tended was very scanty indeed. About the
mouth of the Arkansas River were found the
Quapaw or Arkansea, and those are the only
people who can be placed with any certainry.
In the upper drainage of the Yazoo were the
Tiow,*? Chakchiuma,'? and Ibitoupa.* Swan-
ton estimates that the total of this Upper
Yazoo population was less than roco people.’®

This is far from enough people to account
for the number of sites which we have dated
as occupied during the later Mississippian
- period, and, in fact, is markedly in contrast
to the populadon picrure given by the De
Soto narratives for the year 1542 as will be
shown in a later secton.

Clarence B. Moore found burials accom-
panied by glass beads and other European
material at several sites through the area we
have surveyed.’® The pottery which he illus-
trates from the Rhodes and Bradley Places is
clearly of late Memphis area ry[;es but, as
Moore’s report does not associate the illustrated
materials with the burials that are described,.
it is impossible to state definitely that the
European material was found with this com-
plex. Even if it is associated with it, it should
be noted thac the possibilities for the aborigines
acquiring glass beads probably go back some-

Y Swanton, 1946, p. 194.
* Swanton, 146, p. 10§.
“ Swanton, 1946, p. 140,
“ Swanton, 1046, p. 107,
See Moore, 1911, pp. 406, ff, Kent Place (our
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what before 1700 in this area, if not back t.
the period of De Soto's exploration in 1542
There is some reason to expect that th.
ceramic complex which prevailed at least 5
far north as the Sunflower area in 1700 hac
a small percentage of incised pottery re
sembling in both decoradon ancf sha[;e the
historic Natchez-type Fatherland Incised.!”
It has already been pointed out that Moor:
found a small proportion of this rype associatec
with European material near the Menard Site
Charles Peabody’s excavations in the Oliver
Site in our Sunflower area produced at least
one vessel of this rype.’® Again, the associa-
ton with the European marerial which was
found in some quantity cannot be determinec
from the report. However, the type did not
appear in any of our late collections. Clearly.
further search needs to be made for rare con-
tact sites in the Survey Area with a view to
determining the exact forms of the late ceramic
complexes in the different parts of the region.
Uncil this is done, it cannot be stated with
certainty exactly when these columns end.

The finished area graphs are given as fig-
ures 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21. The collectons are
listed by site designations, 12-N-7, etc., down
the left side of each graPh. Collections which
were made from restricted areas in certain
sites are indicated as A, B, etc. {rz~N-3A).
The stratigraphic cuts made in certain sites
are shown by staffs on the left side of the
diagrams, and each level of such excavations
is indicated with depth in centimeters. Each
staff is shaded to aid in relating it to the
correspo{nding type frequency bars given in
the body of the charts.

The pottery types are represented by ver-
tical “axes” which are labeled at both top and
bottom of the diagrams. Equally spaced on
either side of the appropriate axes are hori-
zontzl bars the length of which represents
type percentages according to the scaﬁ: given
in the lower righc-hand corner of the gra h.
It will be noted that only one-half of the full
length of the frequency bars for the relatively

13-N-4); pp. 413, ff., Rhodes Place; and pp. 427, ff.
Bradley Place.

T Quimby, 1941, pp. 263-64.

* Peabody, 1904, pl. 14, line 4.
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abundant types Neceley’s Ferry Plain and Mul-
berry Creek Cord-marked has been shpwn.
These types are arranged at the left and right-
hand sides of the graphs, respcctively, and
this device has enabled us to decrease the
over-all widrth of the illustrations.

On the right-hand side of each graph are
iisted the collection torals. These will indi-
cate the amount of reliance that may be
placed upon the samples. The time scale,
A, B, C, erc., which relate the graphs to one
another in the manner which has been de-
scribed above, is on the right-hand side of
each. These are the smallest time divisions
which we have felt justified in making.in
the chronologies. The tmore comprehensive
names which we are using Tchula, Bayto?vn,
and Mississippian are also given with the time
range of each period indicated.

Explanations of complicated diagrams are
tedious reading and frequencly serve mainly
to hide the essential simplicity of the scheme.
The reader who is srill confused at this point
may be less so after comparing the following
tabulation of types at Site 1g9-1—46 (Refuge)
with the collection as graphed at the very top
of the Lower Yazoo Basin area diagram (fig.

7).
19-L6 (Refuge)

TYPE NAME NO.SHERDS  PERCENTAGE
Neeley's Ferry Plain 304 463 *
Bayrown Plain 31 047
Bell Plain 163 400
Parkin Punctated 11 032
Leland Incised 18 043
Unclassified 9 014t

® Half of percentage shown in graph.
tNort graphed.

Discussion of the Seriation Technique

Such, then, was the analytical procedure
followed in developing the area graphs, and
some of the reasons why it was done s0. The
seriation of surface collections might have
carried the full weight of the evidence for
dcvcloping the chronological type patterning,
but as some  stratigraphic excavations were
available in each area it did not have to. There
Is 2 rendency among some archacologists to
affect an attrude of suspicion and doubt in
regard to the seriation technique, and it has

often been asserted that the results of such
“juggling” cannot be accepted unless suf,-_
ported by vertical stratigraphy. It seems likely.
that such an attitude may arise from one or
both of rwo sources: either a misconception of.
the phenomena of cultural change and the part:
that typology plays in measuring that change,
or a lack of understanding of the seriation:
technique. As a matter of F’ar:t, both seriation:

and the vertical stratigraphic technique have :

certain advantages and defects under different
conditions and must be aptPlicd to chronolog-
ical problems with a care ul regard for therr
liritations. '

The chief limitation of seriation is the fact
that it must work with degrees of probabilicy
which are often quite difhcult to measure or
even estimate. Usually, the measure has to

be the pragmatic one of the results obtained; -
In our area, for example, any one or all of the

probabilities stated at the beginning of this
section may not have been true. The popula-
tion mav not have been relatively stable.

There might have been sudden and frequent -
movements of populations so that the culrural -
change in any one locality would have had-:
littie semblance of order. Had this been true, -

we mighr expect either that the development
of a sequence by this means would have been

impossible, or that cultural periods would have
been developed which were clearly delimited,

one from the other.

It is also possible that a majority of the vil-
lages might have been inhabited for very long
periods of time. If this had been true, it would
have been impossible to separate early and
late pottery features by surface collecting and
seriation techniques, There is, of course, a de-
gree of this kind of error in all of the samples
which we have handled, and rthis is probably
the principal defect of the rechnique. None
of the collections are the instant cross section
of the ceramic content of the culture at each
site which would be the ideal situation. The
fact that each of the surface collections does
represent a time span of a certain length must,
in theory, result in a certain “fogging” of the
quantitative history. For example, if we assume
that we have done a2 perfect job of sampling
and classifying and have placed one of our
strip graphs so that its verrical position cor-

ectly represents the mean date of the site
ccupation, then it is plain that this graph will
epresent the early types which were fading
or perhaps disappeared soon after the site was
first occupied, teo high in the chronological
-scale. Conversely, the late rypes which belong
o the latter part of the occupation are also
."pulled back to the mean position and show as
too early.

Again, the occasional reoccupation of sites
‘after a lapse of rime might be a disruptive
factor. It is even possible that there might
‘have been at some periods the general cus-
tom of utilizing older sites. This also would
‘resolt in our securing a mixture of old and
ew culrural materials and would invalidate
our assumption for continuous occupation.
‘Had this happened in a majority of cases, the
‘6dds are very much against there having been
any consistent pattern to the selection of the
‘earlier sites which would be ucilized. Only in
he event that a region had been cleared of a
previous population by conquest, and the
‘conquerors had moved in and begun to utilize
the settlements and fields of the people whom
they replaced, could there be any probabilicy
of a consistent sequence of types. In such a
case the seriation technique would reveal the
¢ultural chronology, burt incerpretations as to
cultural and populadon continuity might be
led astray. Ir is very probable, however, that
there would be “pure” deposits of the late
phase of the earlier occupation, and the early
phase of the later, which would illustrate the
break in cultural continuity.

 We can also be certain that none of the col-
lections show type frequencies to the exact
percentage that would be found if every sherd
at a site had been gathered and classified. For
these reasons, we would like to say again that
success in this rype of work demands numer-
ous collections, and the imperfections of the
technique are such that the majority of the in-
dications must be taken as evidence. Two or
three sherds of a type that seems to be quite
late in a surface collection from a site that
by all other indications is rather early do not
worry the seriator at all. There are too many
ways in which such a chance mixture could
have occurred. He is more concemed by the
fact that the overwhelming majority of the
- sherds of this rype take a lare position, and that
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the preponderance of the material from the
site fits into the early ceramic partern. Add ¢
all this the uncertainties of classification which
we have outlined in a foregoing section, and
it is easy to see why we would ltke to stress
the facr rthar success in this tvpe of work
demands a number of fairly sizable collections,
and chac cml:,r indications given by the major-
ity of the siruations must be accepted a5
evidence.

The Use of Stratigraphic Data in Seriation

The analysis of stratigraphic data as such
will be discussed at length in the following sec.-
tion. Here we are concerned principally with
the use of strarigraphic along with surface
collections in the seriation technique and their
limirations from this point of view.

Phillips and Griffin in the 1941, 1946, and
1947 field seasons made a total of seventeen
stratigraphic excavations at nine different sives,
All of these gave the anti¢ipated results and
showed evidence of change in tvpe frequen..
cies with the passage of ume. Of these, four-
teen were clear-cut enough to be incorporated
in the area graphs and three could not be used
for reasons that are explained below. This
high degree of success in the effort to obuain
this type of evidence was directly due to a
careful selecton of sites to excavate. Before
beginning, each excavaror had 2 fairly clear
notion as to at least a part of the chronologi-
cal parterning which the site would reveal.

The - principal defect, from the point of
view of seriation, in the information pro-
vided by stratigraphic excavations is a re-
sult of what might be termed migration, par-
ticularly upward migration of material in
midden deposits. This is most proncunced
in middens in which refuse and soil was
accumulated very slowly. Apparently, the
activities of the Indians who lived on such
sites, the digging of post-holes and pits, and
overturning the soil in other ways, has tended
to bring old pottery and other refuse to higher
levels in the growing deposit. This is particu-
larly true of the later Mississipptan horizons.
Analysis of stratigraphic studies in such de-
posits make the older type appear to have
lasted much longer than really was the case.
This factor is doubtless always present in the
analysis of all midden deposits. Usually, how-
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ever, the distordon of the graphs is so small
that it falls well within the limits of the vara-
cions that have to be allowed in this kind of
analysis.

The control which we have over this acci-
dental upward weighting of midden-deposit
evidence is the comparison of such unusually
slow-growing cuts with the results of other
excavations in the same area. A still betrer
check is the comparison of these cuts with
seriated short rime-span surface collections.

The most pronounccd example of upwar.d
migration which we have encountered in this
study are the rwo strata cuts that were made
at Lake Cormorant (13-P-8). These are de-
scribed on pages 249-52. The site is lo-
cated in the Memphis area and the excavations
revealed about 120 cm. of refuse de osic, the
material from which, when analyze proved
to represent the entire ceramic chronology
for the area from time G to A. Al of the types
found in the area are well rcprescnted, for the
collections from each level were substantal.
The popularity peaks of the rypes form a
pattern which is in Fcrfect agreement with
the seriation graph of the Memphis area as a
whole as can be seen by comparing the strati-
graphic and seriation graphs (figs. 25 and 27

with fig. z0). However, if we were to accept

the evidence offered by the Lake Cormorant

Site we would have to believe that the types

Withers Fabric-impressed and Baytown Plain

were still being made in time Bto A. All the

other sites collected from the Memphis area
by both the surface and sr_ratigraphic tech-
ruques show that this was not so. We conclude
then that these older rypes in the Lake Cor-
morant Site have been brought up to the sur-
face of the midden by overturning of the soil.

For this reason, it has not been possible to in-

corporate the Lake Cormorant data in the

Memphis area graph.

The second phenomenon found in strata-cut
tests is that at times they misrepresent the
history of the site being studied by completely
skipping or being deficient in the material that
represents certain spans of time. The reason
for this is not difficult to find. While a village
was occupied, the midden material accumulated
at any one $pot only so long as it was being ac-
tively deposited at that place. In the South-
west, where intentional dumps were utilized

or in Peru where substantial buildings of stone
and adobe were occupied uninterrupted{

there was little reason to change the locales:of
garbage disposal. However, in the eastérp
United States the houses were impermanen
structures of wood, and from the excavatios
of numerous sites it is clear that considerable
shifting of house locations was done in ré
building. Thus, it may happen that one of ou
strata pits was put down at a spot where
house stood for the first third of the time th
village lasted; was rather far from any dwell
ings during the second third; and was agai
near a house during the last third. A graph o
the type frequencies will — if it is clear enough
—show a definite shift in percentage fr
quencies at the level where deposition pause
The same thing will result if the pit chanced
to pass through a house floor or a cou ard
which was intentionally kept clean of debris,

raphs will show that there are a substantial
umber of such sites in each sub-area, most
of them represented by surface collections
d a few by stratigraphic excavations. Do
all of these sites represent reoccuparion?
There can be little doubt that reoccupation
is represented by some of these collections.
hese sites where an early Baytown complex
is mixed with shell-tempered pottery, such as
i4-O-1 and 14-O-z near the bottom of the
\lemphis area graph (fig. 20), seem to have
a thin Mississippian occupation mixed with
carly Baytown, with material of the inter-
jening periods missing. Some of the surface
llections excluded from seriation may also
_ interpreted in this way. Also, there may
be some exarnples of reoccupation where the
me during which the site was unoccupied
as 5o short that it is impossible to measure it
__n_.cuitural terms. The real question is whether
he majority of mixed sites represent reoccu-
pation. If site reoccupation were the explana-
n for this mixture, it might be expected
that late Mississippian material would be
mixed with early Baytown potrery abour as
ften as occupations of the early part of the
Mississippian chanced to be placed over late
aytown refuse. The early Baytown sites
re in just as favored geographical locations as
he late, and there is little reason why these
pots should have been avoided by the later
nvaders. In this event, little or no parterning
\g:rould appear in either the ALLEMPIS at Seria-
on or in the straca excavations, However,
Here is also the possibility that the later
cople conquered the territory and settled
own to use the cleared fields and villages of
hose whom they had displaced. The tech-
ques applied here would not be able to
learly detect such an event. Even if this
omewhat unlikely kind of population replace-
ment had occurred, it is probable that there
would be some early Mississippian villages
which were established in new, unoccupied
spots which would not have the late Baytown
_mixture, and conversely some of the con-
uered late Baytown villages which were not
eoccupied, and thus did not show the early
MIS‘SISS}pplan mixture. There zre several sites
whu;h may be interpreted in this way such as
:Collins (13-0-9), of the late Baytown in the
Memphis area graph (fig. 20), but the number

The Question of Population and Cultural
Continuity :

One of the most interesting questions raised
in the interpretation of the data which w
have to present is whether there are indica
tions of cultural and, by inference, popu]atio
discontinuity berween the Baytown an
Mississippian periods. This has an important
bearing on the matter of how and where did:
the Mississippian cultures develop, the major
current mystery of Eastern archaeology. Did’
the Mississippian culture come into the Survey:
Arez from outside, carried by a new popuk
tion in such a way that there was a distinct
break in the cultural sequence, or was there a
period of gradual but possibly rapid cultural
change at the beginning of this period when
new cultura) ideas (carried perhaps by some
intruding people) came into the area and
merged with the Baytown. ‘We cannot pre-
tend to settle this question, for our data are
confined to ceramics. However, the ceramic
histories and the villages that have been in
vestigated give enough evidence to per
mic some discussion. This discussion centers:
about the more specific question of whether’
reoccupation has occurred on these sites
where the shell-tempered Mississippian pot-
tery complex is mixed with the clay-tempered
Baytown ware. A glance at the five area
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is small. The patterning revealed by the major.
ity of the site collections indicates to omg o;
the present writers at least (Ford) that there
was essential continuity of the ceramic com,
plex and, by inference, of the majority of th;
population,

_ Another and parallel approach to this ques.
tion of continuity lies in an examination of the
pos_&b:l.ity of certain ceramic decorationg
wt_uch are found on clay-tempered potte
being directly ancestral vo similar decoratio;y-s
on the shell-tempered wares. This will /be
treated elsewhere, and it is sufficient to sa
here that this evidence does not suggest that
there has been a cultural break.

Relative Dating of Village ‘Sites

Thc foregoing was the analytical procedure
which was directed toward the development
of the five area chronological columns (f
l7—2€). Now, we call actention to the fact
tl:\at in the analysis process awe have also pro-
vided relative dztes for the collections studied
The vertical positions in which the collectio:;
graphs have been arranged in the five chrono-
logical columns show the relative mean dan’ng
of these collections. However, it must be em-
phasized that this is a mean or average date. As
has been mentioned above, each of these
collections represents refuse which was in the
process of deposition for a shorter or longer
period of time -— 10, 25, 50, or 100 years, we
do not know, There is no external evidence
which can be used to resolve this uncerninry.
‘\'?Vc are aware that what has been done is o
flatten out”  the cultural evidence which
accumulated during the occupation span that
efxch collection represents and trear the collec-
ton as though it were a cross secton of the
cultural content at one moment in tme, If
our analytical operations were perfect, we
might expect that the time at which the col-
lection best fitted in the chronology would be
about the mid-point of the period through
which the refuse was accumulating. This is
th‘e reason for the term “Mean Date” which
will be applied to the graphed rime position
of the collections.

.Frcquently, there is in the collections some
gwdcnce on which a judgment of the relatve
time span represented may be based. The
presence of types which are chronologically

Philip Phitlips et

m Archaeological Survey in the Lower Mississippi Valley, 19401947

337



SERIATION ANALYSIS OF POTTERY COLLECTIONS

earlier or later than the mean date may indi-
cate approximately how far the dme span of
1 site exrended from its mean date. This
evidence has served as a basis for the judgments
of the time spans of site collections listed
under the heading *Range” in table 1. The
majority of collections, it will be noted, are
listed as falling within one of our lertered
subdivisions, These are collecrions which
show no evidence of any long period of
occupation and which seem to be about as
homogeneous in content as is the usual 10~
centimeter level of a stratigraphic cut in this
of the Mississippi Valley.

The above discussion has reference, it will
be noted, to the dadng of collections. The
uestion as to whether a collection completely
and fully dates a site is another matter. There
is always the possibility that either (1) only
the top and latest refuse is on the surface of
the site, or (2) earlier refuse is on the surface
but at some point which was not investi-
gated. There can be lictle doubt that we have
made this error in the dating of some sites,
but we suspect that the proportion will be
quite small. The principal reason for thinking
so is that refuse deposits that extend below
the plow zone are not common. Numerically,
there are more of these deposits than has gen-
erally been supposed in the Mississippi Valley,
but the proportion of deep to superficial sites
is undoubtedly small. The gecond reason is
that this possibility was kept in mind during
the course of the field work, and as far as
possible all sites were examined to see if areal
differentiation of material could be detected.
In these cases localized collections were made.
Thus, while we cannot say with complete
confidence that site “X” is fully dated by its
surface collection, we are fairly well satisfied
that the great majority of the mean dates do
not suffer from serious error of this kind.

An interesting comparison can be made
between the graphed positions of surface col-

_ ®Note that the graphs of these two surface collec-
Hons show mixture o? both early and late types, 3
condition that is clearly explained by the length of
time represented in the deposits as shown Dby the
wratgraphic excavations. Their lessened value for
giving a clear seriatjon is obvious, and possibly they
thould have been excluded from the graphs as were
the 18 long rime-span surface collections described

lections from certain sites and the later s
graphic excavations in these same sires.: Al
though Ford insists that at the rtime &
collections were being seriated he paid ;
the slightest attention to site designations by
concentrated on type frequencies, the reade
had best judge the appropriateness of eac
position for himself.

On the area graphs, we make the following
comparisons: :

19-0-2, general surface collecdon with 19-O-3
strata cut (fig. 17} e
17-K-1, 3 general surface collection with the two.
straca cuts made on the site, A and B (fig. 18); B
17-L-1B, 2 localized surface collection with strata
Cut A, made in same part of the site (fg. 18);
17-L-1C, a localized surface collection with strata:
Cut B, made in the same part of the site (fig. 18);
16-N-2* a general surface collecdon with the two:
strara Cuts A and B made in old and younger parts
of the site (fig. 19); b
16-N—zB, 2 localized surface collection with strata
Cut B, made in the same part of the site (fig. 19);
16-N—6,= a general surface collection with the three

strata cuts made in this sire, A, B, and C (fig. 19).

The Walls Site (13-P-1) and the Rose Site
(12-N-3) are the only cases where such col-
lections fit in the graphs at the upper end of
the time span indicated by excavatons in the
same sites (cf. figs. 20, 21). When the fact
is recalled that the sites enumerated were se-
lected for excavation partly on the basis of
their showing 2 depth of midden deposit, and
that these depths ranging from 75 to 240 <.
are exceptional rather than the rule on sites in
this region, it can be seen that the chances are
rather good that we have secured samples
representing the full time range of most sites.
The problem of buried strata can virtually be
ignored so long as we are considering the
majority sitaation.

However, this slight degree of doubt which

above. However, they are included here both to
ilustrate this effect and to point out the tendency
of these surface collections to take 2 position inter-
mediate of the time range of the site. The surface
collection from site 20-O-1 (fig. 17), another long
time-range site, would have illustrated the same
condition, but was not included, as explained above.

the
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fust be admitted for the fullness of the site-
dating shown by any parucular surface coilec-
tion has no 'begring at all on the validity of
the quan.ntat:ve-chronological |
whlch derives from the seriation of these

collections. The probabilities are stll in f

of each collection representing a continavor
segment of tme, whether this chmenﬂcrns
only the !atter portion of the length of b
any one site has been occupied or not Pime
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STRATIGRAPHY
INTRODUCTION

Seriation and Stratigraphy

BEFORE embarking on a derailed cut-by-
cut analysis of the stratigraphic excava-
dons conducted by rthe Lower Mississippi
Archacological Survey, it will be well to
clarify further the relationship, from the
standpoint of method, between seriadon and
stratigraphy as used in the present study. In
a sense we have to regard them as independ-
ent methods of analysis. This is perhaps less
a result of choice than necessity, owing to the
circumstances that the seriation analysis was
done in New York by Ford in 1947 and the
stratigraphic analysis by Phillips in Cambridge
in 1948, both assisted by long-range advice
and crtcism from Griffin in Ann Arbor.
Ford made significant use of stratigraphic
datz in the seriation by interpoladng strata
with surface collecdons as exl:lb-gincd on page
228 and shown in figures 17-21. Wherever
practicable, the strip graphs representing in-
dividual levels in strata cuts were laid down
first as a guide to the ordering of surface col-
lections, so it might be more correct to say in
such cases that the surface data were inter-
polated into a stratigraphic framework. The
results in our opinion g]lly justified this un-
orthodox combination of two disdnct kinds
of data.

However, it might be pointed out that this
is not stratigraphic analysis per s¢ and cannot
take its place entirely. It was done, in fact
more or less has to be done, without regard
for what may be called the ground context,
i.e., without consideradon for the sometimes
complex relationships of pottery-type fre-
quencies to special condidons on the site. It
is the latter “tied-down” sort of interpretation
that will be described in the present section.
That the results will always tally with the
broader patterning produced by the seriation
technique is hardly to be expected, and in fact
they do not. Instances of disagreement will
be noted as we come to them, and a general
discussion of their over-all significance will
be given in the concluding remarks at the end
of the section. It may be asked why we do

not resolve — “hide” would be a better worg
—such disagreements by adjusting the djs;
crepancies on the seriadon charts. Such:
procedure would carry the implicadon th
stratigraphic analysis is a more “accurate” ag
sure method of dating than seriation, which ;
by no means certain. We must not lose sigh
of the fact that interpretadon of a stray

graphic cur is accurate, assuming that it js.
accurate, for that cut only. In attempting to’
extend that interpretation to the site as g
whole, or beyond, we have to make use of:
the same concepts of patterning upon which

the seriadon technique is based. No, we may
as well admit that, 1n most cases of disagree-

ment, we simply do not know which method:
has produced the correct interpretation and:
let both stand — for the present. Fortunately,

the discrepancies are not serious. Given the

conditions of physical separation under which:

the two analyses were carried out, and the not
identical poinrs of view of those who carried

them our, the extent of agreement is a marter:

for self-congratuladion.

The Chronological Framework

It cannot be too strongly emphasized that :

we have not yet reached the stage of having,
or even requiring, a cultural typology in the
Survey Area. In fact, we have not yet taken
the first step toward such a rypo?;gy, the
determination of significant cultural units or

“foci,” if you prefer the term. The nomencla- -

ture used in this and all other sectons of the
present report is derived solely from the serja-
ton analysis described in the preceding sec-
tion. As may be readily seen by reference to
any of the charts in that section, the scheme
consists of six dme divisions set off by the
letters A to G, which are in turn grouped into
three periods, Mississippi, Baytown, and
Tchula. Thus we have two different ways of
designating tme positon, by the use of lecters
or by the use of names. Both are subject to
the ambiguity that artaches to most archaeo-
logical designations. They refer primarily to
time but have cultural, or better say, since we

239

. dealing with pottery alone, t_vpological
mi’jlications. As an example of such limited
jpologicai tmplication, it will be recalled
hat C on the seriation time scale, representing
ke division point between the Mississippi and
avtown periods, was arbirrarily fixed at the
int where Bavtown and Neeley's Ferry
lain were approximately equal in percentage
requency; in other words, at the mid-poinr
f a theorerical transition from the use of
fay- ro shell-tempering in the area. It would
“he vain to assert, therefore, that the distincrion
erween Baytown and Mississippi is wholly
hronological and in no sense typological.

Such being the case, we have ro guard
gainst confusion berween our period desig-
ations and typological concepts already in
se. Fortunatelv, the archacology of the
carlier periods, Tchula and Baytown, has not
een sufficiently dealt with in this area to have
ecome seriously involved in concepts of
ulture type. That of the Mississippi Period,
owever, has long been identified with the
-gcneric concept “Middle Mississippi,” which,
1n our understanding, is primarily a typolegi-
_cal concept, not without chronological impli-
“cations to be sure, but fundamentally a con-
“cept of culrure rype. As indicated above, our
studies have not reached the stage of total
(archacological) culture analysis leading to
“the delineation of “cultures” or culture types.
Furthermore, the pottery of the Mississippi
Period in our area, while included within the
‘general definidon of Middle Mississippi pot-
tery, does not appear to exhibic its full typo-
chronological range. Except as faintly fore-
‘shadowed in one or two stratigraphic compo-
‘nents to be described presently, we have not
found anything typologicaly comparable to
early Middle Mississippi pottery as exempli-
. fied elsewhere in Hiwassee, Old Village, and
related foci. We have, therefore, deemed it
advisable to substitute for Middle Mississippi
the more general term Mississippi, carrying
(we hope) a minimum of cultural and typo-
logical implication. This involves us in cer-
tain terminological difficulties, which must be
made as explicit as possible. Like Middle
Mississippi our Mississippi Period is also di-

*Ford and Willey, 1941; Griffin, 1946, fig. 6.
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vided into rwo parts, early and late, C-B and
B-A, bur this is an arbitrary and stricd
chronological division, as devoid of typologi-
cal significance as can be, being based on
differences in percenrage frequencies rather
than differences in constituent tvpes. If, in
the interest of clear expression, it becomes
necessary to refer to the “early portion of the
Mississippi Period” or simply “early Missis-
sippi” it is not to be understood that this
means that the local early Mississippi material
dated between C and B is typologically corre-
spondent to what has been referred to as early
Middle Mississippi in other parts of the South-
east.! If chis point has been made sufficiently
clear, we should be able to proceed withour
undue misunderstanding and without raising
the sort of questions with which we are not
yet prepared to deal.

Definitiona: Stratification and Stratigraphy

As outlined in the introductory section of
this report, the original over-all Survey pro-
gram contempIatcd three successive stages of
investigation: (1) prefiminary site survey and
analysis of surface collections; (2) strati-
graphic resting; and (3) site excavation. To
date, only a slight beginning has been made
on stage (2). To what follows in this section,
therefore, the word “prcliminary" is more
than usually applicable. The results, however,
justify a rather detailed presentation, not only
for their bearing on the immediate problems,
but from the broader point of view of archae-
ological methed in the Southeast.

The, use of stratigraphic methods in the
eastern United States has not yet developed
to arji extent comparable with their use in
other areas of American archaeology. This is
maidly due to an earlier impression on the
part of Eastern archaeologists that the method
was not applicable, owing to the paucity of
deep deposits yielding long culrural sequences.
It is also partly due, perhaps, to a misconcep-
don regarding the stratigraphic method. To
many archaeologists, stratigraphy necessarily
invelves a situation in which materials can be
segregated on the basis of distinct and separa-
able soil zones. Such is fortunarely not the
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case. It frequently happens, as we shall show,
that a homogeneous deposit, without observa-
ble soil stratification, may be made to vield a
stratigraphic record of the urmost value.
Obviously, such an unstratified deposit will
have to be excavated by arbitrary levels, to
which method the term “metrical strati-
graphy” has sometimes been applied in dero-
gation,” as opposed to “natural stratigraphy”
obrained by peeling stratified layers. If we
were to regard “narural” stratigraphy as the
only valid method, the discouraging outlook
referred to above would be justified. On the
other hand, unstratified or weakly stratified
midden deposits of sufficient depth for excava-
tion by “metrical” analysis are not rare. An
cxampi:: of successful exploiration of such
deposits is to be seen in the excavations of
Willey and Woodbury on the Gulf Coast
of Florida in 19403

There is no need for injecting this terminol-
ogy into the present discussion, since our
stratigraphy — so far at least —is all of the
metrical variety. The distinction, however,
between “stratification,” the description of
the acrual ground situation, and “strat-
graphy,” as applied to the chronological inter-
pretation of the ground situation, whether by
“nawural” or “metrical” methods, is a useful
one and will be maintained here. Under the
heading “stratification,” we shall refer to soil
zones as revealed by trench profiles; under
“strar.igraphy," the analysis of the excavated
material and interpretation of the results. The
one is what you find, the other is what you do
with it. The separation will serve to bring
out the fact that it is possible to have srrari-
graphy withour stratification and vice wversa.
In line with this distinction, the terms
“stratum,”  “zone,” *deposit,” etc., will be
hereinafter used to refer to the ground strati-
fication, the term “level” being reserved for
the arbitrarily excavated unit of “metrical”
stratigraphy.

Methods of Excavation

The simple methods of stratigraphic testing
used by the Lower Mississippi Archaeological
Survey may be described very briefly. Vil-

*In the Southwest, Information by J. O. Brew,

lage site deposits in the Alluvia] Valley rarely
exceed 1 to z meters in total depth. Tep
centimerers was therefore chosen as a unit of
depth, convenient for seriating, without pr '
sendng serigus difficulties in excavadng, The
first cut (Walls A) was dug 3 meters square;
but on ﬁnding thar a sufficient vield of sherds
could have been obtained from a smaller ares;
subsequent cuts were made only 2 meters
square. Ideally, cuts should be dimensioned 1o
get an adequate sherd sample per level from:
the smallest possible space, but we could never
agree as to just what constituted an adequate
sample, and therefore adhered to the con-
venient :-meter square throughout. In only
one instance (Rose A) was the yield. per level
below what we should have liked.

Field procedures were of the most elemen-
tary descripdon. Curs were laid our with a
compass, corner stakes leveled with a car-
penter’s level lashed te a two-by-four and
used as datum for all subsequent leveling.
Plans at successive levels and profiles upon
completion of cut were drawn to scale. Cuts |
were located by reference to a “permanent”
bench mark, consisting of an iron pipe with -
brass cap stamped with symbols guaranteed to-
mystify all future visitors to the site. Cuts
were designated by the site number and a
capital letter A, B, C, etc., in the order made.
Levels were numbered from top to bottom.
Finds catalogued 16-N—6/A—9 would there-
fore read “Oliver Site {16-N-6), Cut A, Level

Excavated material was put through 4 -inch
screens. It was found that one shovel hand
could keep two ro four men busy at the
screens, but constant supervision was required
to maintain accuracy of level. With such a
crew, two or three working days were suffi-
cient for the completion of a cut. As far as
practicable, sherds were washed, catalogued,
and sorted on the spot to avoid useless labor
on unsatisfactory cuts.

In all, 17 cuts were made in g sites, not
including several which were abandoned for
one reason or another, usually lack of depth.
These cuts varied from 50 to 240 cm. in
depth, the average being 106 cm. or berween

*Willey and Woeodbury, 1942; Willey, 1949

0 and 11 levels. Not one of the 17 failed to
ield some stratigraphic information of value,
everal of them revealed pottery sequences
overing almost the entre known span of

pottery-making in the Lower Mississippi

Valley. No other answer is needed for those
who may still be skeptical about the practica-

‘bilicy of stratigraphic studies in the Southeast.

Method of Analysis
The crucial operation in the interpretation

of stratigraphic data is the correlation of por-
tery distributions with

soil stratificadon,
if the latter is present, In a homogeneous

deposit without observable profiles you have
‘to take the pottery distribution at face value
‘so to speak, assuming that the changes or
“lack of changes from level to level mean just
‘what they say. Where stradfication has been
‘recorded, however, an opportunity is

iven
o evaluate such changes a hittle more realistc-

‘ally. It is hardly necessary to point out that
" the effect of local condidons and events, as

revealed by the proﬁles, may be such as to

-materially affect the distribucion of pottery
‘in the ground. Thus, two distinct phases of
interpretation are involved: (1) interpretation
of profiles for what they may reveal of events
 on the site, or that particular portion of it; and
- (2) interpretation of pottery distribudons in

the light of such evenw. No attempt is made
here to minimize the possibilicies for error in
such a complicated interplay of guesswork.
Limitations of excavation technique guarantee
that the chances of 1oo-per cent successful
interpretation are nonexistent. One simply
does the best one can with the available in-
formation.

Assuming for the moment that there is a
complete record of the four profiles of 2
given cut, the specific mechanical difficulty
is how to effect a graphic comparison of that
record with the pottery picture. After con-
siderable experimentation. we have found the
most satisfactory method is to construct the
pottery graph by the usual manner of seriating
bar graphs for each level, in the same vertical
scale as the profile drawing, and superimpose
one upon the other. Unforrunately, it happens
rarely that stratification is so congruent that
the profile of one wall of the cut may be
allowed to stand for the other three. One
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way around this difficulty is to construct g
ideal profile by averaging the stradfication gf
all four walls of the cut. This method ‘i
sometimes sufficient, but has to be used wig
caution, because it gives a misleading effece
of conformity. In most cases we have found
it more satsfactory to use an alternative
method involving a composite profile drawing‘
a sort of palimpsest of all four Proﬁles such
as may be seen in figure 23. This, of course,
has the opposite effect of exaggerating in.
congruities, but the resulting errors of inter.
pretation arc more likely to be on the side of
safecy. '
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SUMMARY OF STRATIGRAPHY

The results, if such they may be called, of
the small-scale excavations described above
may be summarized under three headings: (1)
the actual stratigraphic results; (2) the light
they throw on the stratigraphic and, indirectly,
on the seriation methods; (3) the Baytown-
Mississippi problem.

(1) Stratigraphic Results

These were, in general, most encouraging.
Our of a total of seventeen cuts, all but two
gave positive stratgraphic results. In both
cases the failure was due to the fact that the
cuts had been put down into low mounds. In
one of these (Alligator A) stratigraphy, as

a possible pre-pottery period underlying the
Tchula. In relaton to the time and expense
avolved, these excavacions paid off extremely
well.

. Not only were they individually successful,
put the story they tell is completely consistent,
‘g0 far as it goes. In no case was there conflict
or uncertainty so far as the position of indi-
- vidual types or complexes is concerned. The

" gre always in the same — hence we can call 1t
 the right — order. The uncertainties are on a
higher level of interpretation, but before con-
- sidering these, it will be well to summarize
the results of this study under the second head-
ing outlined above.

(2) The Stratigraphic Method

First, Iet it be recalled that any remarks
made here on the subject of method apply
- solely to “metrical” strarigraphy. Most 1{) not
all of our difficulties of interpretation might
have been avoided if we.had been able to
" “peel” stratified deposits instead of digging

tgem in arbicr horizontal levels. The first
: gcneralization,axen, is that “metrical” strad-
- graphy is not good enough. On the other hand,
it is, in most cases, the only practicable meth-
_od. Of the seventeen cuts described here,
- only four (Oliver A, C, Menard A, and Rose
A) were in deposits that might possibly have
been peeled by means of the block. The
others, among them some of the most success-
ful cuts from the point of view of pottery
stratigraphy, could only have been dug by
arbitrary levels. We did not consider using
the block technique, for reasons of economy,
but will in the future be on the look-out for
onorrunitics to do so. Comparison of results
of the two mcthods applicd side by side mighe
be very revealing.

While on the subject of excavation tech-
nique, another detail we learned the hard way
is that great care should be taken to eliminate
material from pits and post-holes in the course
of digging. We were deliberately careless in
this regard on the theory that such materal
would nor be in sufficient amount to upset
the over-all sratistical results. As 2 matter of
fact, it rarely does so, but in questions having
to do with continuity or discontinuity of de-
posits, in other words, the presence or zbsence
of a “transitional” phase, out-of-place material

but was masked statistically by the large per-
centages of early types in the mound fill. The
other (Massey B) was completely negative;
Of the fifteen successful cuts, four gave in:
formation on relationships within the Mis-
sissippi Period (Walls A, B, Menard A, Rose
A); six on relationships wichin the Baytown
Period (Lake Cormorant A, B, Oliver B, C,
Jaketown A, Shell Bluff A); all but one:
(Walls A) gave evidence of the relationship:
of the Baytown and Mississippi periods; one'
(Jaketown A) covered all three periods,.
Tchula, Bayrown, and Mississippi; and two:
(Jaketown A and B) furnished a glimpse of .
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in pits and post-holes ma{y be important if not
decisive. A great deal of redious discusison in
this section might have been avoided if we
had not such material to account for,

Of first importance, on the side of inter-
pretaton, is 2 repetition of the warning,
several times repeated in the foregoing pages,
that interpretations based on one cut are valid
for that cut only; insofar as they are extended
to apply to the site as a whole, or a larger area,
they lose their force in direet ratio to such
extension, We have poinred out several’ in-
stances in which the interpretadon of an indi-
vidual cut would have been very different but
for additional information derived from other
cuts on the same site. This leads to the recom-
mendation that, except under spccfal circum-
stances, more than one cut should be made
on a site. This seems so obvious it may be
wondered why we mention it. However, it is
often overlooked. In our own private dis-
agreements, the existence of which the careful
reader may detect here and there, we have
often found ourselves using what we think
happened in 4 square meters of deposit as
proof of cultural events on an extensive
regional scale. '

(3) The Baytown-Mississippi Problem

The most difficult problem raised by these
excavations is the nature of the relationship
berween the Baytown and Mississippi com-
plexes in the area. This problem was repeatedly
brought into sharp focus in the course of
the interpretations of the several piss. It could
only be dimly perceived in the course of the
seriation andlysis, because that method as-
sumes that the collections used reﬁrcsent con-
tinuous occupation. Collections that could be
seen to be/from strarified or reoccupied sites
were not used in the analysis. Collections con-
taining a mixture of Baytown with Mississipgi
types that were used were assumed to include
a transitional phase berween these two periods
in a continuum and were placed on the graphs
in that position. There are certain mechanical
factors involved in this that must not be over-
looked. Depending on the number of such
mixed sites, the resulting pattern in each area
was one of a gradual replacement of Baytown
by Mississippi types. The precise shape of
the individual type frequency patterns, ie,
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the degree to which they show a sharp or
gradual increase or diminution, is to a certain
extent influenced by the mere number of these
mixed collections, since space for them has to
be found on the graph. In other words, the
seriation technique, without more careful con-
trols than we were able to bring to bcar‘, tends
to draw out the patterns vertcally, with the
resule that changes and replacements tend to
look more gradual than they are in fact. The
net result 15 to reinforce the assumption of
continuity upon which the method is paset:}.
The effect of strau'graphic diagramming 1s
just the reverse, parﬁcu]arly in a refuse de-
posit of slow accumuladon. Compare the
generally abrupt pattern of the first appear-
ance of Neeley’s Ferry Plain on the strat-
graphs with its slow, gradual incregsc on the
seriation charts. There is no point 1n dlSC:USS-
ing which is right. Such terms are meamng-
less until you have absolute chronology by
which to scale the charts. But the difference
is important in terms of interpretation a'nd
general thinking. The slowly expanding
figures on the seriation charts forufy the
original assumption of gradual change in
a cultural condnuum, The rapidly expanding
figures of the stratigraphic charrs lead to an
impression of abrupt cultural change, an im-
pression not a lietle influenced by the fact that
sites were selected for excavation on the ex-
pectation that they would show cultural
change. In short, the results of both plcthods,
as used here, are “rigged” to a certain extent
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in favor of one side or the other of this im.
portant question. ) ;

With this in mind, we may summarize the
stratigraphic evidence on the Baytown-Mis.:
sissippi question. Of the fifteen cuts, thag
showed superposition, one (ShelI_Bluﬂ: Ay
appeared to show positve evidence in favor of
conunuity; two more (Walls B, Menard B)
favored, but weakly, the same interpretation;
three (Oliver A, Alligaror B, Rose A) showed
definite evidences of discontinuicy; and three
more {Oliver B, C, Massey A) were inter-
preted that way with somewhat _less. assur-
ance; the remaining six gave no indications on
this particular issue one way or the o_ther.

It is important to note that certain cuts
that gave the clearest evidence of a discon-
tinuity (Oliver A, Alligator B, Rose A)
showed up as transitional on the seriation
charts. The final conclusion is that, while the
asumption of general continuity between
Baytown and Mississippi periods in this area
is not disproved, there is sufficient evidence
on the other side to call it into question. If
this is correct, it follows that more vigorous
controls have to be introduced into the seria-
tion method to eliminate the use as “transi-
ional” of mixed collections that are actually
the result of reoccupation. In the meantime,
if we have succeeded in exposing some of the
difficulties inherent in both seriation and strat-
igraphy, the foregoing pages will not have
been written in vain.
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HE results of the first phase of a con-
Ttinuing survey program in the northern
‘part of the Lower Mississippi Valley have been

resented in the foregoing pages under various
headings written by various hands not always
animated by identical points of view. The ef-
fect has been pcrhags to create the impression
 that we have settled many quesdons, whereas
- we have all too often only settled the same
: questions in several different ways. This can-
* not fail to have left the reader, provided he has
- pot already left the report, in considerable
confusion, and it now becomes our duty to
* straighten him -—and ourselves — out. What
is required at this point is a general summ
. of what the three authors can agree on, or fail-
ing that, at least to bring together their con-
flicting interpretacions so the reader may com-
pare and judge between them. Up to now, we
" have attempted to keep such disagreements in
the background by writing more or less con-
- sistently In the first person plural, giving an

Te may not be good form to forestall adverse
criticism by offering a review of one’s own
work, but in the case of a report that makes
no pretense of finality it is excusable. Nothing
is more cxasperating than being criticized for
failure o succeed in something one has not
wied to do. That is sure to happen to the
Lower Mississippi Archaeological Survey. We
have merely presented a progress report and
are as dissatisfied with it as the most carping
critic could possibly be, This is our opportu-
nity for expressing that dissatisfaction, burt,
since there are three of us, it takes different
forms and applies unequally to different sec-
tions of the work. A rather detailed review is
required for which we beg, once more, the
reader’s indulgence.

In the long opening section, dealing with
the geographica conditions of the Survey
Area, a great deal of emphasis was placed on
the physical differences berween the wvarious
area] subdivisions and it was confidently pre-
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effect of praiseworthy unanimity. We have
bribed each other’s silence by promises of an
opportunity to express dissenting opinions and
prejudices in the concluding section. A change
of style is therefore indicated if we are to give
scope to these individual interpretations. From
here on, the third person singular will fre-
quently appear in order to make clear which
author’s point of view is being expressed.

The plan of this concluding secdon is as
follows. We shall first review briefly what
we have done and what we, each and severally,
think of ir. Following this, we shall present
a summary of the archacology of the area
period by period, a sort of culture-historical
reconstrucdon, in which we shall use any
informadon that is available whether obrained
by us or others. Finally, we shall conclude by
attempting to fic our findings into the general
picture of Eastern archacology with a few
observadons in regard to their bearing on the
over-all chronological problem.

REVIEW

dicted that these differences would be reflected
in the archaeology. We now have to explain
why this expectation has not been fulfilled, or
at least why very little more was said about it.
At the time when Phillips was writing this sec-
tion, inspired by the enlightened environ-
mentalism of Kroeber, Ford was carrying out
the scriation analysis described in Section V,
in which Mississi‘i)pi River Commission quad-
rangles were used as convenient units of area
and grouped jnto five subdivisions on a purely
empirical basis. In other words, while Phillips
was saying all those fine things about narural
condirions ?nd their effect on culture and the
shape of culrural distributions, Ford was wortk-
ing out a grouping quite independent of na-
rural subdivisions, In many cases crosscutting
them, which nevertheless seemed to give satis-
factory resuls, and eventually became the
framework for most of our archaeological
generalizations about the area, Phillips s, not
unnaturally, unhappy over this and harbors a
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suspicion that an analysis that took thcse_na-
tural subdivisions more into account might
have produced berter results,. However, it
may be pointed out here that the work of_ the
Survey has so far been confined almose cpu:ely
to the St. Francis and Yazoo basins which are
both comprised in one major type of area, to
wit, flood plain of Mississippi-Ohio derivation
(see classification, p. 20). Very linle work
was done in flood-plain areas of “ot_her than
Ohio-Mississippi” derivation. A few sites were
located in the lower part of the Arkans:las R}ver
Lowland, but the Survey was not carned into
the White-Black River Lowtand nor the
Boeuf Basin. Thus, no opportunity is yet af-
forded to make culrural comparisons berwe_en
these two major categories of flood plain.
From general information, however, it can be
fairly confidently predicted that the flood-
plain areas of other than Mismsx%pl—(')hm
derivation are not going to show as dense an
occupation, particularly in the Mississippi
Period, as the more fertile portions of the
flood plain covered by the Survey. As for the
older alluvial plains and upland remnants, we
have produced no new comparative informa-
ton at 2ll, Thus, it cannot be said that tl:|c
moderate environmentalist point of vic“f in
Section I has been refuted. It has remained
unfulfilled simply in the sense that it has not
been tested. _ )

The pottery classification described in Sec-
tion III is a joint responsibility. Wc all hac_i a
hand in it and are all equally dissatisfied with
it. This is normal. The archaeologist who
thinks he has achieved a final classification of
anything is a rare and probably untrustworthy
individual. Most of the shortcomings of our
classification have been fully exposed in the
type descriptions, Our guess is that very few
of our rypes will stand up when more ar!d
better material is available. Many of them will
break down into more spccializcd groups, a
few (we may hope) will be combined into
more general groups. It is not likely that the
total number of types will be reduced. The
outlook for the Southeast as a whole.‘so long
as present typological methods remain in favor,
is not pleasant to contemplate. Where we are
now counting Cypes in tens, they will be
counted in hundreds. However, the proof of

the typing is in the using. Our classificarigy
cannot be too bad or it would not hay,
produced the consistent parterning of types
through time that is shown in the seriation ap
stratigraphic analyses of Sections V and vy
It seems to have been equal to the purposes fy
which it was devised, which is all thar shoy]
be asked of any classification. :

Section IV presents a series of distribution,
studies of certain characteristic pottery formg.
and designs that have a special interest fro
the wider point of view of relationships wit
Mesoamerica and the Southwest. These haye
been entirely the work of Griffin and have leg
him to several important conclusions, to wit;
that in the Mississippi Period there were more
or less direct contacts between the northern
part of our area and the Sogthwesr_, that thess
contacts may have begun fairly early, as early
as Developmental Pueblo, that dile ext_:hange'
of traits may not have been endrely in one
directon, and that the route was not thmugh_
Texas. It is Griffin’s belief that in the recent
emphasis of Southeastern students on conrec-
tions between the Southeast and Mesoamerica,
these imporrant evidences of Southwestern
connections have been overlooked. His co-
authors heartily endorse this opinion. There
are in fact many other ceramic traits not
covered by Griffin, coming under the heading
of miscellaneous small pottery objects, such as
disks, ladles, trowels, etc., that point the same
way. But to agree that this is a neglected phase
of research is not to regard it as the answer to .
a long-standing problem. Griffin’s findings in-:
this section present onc more evidence of the -
complexity of processes that underlies any
focalization of traits that we refer to as “cul
ture.” There is enough of this kind of evi
dence already to make an expression suqh s,
“the origin of Mississippi culture™ look faintly .
ridiculous. :

The seriation analysis described in Secton-
V is at once the most fruitful source of resulis:
in the reporr and conflict among the authors.
Results, because the chronological framework
upon which our findings are hung derives from
it; conflic, because, although we all profess
belief in the general validity of the method,
no two of us have the same degree of confi-
dence in-its results. Before commenting fur- -
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ther on the nature of our disagreement, it
v be well to point out wherein the seria-
n technique differs from other methods of
analysis. . The usual method of organizing
chaeological data over a large area is to iso-
ite culrure groupings, “phases,” ! “foci.” or
whatever one chooses to call them, by combin-
ing units, usually sites or levels within sites, and
o rationalize on the basis of fairly complere
fait inventories the inter-reladons of these
jroupings in terms of space and tme. This is
‘an inadequate statement of a complicated pro-
edure but the essential fearures are thar it is a
yrocess of combination, of “building-up”
m smaller to larger units, and that a good
eal of detailed information is needed even to
egin it. We have not yet made an attempt to
rganize our findings in this wav; in fact, it
zy be doubted whether it is possible ac the
resent time. If we have occasionally referred
o groups of sites or localities by some con-
enient designation outside of the seriaton
mework, no classificatory significance has
een implied. The grouping in question is
alid only for the particular matter in hand.

:The seriation method, on the other hand,

he prehistory before the details are known, by
ieans of graphic delineation of the behavior
f onc trait complex, in this case porrery,
through time. Having established the over-all
attern, the stream of time represented is cur
nto units at points where shifts in patterning
ccur. Thus, in 2 sense, the seriation method
orks from the general to the particular, the
everse of the convendonal method, and is
therefore well suited co an initial artack on an
rea, The contrast must not be over-stressed,
however. The results are not as different as
the methods. The “periods” derived from
Seriation are not as different conceptually from
“foci” as one might think. They have typo-
8! gical as well as temporal implications, since
the curs are made at points where typological
shifrs affect the general pattern. Ford stands
on the unshakable philosophical ground thar
None of these concepts have any cultural
- teality” anyhow, all being arbitrary con-

'In the sense in which this term is used in Meso-
Wmerica and the Southwest.
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structs of the archaeologist. If there are differ-
ences they are differences of degree not of
kind. This is consistent with his view thar the
predominating characteristic of culture is con-
tnuity both in space and time. To the extent
that such a view 1s correct, any divisions spatial
or tcmporaL however derived, must of course
be wholly arbitrary.

As applied specifically to pottery, the only
thing we are in a position to generalize about,
Ford’s idea is that it was developing in a con-
tinuum rthroughout its entire history in the
Mississippi Valley, that whether new types
evolve by modification of older ones or come
in as new ideas from outside, they take their
rlace in an uninterrupred culrun}] flow. The
ogical consequence of such a view is that, in
most cases a “mixed” pottery complex repre-
sents a single brief span of time on that con-
tnuum, an “instant” for all practical purposes,
when both elements of the mixture were being
made and used side by side. The importance
of this postulation for the seriation method can
hardly be exaggerated. Ford does not deny
that mixed complexes sometimes do resule
from reoccupation of sites. Such collections
he frankly banishe$ from his graphs and says
so (p. 233}.

Guriffin and Phillips, on the other hand, while
not rejecting the general theory of continuiry,
are inclined to feel (with emphasis in order
named) that there are more instances of mix-
ture through reoccupation of sites than Ford
has recognized. In particular, as pointed out

in the individual sections written bv them,
they have tended to see indications of ar least
one significant break in the otherwise placid
stream of pottery continuity at the point where
the tempering material shifs from clay to
shell, in éther words between the Baytown
and Mississippi periods. They feel that, by

including mixed collections on the graphs,

Ford has effected a spurious transition that
seems to prove his continuity hypothesis, but
in reality leaves the question open. Another
way of putting it would be that the seriation
technique, being based on the assumption of
continuiry, is unable to cope with a “break™
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of the nature described above, conseque:at}r.
to establish whether such a break is r
there or not, some other method of analysis 1s
required. The upshot is that this compact
majority of two, while perfectly willing to
endorse and even use the results of the seriation
analysis, do not regard the evidence it shows
of such continuity as final,

Griffin would like to have it stated that he
started with the opinion that there was a break
between the earlier horizon and the Mississippi
Period. Phillips only came to it gradually as
a result of his independent analysis of strad-
graphic collections in Section VI, where the
reader may follow his painful lucubrations on
the subject. One might have thought that
stratigraphy would have settled the Baytown-
Mississippi continuity question one¢ way or
the other. It did not. The only conclusion we
are able to agree on is that the subjective
element enters into the stratgraphic method
just as surely as into the seriation method.
That more stratigraphic cuts gave evidence of
discontinuity than the reverse Ford attributes
to a bias on the part of Phillips in favor of that
solution, Phillips naturally protests his inno-
cence, but the reader will have to decide be-
tween them. We have perhaps made too
much of this issue, which, after all, involves
only one point on the tme scale. In gcneral,
the results of seriaton and stratigraphy were
in satisfactory agreement.

The experimental correlation of archaeolog-
ical and geological time scales presented in
Section VII is so tentative, and the various
possibilities of error are so thoroughly exposed
in that secdon, that nothing further need be
said about it here. We are all agreed that the
results are sufficiently promising to justfy
further work along these lines. We cannot
predict that this is going to result in 2 new
archaeological technique that will supersede
those now in use in the area. What i1s more
likely is that by using the channel sequence as
a control in seriation and sr_ratigrafphic studies
some of the present difficulties of interpreta-
tion that have been so fully confessed above
will be eliminated.

More important from a long-range point of
view is the possibilicy that correlaton of
archaeology and hydrography plus C** dating

will result in an accurate absolute tme scale

for the entire Mississippi Alluvial Valley.__

which would be as welcome to the hydrg.
grapher as to the archaeologist.

The study of spatial and temporal distriby,.
tons of sites as to rype in Secton VIII is 45

other promising approach. In its present form:
it can be no betrer than the datng on whig, *
it is based. The difficulty of daring sites from
surface collections whether by seriation g -
any ather method has been repeatedly emph,. -
sized and the lack of agreement among the -
three authors as to the dating of individu,]*
sites freely exposed. The period date for the-
first appearance of new types of mounds and:
site plans, as set forth in Section VIII, cannot
be regarded as final. Phillips and Griffin, for -

example, hold reservations concerning the ap-

pearance of small ceremontal centers wim'

rectangular platform mounds as early as the
middle Baytown Period (E-D). On the other
hand, there can hardly be any question aboue
the relative order of appearance of the various
types of sites, and the population distributions
during the several periods indicated by the
maps (figs. 64 to 69) is probably in the main
correct. With more and better data of the

same sort, some very interesting demographic -

questons might be indicated.

The long Section IX dealing with the prob-
lems — but containing no solutions — of the
identification of sites from documen
sources mighe, in its author’s (Phillips) opin-
ion, better have been published separately, if
at all. It is principally due to Griffin chat it
has been included here. He feels that, notwich-
standing the meager results, it is a valuable
contribution as an object lesson for archaeo-
logists who brashly enter the field of history.
It also contains leads for further research. The
search for Quapaw sites of the contact period
was shown to be difficult but not quite hope-
less. The Lower Mississippi Survey has not
been back in the Lower Arkansas region since
this study was made. In pardcular, further
investigation of the Wallace Site (17-K-3) is
indicated, but the entire area should be thor-
oughly searched as well. The importance of
establishing the latest pottery typology in this
area is sufhciently apparent in the uncertaintes
and disagreements that crop up whenever the

Jate Mississippi Period falls under discussion.
In some respects this most recent period,
which ought to be the best known, has been
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the hardest to deal with chronologically. This
will continue to be the case untl we can fix its
terminus by means of a few good conzact sites.
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