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ABSTRACT

The Burke phase (AD 1400-1600) refers to a reglgmtinct distribution of earthen
mounds and soapstone-tempered, Burke ceramics edengper Catawba and Yadkin rivers in
the western North Carolina Piedmont. In this pather authors document the history of Burke
phase archaeology, and using four lines of datatnd@onstruction, mortuary assemblages,
settlement patterns, and ethnohistorical souragggest that one or more regional polities, or
chiefdoms, integrated portions of the study areandBurke phase times. Finally, the authors
suggest that two specific factors, an ecotonenge#tnd a location along major trade routes, had
particularly important roles in the success of Misgppian strategies along this South

Appalachian frontier.

INTRODUCTION

Burke phase (AD 1400-1600) archaeological sites fsgure 1) are located in the
foothills of the Blue Ridge Mountains, along thepepreaches of the Catawba and Yadkin rivers
in western North Carolina (Beck 1997a; Moore 1998)2:177-180). The earliest
archaeological investigations in this region wevaducted under the auspices of the Bureau of
American Ethnology’s mound exploration program dgrihe late nineteenth century, as a result
of which Cyrus Thomas (1887, 1891, 1894) and Willid. Holmes (1903) reported more than
twenty earthen mounds along the upper Catawba ad#iN rivers. Unfortunately, Thomas'’s
(1887, 1894:333-344) famous reports of the Bureaw'sk at several Yadkin valley mounds

remained the only description of excavated sitgkigiregion for more than 75 years. As a



result, those sites remained anomalies, lackingvkrnassociations to other archaeological
cultures or phases in western North Carolina. Re@search (Moore 1999, 2002) has defined
several new late prehistoric and protohistoric peder the Catawba and upper Yadkin river
valleys. Most significantly, this research link®@se mound sites along the upper Yadkin River
with other Burke phase sites in the upper Catavebley (Moore 2002:101-144, 179-180).

Our research in the region was stimulated by thekwbCharles Hudson, Chester
DePratter, and Marvin Smith (DePratter, et al. 2983dson, et al. 1984); they suggested that
the sixteenth-century Spanish expeditions of Hetnate Soto and Juan Pardo traveled in the
upper Catawba valley, where they visited the ingrdraboriginal town of Joara (Soto’s Xuala).
When the new Soto and Pardo routes were propodéee early 1980'’s, it was not even clear
that evidence of a sizable sixteenth-century pdmrauch as that documented for Joara existed
along the upper Catawba River. Today, not onlyareertain that a sixteenth-century
population was present, but we now know that thggan featured a large population for at least
two hundred years prior to European contact. Tnge, late prehistoric and early protohistoric
period population is represented by an abundansgesf exhibiting Burke and Cowans Ford
series ceramics. Moore (2002:167) has describelll @fahese ceramic series as Lamar variants
that are most similar stylistically to Lamar pogtef the middle Lamar Tugalo phase (Hally
1990, 1994).

Based on the distribution of Burke and Cowans Fpattiery, Moore introduced the term
Catawba Valley Mississippianis reference “to the people living in the Catawhdey from
circa A.D. 1100 to A.D. 1500. Catawba Valley Msssppian is derived from Ferguson’s (1971)
South Appalachian Mississippian, of which the Lapiaases are a part” (2002:8). Moore used

this term “to distinguish the people of this tinredaegion from the better-known North Carolina



Piedmont Siouans and from other Lamar peoples, twéhntention of developing a clearer
picture of what and who the Catawba valley peopeaiv(2002:8). While we recognize that
there is no absolute correlation between culturaligs and ceramics, the distribution of Lamar
ceramics has been generally recognized in the sastho be the primary diagnostic of Lamar
culture (Hally 1994:144). Given the overwhelminggence of the Burke and Cowans Ford
pottery throughout the Catawba valley, we sugdestthis region was the northernmost extent
of Lamar culture from the fourteenth through theesgeenth centuries. The Burke phase is the
best documented example of Lamar Mississippiaregp@e.g., Hally 1994; Williams and
Shapiro 1990) in our study area, and in this pagedescribe the Burke phase as a Mississippian
frontier. Using four lines of data--mound constrog, mortuary assemblages, settlement
patterns, and ethnohistorical sources--we alsoesiggat one or more regional polities, or
chiefdoms, integrated portions of the study areaandBurke phase times. Finally, we suggest
factors that may have contributed to the rise eéfdoms in this area but not in adjoining

Piedmont locales.

UPPER CATAWBA AND YADKIN VALLEY ARCHAEOLOGY

Previous Research

The study area is situated along the upper reaufttbe Catawba and Yadkin rivers in
western North Carolina (See Figure 2 for sites mest in text), on the inner boundary of the
Piedmont Province at the foot of the Blue Ridge Ntains (Thornbury 1965:92). The earliest

archaeological investigations in this area, altioagong the best-known archaeological



undertakings reported in western North Carolinmya@ poorly understood. These were the
mound investigations conducted by John P. Rogasteruhe auspices of the Bureau of
American Ethnology, and reported by Cyrus Thom&871 1891, 1894). In hiSatalogue of
Prehistoric WorksThomas (1891:152) recorded 17 mounds in Cald@elinty, the largest
number for any county in North Carolina; howeverydhose excavated sites described in the
1887 and 1894 publications have actually been ooefl. Thomas (1887, 1891, 1894) and W.
H. Holmes (1903) mention at least eight moundsntepdoy James Mooney and J. Mason
Spainhour in McDowell, Burke, and Catawba cournitiethe upper Catawba valley. Four of
these mounds have been assigned tentative siteemulebignations in the North Carolina State
Site Record. Only one, located at the Berry SiBK22, also reported as 31BK2), has been
verified as a human-made earthen mound (Moore 20@2222). The remnant of one other
earthen mound, possibly one mentioned by Moones/pblean recorded at the McDowell site
(31MC41) in McDowell County (Moore 2002:197, 20@)espite the difficulties in relocating
many of these reported sites, it is clear thabttearrence of mounds in the upper Catawba and
Yadkin valleys is unlike that of any other aredha North Carolina Piedmont.

Several of these mound sites were excavated initleeenth century. Thomas (1887,
1894) reported on the T. F. Nelson Mound (31CW1) &riangle, the Davenport Jones Mound,
the Lenoir Burial Pit, and the Broyhill-Dillard Mod (31CW8). These sites are all located in
the Happy Valley community in the extreme upper KMadalley, and little is known of them
beyond these brief descriptions of mound excavatamd burials. The reports describe complex
mortuary facilities with multiple burials, many which were accompanied by large quantities of
artifacts. Significantly, iron implements obtainfedm trade with Europeans accompanied at

least two burials. Additionally, at least one mduras excavated at the Michaux Farm site



(probably 31BK17) in the early 1870s (Spainhour3 B¥Moore 2002:52-56); although the
written excavation descriptions are minimal, theyeal the presence of at least three human
burials within the mound. The Michaux Farm sitéoisated on Johns River in Burke County,
about six kilometers east of the Berry site.

Unfortunately, the early archaeological explorasiamthis area did not lead to sustained
research, and most later projects have been relatimited in scope; recent fieldwork includes
several systematic survey projects, a limited nurob€RM surveys, and two major excavation
projects. Robert Keeler (1971) provided the estrisite survey data for the upper Catawba. He
also defined the Burke ceramic series, descrilliegsbapstone-tempered wares so characteristic
of Mississippian sites in this area. Kenneth Rebim(1996) and Robin Beck (1997a) conducted
more recent, significant surveys in McDowell Couahd along Upper Creek in Burke County,
respectively. Large scale excavations were coeduat the Tyler-Loughridge site (31MC139:
Robinson 1996), the McDowell site (31MC41: Moor&®d92002; Ward 1977), and the Berry
site (31BK22: Moore 1999, 2002). Similarly, litdgstematic archaeological investigations were
undertaken in the upper Yadkin valley following Bereau’s early mound reports. However,
Richard Polhemus (notes on file, Research Laboestof Archaeology, UNC-Chapel Hill; see
also Moore 2002:120-123) excavated 31CW8 in 1964 agchaeologists from Wake Forest
University (Idol 1995, 1996; Rogers 1993) and Apghaian State University (Kimball, et al.
1996) have recently conducted surveys in this regitd have opened excavations at several

sites.



The Berry Site

The Berry site (Figure 2) is one of the largegtssih the upper Catawba valley, and
investigations here provide most of the excavatiata for the Burke phase (see Moore
1999:332-395, 2002:213-256 for complete excavaletails). The Berry site is located on
Upper Creek, a tributary of the Catawba River, alwelve kilometers north of Morganton in
Burke County. The site is situated on the extraortheast margin of a 200-acre alluvial
bottomland formed by the confluence of Upper Crasedt Irish Creek. The site was first
identified in Cyrus Thomas' 1891 report, where itlescribed as a "Mound on the west Bank of
Upper Creek 8 miles north of Morganton (about 18 fegh and unexplored)” (1891:151). Both
the earthen mound and its surrounding site wenaladg plowed, and in 1964 the mound itself
was bulldozed to provide fill for a low-lying areeest of the mound that was often subject to
flooding. Today, the remaining mound is approxeha?0 meters in diameter and is visible as a
slight rise about one meter above the level ostiveounding field. The entire site covers at
least five hectares (13 acres) based on the extaunirface artifacts (Beck 1997a).

Initial excavations at the Berry site took placd 886 (Figure 3) as part of research to
establish a preliminary regional chronology of ldte prehistoric and protohistoric period in the
Catawba River valley (Moore 1999, 2002). The pmbyeas stimulated by the work of
researchers who suggested that sixteenth-centanyi&gds Hernando de Soto and Juan Pardo
passed through the region (DePratter et al 1988sbluet al.1984). Excavations at the Berry
site resumed in 2001 and 2002 as part of the Wakfigson College Catawba Valley
Archaeological Project (Hargrove and Beck 2001; Maand Rodning 2001; Rodning, et al.

2002).



The 1986 excavations focused on the nature of thenchthat had previously been
referred to as a “refuse” mound or an unintenti@eaumulation of midden. However, the 1986
excavations made it clear that the mound was iittesity constructed. The excavations in Area
A revealed an undisturbed, basket-loaded mountdilieath the plowed soil. Area B consisted
of thirteen 10 by 10 foot units and yielded deegigatigraphy. Zones 1 through 4 represented a
series of plow zones, while Zones 5 through 8,tet®eneath Zone 4 on the mound slope,
represented undisturbed mound deposits (Moore 208222).

These limited excavations provided abundant attitE#dnformation, but unfortunately,
provided little information on site structure. Angthe artifacts recovered were several
fragments of sixteenth-century Spanish Olive Jad, subsequent surface collections by Robin
Beck identified additional Olive Jar fragments ansimall assortment of other sixteenth-century
Spanish artifacts that tended to cluster on théhrsade of the mound (Moore and Beck 1994).
In 1997, Beck organized a proton magnetometer agdrasurvey of this area of the site, the
results of which suggested the presence of 3-& laugned structures (Hargrove and Beck
2001). The 2001 and 2002 excavations (Figureshauld be noted that in 2001 the excavation
grid was slightly altered from 1986 and changed toetric grid) shifted to the area north of the
mound and confirmed the presence of four burnedém(Structures 1-4). None of these
structures have been excavated, but they appéartquare-shaped and are approximately eight
meters on a side (Rodning and Moore 2001; Rodringl. 2002). The presence of sixteenth-
century Spanish artifacts, combined with documgreaidence of the Pardo expedition, has led
us to suggest that the Berry site is the nativentoiJoara, visited by Hernando de Soto in 1540
and site of Juan Pardo’s Fort San Juan, built 8Vv1Beck 1997b; Moore 2002:61; Moore and

Beck 1994; Worth 1994a). We believe that thesaduaibuildings may be associated with



Pardo’s Fort San Juan (Beck 2002; Moore and Rod2dd ; Rodning et al. 2002), but
additional excavation will be required to demonsttthis association.

The ceramic assemblage from the Berry site conaistest exclusively of Burke series
pottery. The high frequencies of curvilinear coirgtied stamping, carinated bowls with Lamar
incising, and medium-to-wide thickened and punctg@e rims is most similar to Tugalo phase
(AD 1450-1600) pottery in the upper Savannah R{@@&derson, et al. 1986; Hally 1990, 1994).
Two radiocarbon dates from Berry provide a fiftéeoéntury context for the site (Table 1), and
specific ceramic attributes and the assemblaget&enth-century Spanish artifacts (Moore and

Beck 1994) also support a mid- to late sixteenthixoy occupation.

The Burke Ceramic Series and Upper Yadkin and Qadavialley Ceramics

For the purposes of this paper, we are espedatigerned with pottery in the upper
Catawba and Yadkin river valleys, where Burke pgtpredominates. William H. Holmes
(1903:143-144) first described this pottery (sulbseqly named "Burke series") Aboriginal
Pottery of the Eastern United Statddolmes described several ceramic vessels exadatthe
BAE from mounds in the upper Yadkin valley, suggesthat different vessels related to the
same occupation reflected distinct ceramic tragmfthe north, west, and south. Significantly,
he provided two examples of "southern” vesseldateRCXXIX (Holmes 1903: 145). These
southern traits recorded by Holmes would todaydresiclered characteristic of Lamar ceramics,
and the illustrated vessels are excellent exangflBsirke vessels (Moore 1999:178-179).
Robert Keeler (1971) formally defined the Burkeareit series, and he also recognized this

Lamar influence.
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Moore (2002:74) has further described Burke potésra regional variant of the Lamar
pottery tradition (Hally 1994; Williams and Shapit690). Burke pottery is tempered with
soapstone and consists primarily of plain or coogpéid stamped jars (Figure 4) and incised and
burnished cazuela bowls (Figure 5). This set cdimec traits is largely restricted to the upper
Catawba and Yadkin valleys, and we see the distobwf Burke pottery as a unifying element
of Catawba Valley Mississippian in this region.

While potsherds of the Burke ceramic series predateion sites in the upper Catawba
and the extreme upper Yadkin valleys, it is impairta note that other ceramics are present in
the study area. These include Cowans Ford (Mo@@R:232-151, 265-267), Pisgah (Dickens
1976:171-201), McDowell (Moore 2002:73), and DameRi(Coe and Lewis 1952) ceramics in
decreasing order of frequency. However, it isictbat all late prehistoric period (A.D. 1400-
1600) Catawba valley phases are characterizedébguvrwhelming presence of Burke and/or
Cowans Ford ceramics, another regional Lamar vafMaoore 1987, 1999, 2002). Burke
pottery is generally found in the upper valley whilowans Ford pottery is generally found in
the middle and lower Catawba valley in North Carali Aside from the Pee Dee pottery (Reid
1967) found in the southern Piedmont, Lamar potterglatively infrequent elsewhere in the
North Carolina Piedmont where the Siouan potteaglition is represented. However, Lamar
ceramic attributes (smoothed and burnished vessgtglinear complicated stamping, cazuela
bowl forms, and added fillet strips on jar rimsg atso found on some Caraway (Coe 1964:34;
1995:160-166; Ward and Davis 1999:137) and Oldtfwitson 1983:425-454) ceramics in the
central North Carolina Piedmont.

It is now clear that the Lamar pottery traditiorttve form of Cowans Ford and Burke

ceramics extended north throughout the Catawbayailthe late prehistoric period. The
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Catawba valley thus constitutes a continuous Msggman frontier on the western edge of the
Piedmont Siouans. In the upper valley, the distrim of late prehistoric sites on Upper Creek
and Johns River forms the core of the Burke phase.

The Burke phase is one of eight late prehistordt @motohistoric phases defined for the
Catawba and upper Yadkin river valleys (Moore 1998; 2002:174-180). Only one of these,
the Pitts phase, has been dated to the period.Pa.1200-1400. Four phases are defined for the
period AD 1400-1600: the Burke phase; the PleaSantlens phase, located west of the Burke
phase along the upper Catawba River; the Elkinglssiated along the upper Yadkin; and the
Low phase, located on the middle Catawba Riveredlphases are present in the protohistoric
period (A.D. 1600-1725): the Happy Valley phase, litedell phase, and the Belk Farm phase
(Moore 2002:180-182). Limited testing has beerdoated on sites representing each of these
phases; however, little information is availablgasling site structure, settlement patterns, or
mortuary behavior, and these other phases areadiinmarily on the distribution and relative

frequencies of Burke, Cowans Ford, Pisgah, McDqvealtl Dan River ceramics.

THE BURKE PHASE

Moore (1999; 2002:179-181) defined the Burke phlaskescribe a regionally and
temporally distinctive distribution of pottery aedrthen mounds. The phase is nhamed after the
Burke ceramic series, and the core phase areadtebalong Upper Creek-Warrior Fork and
John’s River in Burke County and in the vicinitytbeé Nelson Mound and Triangle sites in the
extreme upper Yadkin valley in Caldwell County (Med 999: 280-281). Based on survey data

(Beck 1997a; Keeler 1971; Robinson 1996), we esértiat at least 50 Burke phase sites are
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located in this area. The best-known Burke phass are Berry (31BK22), the Michaux Farm
site (probably 31BK17), 31BK18, 31BK1, the T. F.I& Mound (31CW1) and Triangle, the
Davenport Jones Mound, the Lenoir Burial Pit, arelBroyhill-Dillard Mound (31CWS8).

The distance from the Berry site on Upper Creek+ilaFork and the Michaux Farm
site on Johns River to the Nelson Mound and Traogl the upper Yadkin is less than 25
kilometers; until recently, however, there was agib for archaeologists to associate the sites in
the two areas. A reanalysis of much of the exeal/ataterials from the Yadkin valley mound
sites found that nearly one hundred percent optiieherds and whole vessels were Burke
ceramics (Moore 2002:100-124). Similarly, the c@icaassemblages from nearly all of the sites
along Upper Creek-Warrior Fork and Johns River mpreverwhelmingly of Burke sherds (Beck
1997a; Moore 1999; 2002:74-89). The distributibsites with extremely high frequencies
(usually greater than 90 per cent) of Burke pottenyesponds almost exactly with the
distribution of earthen mounds and mortuary faesitdescribed earlier. It is also important to
note that earthen mounds are not generally fourlderNorth Carolina Piedmont, the only
exceptions outside of the study area being TowrelC(Reid 1967; Coe 1995) and a purported
mound at 31DV1 (Ferguson 1971:229), located omtitelle Yadkin River. Also, the mounds
associated with the Pisgah and Qualla phases iAgpalachian summit are located at least 125
kilometers southwest of the study area (Dicken18eéel 1976).

Burke phase mortuary data are limited to the Bsitg; where two burials were
excavated (Moore 1999, 2002), and the mortuaryitiasi reported by Thomas (1887, 1891,
1894) in the upper Yadkin valley. Burke phase oemy data are discussed below in the context

of Burke phase chiefdoms.
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Finally, sixteenth-century European artifacts hiagen recovered from the Berry site and
from the Nelson Mound and Triangle. The assembtd@panish artifacts at the Berry site
includes fragments of Olive Jar, majolica, nailsj &ad shot and is thought to represent the
Spanish occupation of Fort San Juan (Moore and B86K). It is extremely likely that the iron
implements recovered at the Nelson Mound and Tieargpresent items traded from the
Spanish at Fort San Juan. Historic period Europegfiacts have not been recovered from other
upper Catawba or Yadkin valley sites.

The temporal placement of the Burke phase is biasgely on radiocarbon dates and the
distribution of soapstone-tempered Burke and santgpered Cowans Ford ceramics. As
described above, Burke and Cowans Ford potterynast similar to Tugalo phase pottery from
the upper Savannah River valley. The Tugalo pisadated to ca. A.D. 1450-1600 (Hally 1990,
1994) and radiocarbon dates support a correspomeingoral range for Burke and Cowans Ford
pottery. Sixteen radiocarbon dates (Table 1) ase@ated with Burke or Cowans Ford pottery
at six sites in the Catawba and upper Yadkin vallapd three additional dates are associated
with Burke-related, soapstone-tempered potteryaastern North Carolina and eastern Tennessee
(Moore 1999:273; 2002:174-177). Most of the Catawalley dates, at one sigma, range from
the fourteenth to the fifteenth centuries AD. Heer radiocarbon dates from the Broyhill
Mound, located in the Yadkin valley, and from 409N#hd the Ward site in the Watauga valley,
range into the seventeenth century at the one-signge. These radiometric data alone suggest
that Burke and Cowans Ford pottery were used faerttan three centuries, from at least as
early as the fourteenth century to perhaps asakathe seventeenth century. Spanish artifacts
associated with Burke pottery from the Berry sisoaupport mid- to late-sixteenth century

dates for Burke ceramics. Radiocarbon dates stipmmilar range for Cowans Ford pottery in
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the middle and lower Catawba valley, though it ragtend into the seventeenth century at some
sites.

Unfortunately, we are not yet able to establishy&&r or even 100-year phases for the
area; the terminal limits of the Burke phase arggiesd to incorporate the period of this region’s
most intense Mississippian occupation. Undoubtedly regional chronology will be refined by
future research. It is also difficult to descrthe Woodland antecedents to the Burke phase at
this time. Several Woodland period Connestee sitesecorded in the extreme upper valley
(Robinson 1996), while the Late Woodland Lewis §&MC157) is the only site in the upper
Catawba region that features Napier ceramics (M20662:283-286). Within the core Burke
phase area, small numbers of Woodland period slaeed®und at Berry and at most other sites
in the Upper Creek-Warrior Fork drainage and indpper Yadkin valley (Beck 1997b; Keeler
1971:36-37; Moore 2002:280-287). However, the Wawod period occupation in general seems
ephemeral, and we are unable to identify speciftmWand components.

Along with the dearth of Woodland components, ttegeeno clear Early Mississippian or
early Lamar sites in the area. However, one ptesstkception to this pattern is the Pitts site
(31BK209), located about 2 kilometers upstream ftbenBerry site (Moore 2002:63). The Pitts
site ceramic assemblage consists of 65 perceneBawokery and 35 percent Pisgah pottery
(Moore 2002:80). Pisgah sherds date to A.D. 10€801n the Appalachian Summit region
(Dickens 1976:195-198), and they are rarely founattzer Burke phase sites. It is possible that
the high frequency of Pisgah pottery at Pitts mtfia thirteenth- to fourteenth-century
occupation (Moore 2002:178) predating the intengek® phase occupation at Berry and

throughout the core Burke area.
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Hally has pointed out that Lamar ceramics changelglover time and that these
changes in ceramic characteristics “...occur in #aesrelative order and are roughly
contemporaneous throughout the Lamar area” (1994.. 1o this point in our research, we are
unable to document the present of early Lamar cowipis in the upper Catawba or Yadkin river
valleys. Thus, within the Burke phase area wdieevidence for a significant Late
Woodland or Early Mississippian period occupatittowever, large numbers of middle Lamar
Burke phase sites seem to appear abruptly witmegion. We feel, in sum, that the
distribution of Burke pottery represents a movenwrtamar-related people into the upper
Catawba valley around the fourteenth century ADe aké unable to describe the early
development of the Burke phase at this time, andngeincertain about the size of this area’s
population immediately prior to the fourteenth cept There appears to be a significant
occupation during the Burke phase represented l@ast fifty recorded sites. Based on the
absence of post-sixteenth century European agifacsites in the upper Catawba region and the
lack of late seventeenth- or eighteenth-centurgatistoric references to the region, we believe
that populations in the upper Catawba and Yadkileyswere considerably reduced after AD

1650.

BURKE PHASE CHIEFDOMS

We use the term chiefdom in reference to hieraethmulticommunity polities lacking
internal administrative specialization at any lemethe regional hierarchy (Carneiro 1981; Earle

1978; Wright 1977). A survey of recent literatgtegggests that a multicommunity hierarchy has
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generally supplanted other features at the hedheothiefdom concept (Anderson 1994, 1996;
Blitz 1999; Drennan 1991; Earle 1987, 1991, 19931j\H1996; Johnson and Earle 1987; Junker
1999; Milner and Schroeder 1999; Redmond 1998; &uel087, 1990, 1994; Sturtevant 1998).
Let us emphasize that we do not equate chiefdortigablorganization with evidence of
Mississippian lifeways or with the presence of Lageramics; not all Mississippian or Lamar
ceramic-producing communities, that is, were nearéggntegrated into regional polities. Four
distinct lines of evidence suggest that Burke plpagrilations were organized into one or more
chiefdoms: earthen mound construction, mortuargtpas, settlement patterns, and sixteenth-
century documents from the Juan Pardo expediti&ash of these will be discussed in greater

detail below.

Mound Building and Mortuary Practices

Although mound construction itself is not necedgandicative of chiefdoms, it is
significant that the Mississippian populationshistregion regularly participated in large-scale,
corporate labor projects, in contrast to contemyoPaedmont populations living to the north,
south, and east. Likewise, mortuary data aloneaasty used to identify chiefdoms in the
archaeological record. We believe, however, thasMsippian mortuary practices in this region
provide evidence of status differentiation durihg Burke phase, and that these practices, in
combination with settlement pattern and mound cansbn data, can be used as another line of
archaeological evidence to infer the existencewkB phase chiefdoms.

It appears that there are two forms of human-neaaéhen structures that have been
previously termed “mounds” in the upper Catawba dadkin valleys. The first, which includes

the mounds at the Berry and Michaux Farm siteseagoto be some type of substructure
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mound. Unfortunately both of these mounds werelmmaduced in size prior to being
documented; the Berry mound was reportedly fouenseill before being bulldozed and the
Michaux Farm mound was described as being of ceralide height. At least three burials were
recovered from the Michaux Mound but little otheustural information is available. Limited
excavation of the Berry mound has yielded littleistural information besides the presence of
basket-loaded earth fill (Moore 2002:214-222)is limpossible to determine whether structures
stood upon the summits of these mounds. Examplkbe second “mound” form include the T.
F. Nelson Mound and Triangle, W. Davenport Jonesiidip and the Lenior Burial Pit. The
published summaries of the investigations of tteiss (Thomas 1887, 1894) describe large
geometric-shaped pits with various numbers of illdigls interred within the pits. At the time
of their excavation, there was little to no earthumded over the pits above the natural ground
level, nor is there any suggestion that a largemmddad previously existed on these locations.
However, it is possible that plowing had alreadjueed some existing mounding, as minimal as
it might have been. Though it is likely that eathhese forms represented a distinct set of
cultural beliefs and behaviors, we are quite linhit@ our ability to discern those distinctions
with the evidence available to us. Therefore tl@rpurposes of this paper, we consider both
forms to be examples of corporate labor projectsrafer to them generally as mounds.

The Caldwell County mounds on the upper Yadkin Rprevide the most evidence for
Burke phase mortuary practices. Each of thess stpsisted of multiple interments often
accompanied by large numbers of artifacts, inclgdinell gorgets, ceramic vessels, copper
beads, perforated spatulates, and in one case, ohgtats. The descriptions of these mounds
bear little resemblance to descriptions of platf@msubstructure mounds excavated in the

nearby Appalachian Summit region at the GardenlCsie (Dickens 1970, 1976; Keel 1972,
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1976), the Peachtree site (Setzler and Jenningk),184d the Coweeta Creek site (Egloff 1971).
In contrast, the Caldwell County sites appear pragent formalized interment facilities, similar
perhaps to the mortuary mound excavated at the e in Georgia (Caldwell and McCann
1941). In addition, the number of exotic artifagtsthe form of European metal implements,
shell masks and gorgets, spatulate axes, shelspbeapper, and mica plates--suggests high
status burials.

The lack of excavation documentation makes ifaliff to fully understand the character
of the Caldwell County “mounds,” but it is importdo consider them in more detail because of
the light they cast on mortuary practices durirggBurke phase. The Nelson Mound and
Triangle complex provides the typical example a$ tBurke phase mortuary ceremonialism.
Thomas described the T. F. Nelson Mound as:

So insignificant in appearance as scarcely toctémay notice ...almost a true

circle in outline, 38 feet in diameter, but not eeding at any point 18 inches in
height... the builders of the mound had first dugreutar pit, with perpendicular
margin, to the depth of 3 feet, and 38 feet in ditan) then deposited their dead

... some in stone cists and others unenclosed, aedvafds covered them over,
raising a slight mound above the pit (1887:61-63).

Sixteen burials, 10 of which were found within staraults, were located within the pit. The
burials are distributed relatively evenly across pit, while Burial 1, placed perpendicularly on
its feet within a stone vault, appears to holdrared position within the pit (Thomas 1887:61-
62). The excavation details suggest that useadfesprithin the pit was orderly and planned, and
may represent a single episode of multiple intetsidrowever, a more long-term use of the
interment complex could also have been orderly@adned. Thomas (1894:335) also described
evidence for burning associated with many of theabsiand these descriptions convey an

impression of repetitive interments with rituakst It is possible that interment within this
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mortuary facility may have involved defleshing, apgtion of paint or pigment, arrangement of
cairns, and ritual firing after completion of thairms.

The T. F. Nelson Triangle, located seventy-fivedgasouth of the earthen mound, is
described as being constructed in a similar matm#re mound with burials placed within a
triangular shaped pit with two sides each 48 feetabase of 32 feet (Thomas 1887:63).
Burials 1-9 were single extended burials, whileidarl0-15 were placed in stone vaults similar
to those located in the adjacent mound. Burialarid 14 contained two individuals each. The
only artifacts associated with burials 1-15 wete@ken pipe and two polished celts.

In contrast to the individual and dual burials eamass interment at location “A” where
investigators found the remains of ten or moreeghels, all of which were believed by the
excavators to have been buried at the same time. if@dividual, identified by Thomas
(1887:64) as the “principal personage of the growps surrounded by the other nine
individuals and was accompanied by a large invgmabartifacts that included an engraved shell
gorget; a shell bead necklace; five elongate coppads, copper and shell bead bracelets, and an
engraved shell filled with beads (probably shellalbsizes. In addition, four iron implements
(two probable celts, a blade, and an awl-like tewdye located at his right hand. Scattered
among the surrounding nine individuals were polisbelts, discoidal stones, copper arrow-
points, and plates of mica (Thomas 1887:65-66).

The W. Davenport Jones Mound and the R. T. LeBoital Pit are described as being
constructed in the same manner as the Nelson Motihd.Jones mound included 26 burials at
least two of which included multiple individualértifacts associated with most of the burials
included Burke ceramic vessels, spatulate celdd| stasks and gorgets, and shell and copper

beads (Thomas 1894:338-342). The Lenoir Buriat®itained the skeletal remains of at least
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55 individuals, many of which were interred in largroups. Included among the burials were
polished celts, stone disks, shell beads, shelksnaisd gorgets, and Burke ceramic vessels
(Thomas 1887:68-70).

Unfortunately, it is difficult to completely docwent all of the artifacts that were reported
from these mound excavations. In an examinatidhe@gxcavated materials curated at the
National Museum of Natural History, David Moore (20107) learned that the artifacts from the
Nelson Mound and Nelson Triangle were all labelddlson Mound.” However, he was able to
confirm that the published artifact lists appeabédbasically accurate. The best-known artifacts
from these sites are, of course, the metal implésneMoore (2002:107-108) was unable to
confirm each of the four items but he observed allsaxe, an iron celt and a portion of an iron
blade. The celt is nearly identical to the onesiitated in Figure 30 (Thomas 1887:65) and
Figure 211 (Thomas 1894:337). Itis, undoubtetig,second of the two iron celts described as
being at the right hand of the central skeletoGfup A in the Nelson Triangle. The iron blade
is likely a portion of the blade shown in Figure22Thomas 1894: 337) and Figure 31 (Thomas
1887:65). We think it likely that these objectsrevebtained in trade from Juan Pardo at Fort
San Juan.

An additional feature of Burke phase mortuary pcacis the occurrence of Citico-style
shell gorgets. These gorgets are known from AlabamVirginia and are generally accepted as
sixteenth- to early seventeenth-century markerst{Si987:108-112). Several Citico gorgets
were recovered at the Nelson Mound and at the geahior Burial Pit sites (Moore 2002:107,
114). Although none have been found at the Betey sne was recovered from a disturbed

burial at 31BK56 (Ward 1980a; 1980b), located a feies away from the Berry site.
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Although the Yadkin valley mounds yielded a largruwgity of mortuary data, the best-
documented Burke phase mortuary data comes frofBehg site, though only two burials were
excavated there. Each was a shaft and chambegtgpe, characteristic of Pisgah phase burials
in the North Carolina mountains (Dickens 1976:132)land common along the Dan and Eno
rivers from fifteenth century to the early eightéecentury (e.g., Eastman 1999; Hogue 1988;
Navey 1982; Ward and Davis 1993:407-432; Wilson3)98Burial 1 (Moore 2002: 234-237)
was a fully extended adult male placed in a reatgit with a full-length side chamber. A
burial bundle consisting of a turtle shell contajreeclay elbow pipe, projectile points, and stone
abraders accompanied the individual. Similar berdisemblages have been found in sixteenth-
century burials at the King site in northwesterrofgga (Hally 1975) and at the Toqua site in
eastern Tennessee (Polhemus 1987). An iron kyokesibly a trade good associated with the
Soto or Pardo expeditions, was placed across thedoal’s upper chest. No artifacts were
associated with Burial 2 where two individuals werterred within the single chamber (Moore
2002:237-239); multiple interments are not commactiice either during the Pisgah phase or
among historic era Piedmont Siouans but as destabeve, they are very common in the upper
Yadkin mound sites.

In sum, data on mound construction and mortuattepes suggest: 1) that people in the
upper Catawba and Yadkin valleys engaged in lacgke £orporate labor projects, manifested in
the construction of earthen mounds and mass-kfagdities; and 2) that there is evidence of
status differentiation in Burke phase mortuary aggages. Both of these patterns are
commonly associated with, but are not restrictedht® regional polities that archaeologists often

refer to as chiefdoms. Additional, and we beliesepelling, evidence for regional integration
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of the upper Catawba Valley during the Burke plasres from settlement pattern data and

ethnohistoric sources.

Burke Phase Settlement Patterns

Due to a lack of systematic survey and testing,daé are generally limited in our ability
to discuss Burke phase settlement patterns witld@rCatawba valley. However, Beck’s (1997a)
survey of Upper Creek-Warrior Fork in the vicindgf/the Berry site recorded a pattern that may
have been more widespread during the Burke phasek recorded and systematically collected
22 of the 26 known Burke phase sites in this watmtsall known Burke phase sites in the
Upper Creek-Warrior Fork basin are located on Pmurfloodplains, and furthermore, all are
restricted to two specific types of floodplain sa8ignificantly, these sites appear to clustes int
four distinct size classes, or modes. Of the #sdor which adequate size data exist, 11 are less
than 0.5 ha, seven are from 0.8 to 2.0 ha, twdrane 2.5 to 3.0 ha, and one, the Berry site,
measures 4.9 ha. Beck refers to these size clasdesurth Order, Third Order, Second Order,
and First Order, respectively (Figure 6).

Berry, the only recorded First Order site, isldrgest Burke phase site within the Upper
Creek-Warrior Fork basin, and is the only sitehia basin with an earthen mound. The Second
and Third Order sites are distributed at very ragudtervals (1.44 km, with a standard deviation
of 200 m) upstream and downstream from the Betey s$ix of the seven identified Third Order
sites occur in pairs, while both of the Second ©sites are unpaired. There appears to be little
patterning to the distribution of Fourth Order sjtehich are distributed around and between the

settlements of the larger three size classes (Eigur
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Beck suggests that this patterning representsedddmm settlement system characterized
by three levels of integration: the household Iethed community level, and the multicommunity
level. The foci ohousehold levahtegration were domestic structures or compouloctted in
dispersed farmsteads (Fourth Order sites) andmithicleated villages (First, Second, and Third
Order sites). The foci of trommunity levelvere the nucleated villages themselves; nucleated
villages, that is, probably acted as local, comnydigvel central places. Each First and Second
Order site, with its associated farmsteads, and pai of Third Order sites, with its associated
farmsteads, probably represents a single commuiitg focus of thenulticommunity levelvas
Berry, the only First Order site identified withime study area and the only site in this basin with
an earthen mound. Berry probably acted both asa tenter for its associated community and

as a regional center for all of the communitiethm Upper Creek-Warrior Fork basin.

Documentary Evidence of Burke Phase Chiefdoms

In a series of articles published during the etrlgnid 1980’s, Charles Hudson, Chester
DePratter, and Marvin Smith proposed new routesxpforation for sixteenth century Spaniards
Hernando de Soto (1539-1544) and Juan Pardo (1568} through the interior Southeast (e.g.,
DePratter et al. 1983; Hudson et al. 1984). Thargtsiderable debate followed the publication
of these articles, recent research supports whnadvisknown as the Hudson route. John Worth's
discovery and translation of the 1584 Domingo der_Laccount (Worth 1994b), together with
the identification of sixteenth-century Spanishameics and hardware from the Berry site (Beck
1997b; Moore 1999; Moore and Beck 1994), stronghygests that the general course of the
Hudson route through the North Carolina Piedmoatiurate. Furthermore, on the basis of

documentary evidence and the utilitarian naturdhefBerry site assemblage, Worth (1994a) has
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tentatively identified the Berry site as Joara (BoKuala), a large town visited by both the Soto
and Pardo expeditions, and the site of Pardo’s FamntJuan. Given that archaeological evidence
supports this identification, accounts from thed@agxpedition describing this region’s political
structure are highly pertinent to our reconstructid Burke phase chiefdoms.

First, notary and interpreter Domingo de Leon rded that multiple local communities
were associated with the “province” of Joara. Adatg to Leon, this province was "populated
with many towns, although small. Since they amg vearlike, they are scattered" (Worth
1994b:18). Although Leon does not specify the neinds towns existing at the time of his
description, his record of the expedition does ssgthat the Burke phase polity encountered by
Juan Pardo at Joara consisted of multiple localnconities.

Second, of two reports by Juan de la Bandera,oPandtary and scribe, the second and
more extensive suggests that there were at leasadwinistrative offices in the upper Catawba

valley's aboriginal political system: micor great lord (un gran senpand_orataor minor lord

(un_ menor sengrHudson 1990:63). Bandera records that whilei®ancountered at least 120

orataover the course of the second expedition, he eetidtonly three micdHudson 1990:63),
one of whom resided at the town of Joara (i.e.Béey site) and was referred to as Joara Mico.
Although Bandera often refers to miand_orataas caciques, or chiefs (Hudson 1990:61), mico
clearly had greater political authority than or@daderson 1994:96-97). On one occasion, for
example, Pardo met 19 caciques at Joara, eacharhyhith the exception of Joara Mico, was
an orataof the 19 chiefs, Bandera describes Joara Micthasmost important one,” and refers
to five of the_oratas "caciquesf’ Joara Mico (Bandera Il 1990:278, italics added).

We believe that most of the 19 oratho met Pardo at Joara probably traveled to Joara

from other Burke phase communities along the u@atawba and Yadkin rivers, and that Joara
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was the most important mid-sixteenth century paditcenter in this region. Although we do
suggest that there is a correlation between thgrgpbic extent of Burke phase pottery and the
homes of the 19 oratave do not equate the scale of Joara Mico’s aditnative hierarchy with
that of the entire Burke phase area. Rather Jikety that Joara Mico’s political authority
extended over a much smaller region, probably sgmted by the five local-level oratdno
Bandera notes wetgs caciques; these five oratiat is, may have represented those Burke
phase villages located much closer to the Bereyadiing Upper Creek-Warrior Fork and John’s
River. Documentary and archaeological evidencgesighat the Burke phase polity centered at
the Berry site was marked by two levels of hiergr¢he archaeologically-identified community
level correlates with the documented political aéfof orataand the archaeologically-identified

multicommunity level correlates with the documentéfice of mica

DISCUSSION: THE RISE OF BURKE PHASE CHIEFDOMS

Archaeological and documentary evidence from fhgeu Catawba valley suggests that
chiefdoms had emerged in this frontier/periphegadry at least the mid-sixteenth century and
perhaps by as early as A.D. 1400. Furthermoreleede of mound construction and mortuary
complexity suggests that multicommunity politiesynaéso have emerged on the upper Yadkin
River during this time. The rise of Mississippirefdoms along the upper courses of these
valleys, situated in the foothills of the Appalaais, contrasts sharply with the apparent absence
of Mississippian chiefdoms in other Piedmont losalerth of the Fall Line. The Mississippian

chiefdoms along this frontier/periphery, that isyeloped either near the Fall Line [e.g., the
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polities centered at the Town Creek Mound (31MG#) along the Catawba-Wateree River in
South Carolina] or in the shadow of the Appalackiawhat factors contributed to the rise of
Mississippian chiefdoms in these two areas, butmatjoining locales?

We suggest that two specific factors, an ecotetteng and a location along major trade
routes, had particularly important roles in thecass of Mississippian strategies along this South
Appalachian frontier. Hally (1994:159-161) hasgesjed that river-deposited soils located just
below the Fall Line are higher in nutrients thadisents located immediately upstream or
farther downstream, and that these soils are diggbisi greater quantities at the Fall Line due to
a rapid decrease in stream gradient. He also tizd¢$he juxtaposition of two physiographic
provinces, the Piedmont and the Coastal Plain,ymedl a wide range of plant and animal
resources at Fall Line locales. Hally (1994:163)1éxtends this model to Mississippian
settlement patterns on the Great Smoky Fault ithm@st Georgia, suggesting that sediments
along the Fault are more nutrient rich than soitd pipstream or downstream, and that the
juxtaposition of the Blue Ridge and the Valley &idge provinces would have produced an
ecotone environment similar to that located atRal Line.

Meyers (1995) systematically tested soil fertiadpng the Great Smoky Fault to address
the role of this variable in the clustering of langlississippian sites immediately west of the
Fault in the Valley and Ridge Province. After arzalg floodplain sediment samples collected
above, below, and at the Fault along both the Etoavel Coosawatee rivers, she found that
there was no significant difference in the fenilitf these samples. This suggests that fertility
played a less important role in the faultline chustg of large Mississippian sites--including
Etowah and Little Egypt--than the resource varigbdffered by this ecotone locale (Meyers

1995:95).
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We suggest that the emergence of Burke phaseddmesfalong the upper Catawba and
Yadkin rivers is at least partially due to the éxe of an ecotone at the interface between the
mountainous Blue Ridge Province and the Carolieafpnt. As with the Fall Line and Great
Smoky Fault ecotones, this “foothills ecotone” wibbhve provided access to natural resources
located in two physiographic provinces. Withowdang environmental determinism, we offer
that this ecotone locale provided would-be leaddis/orable arena in which to pursue some of
those strategies that we refer to as Mississippian.

Pursuing the foothills ecotone as a framing factdhe rise of Mississippian polities in
this headwaters region, we may ask how this eccéddactor influenced the ability of emergent
leaders to harness the organizational and adnatiistropportunities provided by Mississippian
ideology. Mississippian chiefdoms and their assed institutions were supported through the
production of an agricultural surplus. Due to&klaf agricultural intensification, the leaders of
Mississippian chiefdoms could only increase theaess to surplus by increasing their access to
human labor; much of Mississippian ideology therefemphasizedroup-buildingstrategies, in
which would-be leaders competed with one anotheetsuasively attract new followers. For
such persuasive strategies to be effectively pdrshese emergent leaders required locales with
the potential to sustain additional followers, fmautarly through periods of agricultural shortfall.
That is, Mississippian polities tended to emergaragas where people had access to a variety of
potential food resources (Smith 1978); resourcetian served both to supplement agricultural
production during times of bounty and to counternleed for fissioning in times of agricultural
stress. By dispersing human labor, stress-indiissidning undermined the political economies
of persuasively-organized chiefdoms (e.g., Andek@®v), and we suggest, after Smith (1978),

that Mississippian strategies were most succeggfulisued in areas that offered a higher degree
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of population permanency, whether the classic meraelts and oxbow lakes of the Mississippi
River valley or the South Appalachian ecotones aeetdiscussed in this paper.

Current archaeological evidence suggests thatgper Catawba and Yadkin valleys had
higher population densities during late prehistbign adjoining areas in the North Carolina
Piedmont, and we believe that this density wasindyeart to the greater resource variability of
the foothills ecotone. Adjacent Piedmont locadgmrt from the Fall Line, were probably unable
to maintain comparable population densities througtiodic episodes of agricultural stress, and
we suggest that these zones were therefore leableagf sustaining Mississippian chiefdoms.

Mississippian polities along the upper Catawbaéadkin valleys were also located
near the crossroads of an important network ofst{aee Figure 1) that joined this region to
Mississippian polities in northwest Georgia, eastffessee, southwest Virginia, and the South
Carolina Piedmont (Beck 1997b). Documentary actiaological evidence suggests that these
polities were all engaged in the exchange of exatic materials. The Chisca in southwest
Virginia were exchanging salt and copper to Indiamther south, and were joined by an
important north-south footpath to the Berry sitengl the upper Catawba River. Berry (i.e.,
Joara) was likewise connected to polities in céi@oaith Carolina along the same network of
trails that Soto and Pardo used to approach thalapbians. Indians encountered on the South
Carolina coast as late as 1605 knew of Joara (egf¢éo as Hoada), which they located deep in
the interior at the base of the mountains (Hanr618811). The proto-Cherokee populations of
the Appalachian Summit also had exchange relatiotisthe Joara chiefdom, by way of an
important trail that ran directly from the Summiea, through Swannanoa Gap, to the upper
Catawba valley; James Mooney (1900:532) noteghieatvord “Swannanoa” is derived from the

Cherokee term sualinunnalmeaning “the Suwali (i.e., Xuala or Joara) tréifudson
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1997:188). Finally, an important trail also coneelcthe upper Catawba and Yadkin valleys to
Mississippian polities in northwest Georgia (eMyer 1928:748), and the presence of Napier
and Etowah-style complicated stamped ceramicsedtéwis site (Moore 2002:283-286)
suggests that these inter-regional relations peetihat Burke phase.

This pattern of long-distance communication anchexge may have provided emergent
leaders in the upper Catawba and Yadkin valleys inbwledge of the Mississippian ideas and
strategies being successfully pursued by distamplpeand may also have contributed to a local
political economy based upon both the productioa staple surpluandaccess to exotic goods
such as shell, copper, and salt (e.g., Earle 1991@ny of these Mississippian ideas, particularly
mound-building, emphasize the forging of group tdgrthrough corporate activities, and it may
be significant that this is a Mississippian strateg@ see successfully pursued in this headwaters
region. Also, access to exotic, non-local goodg have been much less restricted in our study
area than in highly stratified Mississippian ch@fts such as Moundville and Cahokia. Even at
Moundville, however, Knight and Steponaitis (1998:hote that the per capita frequency of
material such as copper and marine shell in moyto@ntexts reached a peak early in the
settlement’s history, when leaders there werestiisuasively attracting local followers. Only
after their foundation of social power was secuegt] all local competitors overcome, were
Moundville’s elites able to implement an ideologgtt physically and symbolically distanced
themselves from their followers and restricted asde exotic goods (Knight and Steponaitis
1998:20).

While leaders of mature and highly stratified NBsgpian chiefdoms such as
Moundville and Cahokia may have had the social poweessary to implement exclusive,

group-distancing strategies of political and ecomontegration, we suggest that leaders in this
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frontier/periphery area of the upper Catawba andkifavalleys stood upon much less secure
foundations of social power and thus chose to esipbgroup-building facets of Mississippian
ideology, particularly mound building, to achieverguasively organized, regional chiefdoms.
Mississippian ideology consisted of many strategfgsower and cooperation that we, as
archaeologists, combine under the label of Miggan. Some of these are consistent with
Blanton, et al's (1996) criteria for network, oogp-distancing strategies, while others are more
consistent with the criteria for corporate, or grdauilding strategies. By studying the
emergence of Mississippian chiefdoms at the eddgleeoMississippian world, we may acquire a
better understanding of how different societiedfiduliand reconfigured these strategies in
distinct ways, depending upon their own particthiatorical and ecological circumstances,
circumstances that were often different than tleogeerienced by “core” Mississippian societies

such as Moundville and Cahokia.

FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figure 1. The Burke phase, regional trails, atated phases.

Figure 2. Burke phase archaeological sites (Fravorg! 2002:101).

Figure 3. Plan map of Berry site excavations, 12862.

Figure 4. Burke curvilinear complicated stampeerdiwith folded rim from the Berry site
(From Moore 2002:85)..

Figure 5. Burke Incised cazuela bowl from 31BKioff Moore 2002:62).
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Figure 6. Histogram of Burke phase site sizes ppdd Creek/Warrior Fork (From Beck
1997a).

Figure 7. Burke Phase sites on Upper Creek/\WalFook.

Table 1. Calibrated radiocarbon dates associatttdBurke and Cowans Ford pottery (From

Moore 2002:175).
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