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Abstract

During the 1930s, Dr. Walter B. Jones of the University of Alabama uncovered
evidence at the Haney site (1Tu52), near the town of Moundville, Alabama, which
indicated an unexpected Native settlement in the lower Black Warrior River valley during
the historic period. The ethnohistorical documentation as well as the archaeological
record for that area produced no other signs of Native settlement in the area, with the
lower Black Warrior river valley serving instead as a violently contested buffer zone
between the Choctaws and Creeks. Though subsequent researchers have attempted to
locate and investigate this anomaly, mislabeled site files made these attempts futile.
Fieldwork and archival research in the fall of 2010 resulted in the relocation and further
investigation of the site, confirming the historic Native presence in the area. This
confirmation begged the question why would a group of historic Natives settle in this
violently contested area? Employing a landscape perspective, this thesis aims to
illuminate this anomaly by placing the site and the activities that took place there within
the ethnohistorical framework in order to determine possible agendas for settlement in
this dangerous and liminal area.
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Chapter One:
Introduction

The Haney site (1Tu52) was discovered in 1931 by S. V. Haney (the site’s
namesake) who unearthed a human skeleton accompanied by a handful of historic glass
trade beads one day while plowing his fields. Living and working just north of the town
of Moundville, Mr. Haney contacted local authorities including the University of
Alabama. Sometime in the summer of 1933, Dr. Walter B. Jones and his wife Hazel
visited Mr. Haney, inspected the skeleton and the beads, and then conducted a survey
across the landform. Three sites were recorded—one, an artificial earthen mound
(Tuv50); the second, an adjacent area with prehistoric ceramics probably associated with
the mound (Tuv51); and the third, a colonial occupation associated with the human
skeleton and early historic material (Tuv52; as evidenced on the site forms filled out at
the time, reproduced in Appendix A). Jones also noted the location of these sites, only
half a mile north of the Mississippian civic-ceremonial center of Moundville, all sharing
the same landform, the high bluff above Hemphill bend.
At the time, the description of the unusual European contact-period finds at
Tuv52 may have prompted Dr. Jones, then Secretary to the U.S. DeSoto Expedition
Commission, to wonder if the Haney site was proof that there was activity in the general
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Figure 1.1: Location of the Haney site to the townships of Moundville and Tuscaloosa,
Alabama.
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Figure 1.2: 2010 Google Earth image of the Haney site (upper right) and Moundville (lower
left).

area during the first European expeditions through the southeast, a hitherto
undemonstrated occurrence in the Black Warrior River valley. He returned in 1936 with
a group of workers from the Alabama Museum of Natural History and spent two weeks
excavating on the eastern side of the landform. Dr. Jones probably left the site in 1936
confident it was unrelated to DeSoto, as no further mention of it is made in the DeSoto-
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related record. However, lack of clarity in the site files created room for Christopher
Peebles to comment that, though no historic material had been recovered at Moundville,
“there is historical material from a site (Tuv52) which adjoins Moundville….These data
reopen the whole question of DeSoto’s visit to Moundville” (Peebles 1971:89). No such
connection has been demonstrated, and there is little reason to believe that Peebles’ had
more than a cursory knowledge of the site or had examined the material first hand.
Shortly after this statement was made, reexamination of the material closed the book on
the DeSoto chapter of the Haney site.
By 1981, however, a new chapter was developing. Though a DeSoto-era
occupation was ruled out, reexamination of the material revealed an unexpected historic
Native presence. Cailup Curren and Keith Little formally recognized two components at
the site: one was a Moundville I phase component, associated with the nearby earthen
mound (Site 1Tu50, the Asphalt Plant site) (Curren and Little 1981); the second an
historic occupation believed to date to the seventeenth or eighteenth century (Curren and
Little 1981) with probable Upper Creek connections (Vernon James Knight, Jr., personal
communication 2010). According to the archaeological evidence and the ethnohistorical
records, however, there were no known Native historic settlements in the area from about
A.D. 1650 through the early eighteenth century, and was only very sparsely occupied
through the early nineteenth century. Though the colonial landscape was generally
dynamic and defined by advantageous Native trade that exploited competing European
powers, the Black Warrior River valley was comparatively static, serving as a contested
borderland between the proto-Creeks and the Choctaws that was only trespassed for
ephemeral excursions. This dispute was perpetuated through the early part of the
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nineteenth century until the Upper Creeks were forced to relocate from their lands
(Knight 1982). Researchers thought the area was virtually abandoned during the
eighteenth century (Knight 1982), yet the Haney site potentially stood in marked
dissonance.
What exactly were the Upper Creeks doing in this contentious area during this
period? Though subsequent attempts were made to find and test the site during the 1980s
(Curren and Little 1981; Vernon James Knight, Jr., personal communication 2010), the
site was not definitely relocated. The shortcomings of these attempts were compounded
by mislabeled site files and lost notes, the result being that a number of questions about
the nature of the occupation were left open.
With this background, the purpose of my research was to relocate and investigate
the Haney site and to determine what prompted a group of Natives, potentially Upper
Creeks, to settle in this area during the colonial period despite the countenance of
conflict. This form of investigation is best examined with a settlement analysis,
exploring the distribution of artifacts within the site as well as its situation within the
broader environment.

Settlement and Landscape Theory

Bruce Trigger defined settlement archaeology as the “study of social relationships
using archaeological data” (Trigger 1967a:151). By social relationships, Trigger meant
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the study of the economic, political, and affective relationships between groups of people
defined socially and culturally. One of the strengths of settlement archaeology, as he put
it, is the emphasis it places on forcing archaeologists to think in terms of social
relationships by requiring examination of both the synchronic and diachronic aspects
(1967a:158), or the structural and developmental aspects, that compose a site (Trigger
1967a:151). Trigger named three levels of analysis through which a site could be
examined: individual structures within the settlement, the settlement itself, and the
distribution of settlements within and in relation to one another (Trigger 1967b).
Studying distributional patterns alone, however, is not very revealing, but must be
corroborated with the additional strands of archaeological data (Trigger 1967a:159).
Even with this corroboration, studies of settlement patterning, an integral part of
settlement archaeology, are limiting and often oversimplify the rich and complex
conditions that govern settlements (Stanislawski 1973:375).
Because the Haney site is the only known putative Upper Creek eighteenth
century occupation in the Lower Black Warrior River valley, examination of the site
within the context of other Upper Creek settlements would not be very informative.
Additionally, if no architecture is detected at the site (as none was in any previous
investigation), then an intra-site settlement analysis would also be uninformative.
However, ecological and geographical factors may have been determinative in the
location of the Haney site since, as mentioned, the Black Warrior River valley was still
regularly traversed during the eighteenth century. Additionally, the “affective
relationships” that Trigger mentions may also play a role.
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Currently, settlement archaeology places more focus on the ecological factors of
settlement and on the study of settlement patterns (on how a site is laid out, arranged, and
the relationships that site may have within the context of other neighboring and roughly
contemporaneous sites), than the examination of the social or cultural factors that drive
settlement. This emphasis is partly due to the difficulty prehistoric archaeologists have
encountered in decisively identifying the ideational aspects of cultures (Flannery and
Marcus 1998:35; Trigger 1967:151). Regardless, settlement theory allows for
examination of the ecological and geographical conditions that mandated settlement, both
of which may have served as critical factors in the decision to settle at the Haney site.
In addition, traditional settlement archaeology also ignores current issues of
agency and the active roles humans play in the construction of their environments. This
drawback is particularly glaring in the case of historical archaeology, which investigates
the material remains as well as the available documentary information. For this reason, a
modified form of settlement archaeology is required, one falling under the field of
cognitive archaeology.
The answer, it seems, is landscape archaeology. This field has championed the
call to examine more of the cultural, social, and agency-related motives behind settlement
and landscape modification (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:7). Landscape archaeology is
rooted in both settlement archaeology and cognitive archaeology (Flannery and Marcus
1998:35). The latter developed in the 1970s, focusing on what had previously been
viewed as epiphenomenal—how past peoples may have comprehended their world.
Early attempts included using cosmological lenses provided by ethnographic or historical
data to conceptualize subsistence and settlement practices (e.g., Flannery and Marcus
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1976; Hall 1977). It took a few decades for cognitive archaeology to gain footing, but by
the 1990s, studies had shown that ideational inquiries were not entirely off limits to the
archaeologist (e.g., Bradley 1991; Pred 1985; Renfrew 1986; Zubrow 1994).
Where settlement archaeology studies the physical characteristics that define a
space, landscape archaeology also looks at socially produced places, focusing on how the
daily practices of people and their worldviews create and reproduce meaning in spaces
(Tilley 1994). Thus, in order to fully understand the role a space plays in a particular
group, researchers must first recognize that a space and environment have social and
cultural meanings that may be divorced from their physiological characteristics (Ashmore
and Knapp 1999:2; Hirsch 1995). Additionally, researchers are asked to consider that
landscapes not only mold human affairs but are molded by them, making meaning
implicit and manifest (Basso 1996:55).
Like settlement archaeology, the range of landscape archaeology is quite large,
working at both the household and the regional scale, but unlike settlement archaeology,
landscape archaeology endeavors to restore as much of the constructed cultural landscape
as possible by considering the role a place played within a particular cultural context
(Ashmore and Knapp 2000:6). Such an approach serves, at times, as a “catalyst to draw
upon diverse approaches and to examine differing domains of human action and
experience” (Ashmore and Knapp 2000:6).
Landscape archaeological investigations have taken a number of different routes.
Many call upon the rich ethnographic material of modern hunter and gatherer societies to
retrieve clues for what to look for in the archaeological record. Additionally, they
investigate other potentially culturally relevant phenomena such as astronomical
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alignments (Aveni 1997), deliberate geophysical orientations (Beck 2004; Tilley 1994b),
and the intentionality behind the use or avoidance of areas (Ashmore and Knapp 2000:8)
Christopher Tilley has indicated that there is no clear methodology established for
the landscape archaeologist (1994:11). However, following other fields that investigate
culturally fecund material, the most widely used approach is to draw from diverse lines of
evidence in order to bolster interpretations of the human experience (Ashmore and Knapp
2000:6). Thus, determining the specific significance given to a feature of a landscape
involves distilling the cultural factors that resulted in this meaning (Hirsch 1995), an act
that typically involves archaeological, historical, and ethnographic data.
At its core, landscape archaeology makes the basic assumption that there is
meaning in a landscape and that this meaning can be investigated. However, the
perspective makes no promise to how much meaning, if any, can be recovered. In some
situations, meaning can only be speculated about, resulting in possibilities, but few
substantiated statements. Regardless, the endeavor is encouraged because it incorporates
both the possibility for meaning while investigating the phenomenal.

Expectations

Using a landscape analysis, this thesis tests the hypothesis that the Haney site
represents an attempt by members of the Upper Creeks under English impetus to
establish a permanent settlement in the Lower Black Warrior River Valley in order to
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increase trade relations with the Choctaws. An adequate investigation into the purpose of
the Haney site requires examination not only of the material remains recovered from the
site and their functional use, but also a review of the ethnohistorical data for the area.
Additionally, since landscapes are shaped by historical episodes, a brief consideration of
the prehistoric and early historic activities that took place at or very close to the site and
potentially affected the landscape is required as well. These considerations, as well as
those concerning the populations represented, positioned within the framework of the
historical and cultural climate of the time and place, will help reconstruct the eighteenth
century landscape that created and defined the Haney site. As indicated above, it is
hypothesized that the settlement at the Haney site was driven by economic motives, but
economic motives alone are not sufficient to indicate why, in a virtually depleted area,
the northeast corner of the bluff at Hemphill bend was a stage for the Upper Creeks
during the eighteenth century. By reconstructing the landscape, there is the potential to
understand part of the social memory that mandated activity in this particular location.
In the next chapter, a brief introduction to the prehistory, proto-history, and
colonial period of the lower Black Warrior River valley as well as the historic Upper
Creeks to whom the Haney site is attributed is presented. This chapter provides the basic
information needed to reconstruct the possible landscape of the area during the eighteenth
century, and also what possible roles, based on the ethnohistoric record, the site may have
played.
Chapter 3 introduces all known archaeological investigations that occurred at the
Haney site. The events of each episode are recounted, as well as the methods employed
and the research questions investigated. For those excavations that took place prior to
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2010, events, methods, and research questions are reconstructed based on the materials
curated at the University of Alabama’s Office of Archaeological Research at Moundville
and the Alabama Museum of Natural History in Tuscaloosa as well as Scott
Hammerstedt’s (2000) work on late Woodland and Mississippian settlement patterns in
the Black Warrior Valley.
Following the previous archaeological investigations, Chapter 4 provides an
overview of the laboratory analysis, discussing the Haney site collection and the artifact
types used during this project.
Chapter 5 provides a description of all the known features recovered from the site.
Features are given special treatment in this case because they represent good context for
recovered materials.
The final chapter is the discussion portion of this thesis, providing a
reconstruction of the activities that occurred at the Haney site, pulling from both the
archaeological and ethnohistorical evidence. Additionally, a model for the eighteenth
century lower Black Warrior River valley landscape is proposed based on the tenets of
landscape theory. This model elaborates both the role of the site and the role of the
region within this landscape. Within this proposed framework, the original hypothesis
for this thesis is reevaluated.
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Chapter 2:
Occupation in the Black Warrior River Valley

The lower Black Warrior River valley was not always a no-man’s land. In both
earlier and later periods, the valley was teeming with human activity and life, spanning
from the Archaic through the Mississippian periods, and well throughout the historic
period into present times. However, its status has largely been shaped by its location, be
it a favorable area for consolidation and agriculture, or a suitable borderland between
hostile groups.
This chapter provides a brief introduction to the contextual roles the lower Black
Warrior River valley has played up to the forced removal of the Creeks, lightly touching
on the prehistoric then focusing more on the events and social context of the late
seventeenth, eighteenth, and early nineteenth centuries, introducing the ethnohistoric data
for these periods.
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Figure 2.1: Map of the sites, groups, and landmarks mentioned in this chapter. The area in
light purple represents the lower Black Warrior River valley.
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Prehistoric to European Contact

The Black Warrior River Valley was traversed by and home to a number of
indigenous populations through the Archaic and Woodland periods. Though the Archaic
period (8000 B.C. to about 1000 B.C.) is characterized by the transitory movements of
small bands of people, the Woodland Period (about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 700) marks the
transition into more sedentary lifestyles. Near the end of the late Woodland, between
A.D. 900-1100, regional consolidation prompted by population growth, endemic warfare,
and resource overexploitation began to occur in river valleys such as the Black Warrior
River valley. This event set the stage for the development of the Moundville variant of
the Mississippian culture (A.D. 1100 to 1540) (Jenkins 1993:41; Knight and Steponaitis
1998:10). The first regional phase of this cultural transition is the terminal Woodland
West Jefferson phase, the hallmark of which is the localization of raw material utilization
and the increased localization of food production (Knight and Steponaitis 1998:7, 11), the
former tradition breaking from the expansive, trans-regional trade networks of the Middle
Woodland period (Jenkins 1993; Seeman 1979; Williams 1963). One such consolidation
occurred less than half a mile southwest of the Haney site, at the Mississippian civiccenter of Moundville.
During the Moundville I Phase, ca. A.D. 1120-1250, several earthen mounds were
built within close proximity of what would become the complex, eponymous
Mississippian civic-center (Steponaitis 1992), and a regional political consolidation
began to take hold within the area. This period also marks the peak in the local
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population at the center, followed by 250 years of depopulation and the subsequent
disintegration of the Mississippian culture culminating in A.D. 1650.
Depopulation was triggered by several major events. First is the initial collapse
and decline of the complex political economies that characterized the Mississippian
cultural heritage around A.D. 1400. Though the factors of this collapse are debated, the
result was the widespread political and economic reorganization of groups into smaller
and far more autonomous units (Brown 2001). The second factor is European contact
(Waselkov 1993:123). By the early sixteenth century, Europeans had begun exploring
the coast of North America, and by the mid-century, Spanish entradas were marching
through the interior of the continent. Regionally, two expeditions were led through parts
of central Alabama, those of Hernando de Soto in 1540 and Tristan de Luna in 1560
(Knight 1982). Despite what trajectory of change was set in motion after the collapse of
the Mississippian cultural system, European contact fostered an entirely new series of
developments.
Disease is by far the most parsimonious explanation for the depopulating and
restructuring events that followed European contact (Betts 1996:234, Ramenofsky 1987).
With Old World people came Old World germs, most of which were alien to the
populations of the New World. This coupled with preexisting stressors such as a reliance
on agriculture and endemic warfare resulted in virgin soil epidemics across the continent
(Dobyns 1983; Jones 2003; Ramenofsky 1987:161; Snow 1992; Thornton 1987; Upham
1986). The most deadly and rampant of diseases, such as smallpox, wreaked the most
havoc on the more densely populated, highly sedentary village chiefdoms which came
into direct contact with explorers (Blakely and Detweiler-Blakely 1989; Dobyns 1983;
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Hill 1996; Smith 1987). Researchers have estimated that prior to contact, the overall
population of North America was steadily increasing, but it drastically decreased after
contact, with estimates of decline ranging from 40 to 97 percent (Thornton 1997:112).
Though these estimates cover a sizeable range, they demonstrate the massive proportion
indicated by even a conservative estimate.
Not only did disease wreak havoc on the Native population, but Marvin Smith
(1987) has demonstrated that it also triggered the further deterioration of the complex
chiefdom societies that were in decline at the time of European contact. Despite the fact
that disease has frequently been the only cited culprit for contact-period depopulation
(e.g. Guerra 1988; Snow 1988; Stannard 1991; Stannard 1992; Thornton 1987), Smith
(1987) has demonstrated the complexity of the situation between initial contact and the
beginning of the eighteenth century. This era was marked with sharp periods of disease
outbreak usually accompanying direct contact that were followed by the gradual
transition from centralized, complex chiefdoms to smaller, weakened, autonomous
groups as peoples reorganized to accommodate new social orders (Smith 1987:143-145).
Though the process was triggered by disease, it was perpetuated by other factors
including external pressures from slave raiding and warfare (Smith 1987:130).
Additionally, the desire to acquire European trade items probably triggered
population movements. Objects made of iron, glass, brass, and other materials, produced
by European technologies, provided a new and bountiful source for Native acquisition of
prestige and utilitarian materials, fluidly integrating into traditional trade practices
(Braund 1993:27; Smith 1987:113-128). It is thus reasonable that some groups may have
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chosen of their own volition to move closer to the European settlements along the coasts
(Gallay 2002:71-73; Marcoux 2010:35).
Whatever the motive, the hallmark of sixteenth century Native life was that of
relocation (Knight 1994a:384). The period between initial contact with Europeans and
the beginning of the eighteenth century, what Marvin Smith (1987:1) calls the early
historic period, was marked with a gradual deculturation which culminated in weakened,
autonomous groups coalescing around established protohistoric Native towns that shared
similar linguistic, cultural, historical, and political traditions (Braund 1993:6). A second
wave of Native depopulation was triggered in 1685 when direct trade between the
English and the interior Natives began. Peter Wood has estimated a decline from
199,440 to 90,100 between 1685 and 1715, a reduction of close to 55 percent (Marcoux
2010:23). However, numbers leveled off again and the eighteenth century saw another
population rise. By 1715, many of the groups in central Alabama were participating in
shared political activities, which prompted the political recognition of the emerging
Creek Confederacy (Knight 1994a:384).
The principal strategy of coalescence was strength in numbers, not homogenous
cultural identity. Many of the groups who moved to central Alabama and came to
comprise the Upper Creeks shared languages belonging to the Muskhogean family and
had a generally similar political organization (Knight 1994a:375). Coalescence was
gradual and fluid, composed of small towns eventually settling by the beginning of the
eighteenth century around larger, established core towns such as Tuckabatchee, Abhika,
Kasihta, and Coweta (Knight 1994a:374).
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During the early historic period, the lower Black Warrior River valley was
eventually depleted of settlement and established, at least unofficially, as a buffer zone
between the pugilistic Creeks and the Choctaws (Knight 1982). Though Native warfare
was a common occurrence before European contact, as evidenced by the palisaded towns
of the Mississippian period as well as marked episodes of violence found in the
archaeological record (Milner 1999), traditional animosity was amplified in the postcontact period by differential access to European firearms (Braund 1993; Smith 1987).
Vernon James Knight, Jr., indicates that the Choctaw name for the Black Warrior River
during this period was Apotaka Hacha, meaning “river off to the side,” or “river on the
margin” (1982:48). Manifestly, the lower Black Warrior River valley, located between
the coalesced Choctaws to the west and the coalesced Creeks to the east, almost naturally
filled the role of a buffer zone.
The historical and archaeological evidence supporting this claim is very clear.
There are no permanent Choctaw or Creek settlements located archaeologically that date
between A.D. 1650 and 1800 in this area, and moreover, maps produced during this
period all show a black hole of settlement (Knight 1982:48) (Figures 2.2 and 2.3).
However, the valley was not void of trespass, being home to at least two known trading
paths. Additionally, it was a contested area on the part of both sides that sought
unhindered access to the valuable resources in the area, of which the most valuable was
arguably access to the deer populations (Braund 1993:133).
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Figure 2.2: French map of the subject area produced by Guillaume DeSille in 1718
(with inset of subject area below). Though one of the purposes of the map was to
demonstrate a possible route DeSoto may have taken through the Southeast, it
demonstrates the vacancy of settlement in the Lower Black Warrior River Valley at the
time the map was made. The Haney site is marked with a purple star.
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Figure 2.3: 1748 English map of the Southeast by Emanuel Bowen, with a close-up
of the subject area below. This map demonstrates at least three trade paths
(indicated above with small, dashed lines) went through the Lower Black Warrior
River Valley, though none appear to have passed too close to the Haney site.
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The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries

By the beginning of the eighteenth century, the French were branching south from
the Great Lakes region in the northeast while the Spanish were being bullied out of
Florida, leaving the English with control of the eastern seaboard and the French with
settlements around the Mississippi delta (Crane 2004). Though European wares were
known to the Natives of the interior probably only a few decades after the Spanish and
English began settling the coastline (Waselkov 1993:125), it was not until the fall of the
Westo Barrier in 1681 that English traders from South Carolina were able to push into
central Alabama (Crane 2004:45; Marcoux 2010; Waselkov 1993) and began to directly
trade with the Creeks. On the part of Europeans, trade with the area was important for
two primary reasons: slaves and deerskins.
Though a waning practice that would soon be supplanted in importance by
African slaves, the Native slave trade was a pivotal source of income for the English
colonies in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries (Snyder 2010). Slaves
were captured during Native skirmishes as prisoners of war, who were then sold for
European wares. Though slave taking was a tradition in the post-contact Southeast, trade
with the English brought the system to a whole new scale (Braund 1993; Marcoux
2010:29-30). Alan Gallay (2003) has estimated that the total number of slaves taken
from 1680 to 1715 was between 24,000 and 51,000 (Marcoux 2010:29), a market in
which the Creeks were heavy players, largely raiding the gun-deprived Choctaws
(Braund 1993:32). Additionally, the Chickasaws’ access to European wares, such as
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guns and horses, made the taking of slaves from northern and western groups a relatively
easy and profitable feat (Johnson 2000:85). As one can imagine, the increase in raiding
and in slave taking only stoked the fire of traditional hostilities between Native groups.
The English were particularly heavy players in the market, fulfilling the role not just of
buyers, but also of instigators (Crane 2004:24, 74), inciting conflict between groups
while also trading guns and horses for slaves, feeding the demand for war prisoners
(Knight 1982:50; Waselkov 1989:120). Though the Yamassee War of 1715-1716
virtually ended the demand for Native slaves, some groups would still find economic
opportunities in the business as bounty hunters for runaways (Braund 1993:35).
Even before the eclipse of the slave trade, the deerskin trade was unequivocally
the most profitable industry in the southern colonies (Braund 1993:25; Crane 2004;
Marcoux 2010) (Figure 2.4). Unlike the slave trade that was heavily dominated heavily

Figure 2.4: Philip Georg Friedrich von Reck’s drawing of a Creek hunting party during the
first part of the eighteenth century (Danish Royal Library 2010).
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by the English, all European groups were contenders in the deerskin trade. However, in
all forms of trade, the English were more persistent and prolific (Crane 2004:23; Knight
1982:50). At its peak in 1707, the trade pulled in an estimated 121,355 skins for the
English alone (Crane 2004:112), and deerskins were by far the number one item traded
from Natives to Europeans. Importantly, it also provided many Natives with an avenue
to acquire European wares. Acquisition of wares, particularly of cloth and guns, had
become so valuable among Native groups that the deerskin trade grew to be the most
affective and dominating practice in seventeenth and eighteenth century Native life
(Braund 1993:25) (Figure 2.5).
At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the English were the preferred trading
partners among the Upper and Lower Creeks. Though notoriously amoral, especially
when compared to the proselytizing Spanish and pacific French, English wares were the
most desirable, and the proliferation of English traders made their wares readily
accessible (Crane 2004:4). English traders offered relatively high quality, cheap goods
and early on were willing to trade for guns and horses (Crane 2004:23; Knight 1982:50),
a practice which the Spanish and French were much slower to take up.
However, the Yamassee War of 1715-1717 not only ended the Native slave trade
but it also put an end to the English trade domination (Crane 2004; Knight 1982:50).
Researchers agree that the conflict did not represent the actions of a united Native front,
but instead the reactions of individual groups to an ever-growing litigious and
dissatisfying situation (Oatis 2008; Marcoux 2010:36). Recent scholarship indicates that
contrary to conclusions drawn in earlier treatments, the Yamassee War was not simply a
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Figure 2.5: Philip Georg Friedrich von Reck’s painting of a Creek chief and his wife adorning European cloth (blue wool skirt,
blue wool leggings, red breech cloth) during the first part of the eighteenth century (Danish Royal Library 2010).

revolt on the part of the Natives against abusive English trade practices (e.g. Crane 2004;
Swanton 1998); instead, conflict may have principally risen from attempts on the part of
the English to implement trade regulations (Ramsey 2003; Ramsey 2008). To the
Natives of the Southeast, gift giving was an important part of political and social
relations. Trade regulations, then, were viewed as derelict to this practice (Ramsey 2003)
and interpreted as a hostile act.
Conflict during the Yamassee War centered along the Carolina border, most
affecting those groups living closest to the English colony like the Santees, Yamassees,
and Appalachees, while the Creeks, Choctaws, and Chickasaws, located far enough west
and comprising large enough numbers, had little fear of immediate confrontation from
English forces. Though the Creeks emerged from the conflict intact, the insurrection left
an air of distrust between the English and the Upper Creeks. Up until the French pulled
out of the Gulf region at Mobile in 1763, they provided pervasive competition to the
English for sole trade rights with the Natives of central Alabama and eastern Mississippi
(Knight 1982:51). To this end, both sides established trading posts and forts in the
area—the French, Fort Tombecbe close to the Choctaw in 1736 as well as Fort Toulouse
in 1717 among the Alabamas (Waselkov 1984; Waselkov et al. 1982), and the English, a
blockhouse near the town of Okfuskee (Knight 1982:51) (see Figure 2.1).
Throughout the eighteenth century, while the Creeks were negotiating their
trading partners, the white-tailed deer population was being over-exploited. Researchers
have argued that the human population declines that occurred during the late prehistoric
and early protohistoric period resulted in a boom for the local faunal populations,
including white-tailed deer and black bear (Braund 1993). Consequently, at the
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beginning of the European deerskin trade, deer populations were inflated, resulting in a
deerskin economic bubble, the collapse of which was hastened by overexploitation from
the hunt and habitat encroachment from insatiable land requirements for the new
American colonies. By the end of the eighteenth century, Native tastes for European
wares had only grown stronger, and the dwindling herds meant skyrocketing debt.
Groups were left with only one card to play, selling their hunting grounds and land
(Braund 1993). It was a veritable Catch-22—the smaller herds meant Natives had to
relinquish land to gain the valuable guns and cloth they’d come to depend on, but
relinquishing land went hand in hand with decreasing the size of the herds. By the end of
the eighteenth century, the Creeks were left vulnerable to forced acculturation and
eventual removal (Braund 1993).
All in all, these eighteenth century events left few footprints in the lower Black
Warrior River valley. Despite English intents to foster posts between the Creeks and the
Choctaws throughout the century, the majority of excursions into the area were probably
for either hunting or raiding purposes. Though the Choctaws and other groups surely
transgressed, Halbert and Ball have noted that the area between the Tombigbee and the
Alabama Rivers (encompassing the lower Black Warrior River valley) had been claimed
by the Creeks, professing rights to the area “…west of the Alabama to the water shed
line…[and] also to the Tombigbee River” (1969:35). The area was considered part of the
Alabama hunting ground, a group of Upper Creeks along the Alabama River (Halbert and
Ball 1969:35; Braund 1993:62). Additionally, Kathryn E. Holland Braund notes that as
the whitetail deer populations became scarcer, the Creeks expanded their domain pushing
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further west, a pursuit, coupled with the contested hunting grounds, that erupted in a war
with the Choctaw in 1763 (1993:133).
Near the end of the century, conflict between the Creeks and Choctaws had not
relented. William Bartram, having observed the Creeks during the 1770s, wrote, “[they]
have sworn, it seems, that they never will make peace with this enemy as long as the
rivers flow or the sun pursues his course through the skies” (Waselkov and Braund
1995:92). Also, though unsubstantiated, legend holds that there was a major battle
between the two in 1785, known as the Battle of Tuscaloosa, which took place on the
Black Warrior River near present-day Northport, Alabama (Knight 1982:52; Lincecum
1906:58). Legend also hold that the Creeks are said to have lost ownership of the area in
1805 after defeat in two ball games with the Choctaws (Halbert and Ball 1969:35-36).
However, the Creeks were not satisfied with this outcome, and continued to contest the
ownership of the area.
By the beginning of the nineteenth century, tensions were growing in the Creek
Nation. As William Bartram (Braund 1993:121) noted, “[They] wage eternal war against
deer and bear, to procure food and cloathing, and other necessaries and conveniences;
which is indeed carried to an unreasonable and perhaps criminal excess, since the white
people have dazzled their senses with foreign superfluities.” However, by the end of the
eighteenth century, the deer populations were far too small to satisfy the Native demand
for “foreign superfluities.” Land quickly became the primary interest of the colonies that
sought new areas for settlers to cultivate and was the primary currency Natives had to
settle their debts (Braund 1993:169).
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As the Creeks’ desire for trade goods began to greatly outweigh their ability to
procure them, groups were also forced to succumb to growing American pressures to
assimilate. Creeks had little choice but to abandon their traditional lifeways in exchange
for the American model offered (Braund 1993:185). American agents, such as Benjamin
Hawkins, tried to introduce Euro-American subsistence and household practices in order
to help make the Creeks sustainable (Hawkins 2003; Pavao-Zuckerman 2007:29). While
some adopted the proffered American ways (typically, those of mixed heritage or those
closely involved in the trading business), others began to listen to the calls of heralds like
Tecumseh, who beseeched a return to the traditional lifeways (Halbert and Ball 1969:39).
Calls were turned into actions, and by 1813, rebellions against the Euro-American settlers
and their lifeways were mounted across the Creek country. Historians have referred to
the resulting conflict, as well as intervention on the part of the United States government,
as the Creek War of 1813-1814.
Overwhelmingly, the trigger for the Creek War was the encroachment of white
settlers on Native lands (Halbert and Ball 1969:39). Thus, the crux of the conflict was
against these intruding settlers and the ever-growing adoption of Euro-American lifeways
among Creeks. Insurgents slaughtered European livestock like cattle and pigs when
encountered (Braund 1993:187), an action that may have symbolically declared the
message of the movement while practically depriving owners of their property and food
source (Kathryn E. Holland Braund, personal communication 2011). The lower
Tombigbee region and the area extending south to Old Mobile became one of the
principal targets for the Creek War due to the influx of American settlements in the early
part of the century (Halbert and Ball 1969:30; Knight 1982:60; Waselkov 2009b). The
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resultant slaughtering of white settlers, mixed-blood settlers, and acculturated Natives at
Fort Mims led to the American intervention in 1813, under the command of General
Andrew Jackson. By 1814, the Creek Confederacy was decimated (Braund 1993; Crane
2004; Waselkov and Wood 1986; Waselkov 2009b).
Up to the war, groups of refugee Creeks had largely avoided seeking shelter in the
lower Black Warrior River valley, which had become the site of a increasing conflicts
with the Choctaw (Licecum 2004:63-64). By the late eighteenth century, nascent Creek
settlements in the upper Black Warrior valley, fleeing internal conflict, were raided and
burned by Choctaw groups led by Pushmataha (Knight 1982:53), who, according to
Gideon Licecum, struck such terror into the Creeks that they “…had ceased to make
incursions west of the boundary lines between the two nations or to hunt on the disputed
territory which lay in the fork of the Tushkalusa [Black Warrior] and Tombigbee rivers”
(2004:64).
Because of this scarcity of settlement, it is unclear during the Creek War what
conflict occurred in the lower Black Warrior River valley. Vernon James Knight, Jr.,
indicates four assaults on Creek towns at and north of the Fall Line at present-day
Tuscaloosa: one from October 15 to 25, 1813, in the upper Black Warrior valley; one on
November 25, 1813 near present-day Tuscaloosa; one on February 9, 1814, though the
raided towns had already been abandoned; and one of February 25, 1814 (1982:72). The
last incident was an uncorroborated raid of American forces allied with a ChoctawChickasaw force on what may have been “Seminole Fort” near the falls of the Black
Warrior, at which the resident Creek contingent was defeated (Knight 1982:72).
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A map of central Alabama, produced during General Jackson’s campaign, shows
the area along the Cahaba River just to the east of the lower Black Warrior replete with
recently-established Creek settlements (Figure 2.6). The fact that the subject area is void
while the area along the Cahaba is teeming with settlement seems to indicate that even
during this period, the lower Black Warrior River valley was not host to permanent
settlements.
In 1814, the Treaty of Fort Jackson was signed by the United States government
and the Creek Confederacy, resulting in the cession of over 30 million acres of Creek
land to the American people (Braund 1993:187), as well as the final, uncontested cession
of the lower Black Warrior River valley (Knight 1982:53), an area “…that had been the
cause of so many years’ war between the Muckogees and the Chahta nations” (Licecum
2004:74). The Creek War crippled the groups of central Alabama and decisively paved
the path for forced removal by the American government in the 1830s.

Eighteenth Century Creek Lifeways

The beginning of coalesced life differed only marginally from that before. As
stated above, groups tended to gravitate toward those with a common linguistic heritage
and a similar political organization. Jon Marcoux has proposed that coalescence was an
economic and political strategy employed by most Southeastern groups existing in the
brave new post-contact capitalist world (Marcoux 2010:20), a marked change from the
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Figure 2.6: Portion of General Andrew Jackson’s Campaign Against the Creek Indians,
1813-1814, RG77, CWMF, Misc. 11, 1813 & 1814. The Black Warrior River (left) and the
Cahaba River (right) are outlined in purple, while the names of the burned settlements are in
red.
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political economy of the past (Helms 1992; Hudson 1976; Wesson 1999). Coalescence
afforded strength in numbers as well as increased access to European trade items; it did
not demand allegiance or even consensus, nor was much reached (Braund 1993). At the
time of coalescence, many of the western groups were far enough removed from the
European colonies that there was very little threat to their traditional lifeways. Thus, the
groups that formed in the historic period were not initially those with much homogeneity,
but instead exceptional heterogeneity. The material record indicates that initially groups
maintained their ethnic ties by maintaining their traditional technologies (Knight 1994).
As the colonial presence increased, so did the political organization of coalesced groups,
resulting in the Native confederacies of the mid- to late eighteenth century (Braund
1993).
Unlike the Mississippian stage with its evidence of political centralization (Knight
and Steponaitis 1998), the post-contact landscape was dominated by political
decentralization with power shared among a number of smaller, simpler polities (Wesson
1997). This opportunistic environment combined with depopulation created a landscape
of constant political flux (Knight 1994:382) that fostered resettlement as well as political
restructuring. Though headmen continued to expect and even demand gifts from
European powers, and distributed these to their talwas (Braund 1993), the core of the
political economy was undermined by the capitalistic, open-venture market which
allowed anyone with goods to trade to do so (Frankenstein and Rowlands 1978; Earle
1977; Peebles and Kus 1977). Groups tactfully negotiated and formed alliances with
multiple European powers, taking full advantage of the opportunistic economic
atmosphere of the period.
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By the beginning of the eighteenth century, direct European trade with the interior
prompted the political aggregation of coalesced groups. Manifestly, appellations were
given to various groups, including the name Upper Creek, provided by the English to
those who composed central Alabama. Researchers have proposed that the name may
derive from the Ochese Creeks, who were not only the main line of defense for the
Carolina colony, but were also the first stopover between the Chattahoochee and
Savannah rivers (Braund 1993:4). The Upper Creeks migrated from Tennessee,
Mississippi, northwest Georgia, and east-central Alabama (Waselkov and Smith 2000),
relocating primarily around the Coosa, Tallapoosa, and Alabama Rivers in central
Alabama (Hudson 2010), while the Lower Creeks were remnant groups from the
Apalachicola chiefdom (Worth 2000) as well as other collapsed chiefdoms.
By the early eighteenth century, the Upper Creeks were divided into three major
provinces along ethnic lines: the Abhikas, the Alabamas (or Alibamus), and the
Tallapoosas (Braund 1993), incorporating members from groups ranging from the
Okachai, Pakana, Witumpka, Shawnee, Natchez, and Koasati (Swanton 1998; Wesson
1997:42). The Creek Confederacy arose in the eighteenth century as a slow and gradual
response to the demands imposed by the negotiations and formalities required in dealing
with the burgeoning United States colonies. By the end of the eighteenth century, the
Creek Nation was governed by an assembly, the primary body of which was the National
Council, presided over by the National Chief (Knight 1994a:375).
Groups initially coalesced around established talwas, which in the case of the
Upper Creeks included those of Okfuskee, Abihka, and Tuckabatchee (Knight
1994a:374; Kathryn E. Holland Braund, personal communication 2011). Around these
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towns were smaller, daughter talwas (Knight 1994a:374) resulting in an estimated 40
Upper Creek towns (Pulley 2010:3; Wesson 1997:42). Population estimates put the total
number of both Upper and Lower Creeks in the historic period between seven and twenty
thousand with a fighting force of 2,500 to 3,500 (Wesson 1997:42). By the
Revolutionary War, the Creeks are thought to have numbered 20,000 (Braund 1993:10)
with the Upper Creeks accounting for roughly half this sum.
Despite their loose, heterogeneous configuration, there are a number of
commonalities among the Upper Creeks of the early eighteenth century, a list that grows
longer as the century progressed. William Bartram (Waselkov and Braund 1995:453455) described the layout of Creek talwas in the latter part of the eighteenth century as
various domestic structures (Figure 2.7) circling a public ground with a ball-court and
four-cornered structures, one of which is the council house. However, dispersed,
autonomous farmsteads were ever popular by the beginning of the nineteenth century,
with individual homes loosely affiliated with isolated council houses (Waselkov and
Smith 2000:257).
The maintenance of public structures also changed. The popular semisubterranean winter house of the protohistoric was virtually abandoned by the beginning
of the early historic period, probably a testament to the potency of the deerskin trade
(Waselkov 1990:40-41; Waselkov and Smith 2000:257). Longer and longer expeditions
to collect more and more skins required the participation of the entire family unit, not just
a small hunting party (Braund 1993:67; Marcoux 2010:35). Archaeological evidence for
this trend has been found at the site of Fusihatchee in central Alabama where the winter
house was completely abandoned by the eighteenth century (Waselkov and Smith
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Figure 2.7: Two of Philip Georg Friedrich von Reck’s paintings of Natives of the Georgia
colony in the first part of the eighteenth century (Danish Royal Library 2010). These
paintings demonstrate the style of shelters built and utilized during this period.
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2000:257). The summer house, on the other hand, was never entirely abandoned, though
construction became less elaborate by 1700 (Waselkov and Smith 2000:257). Cameron
Wesson (1999:156) also noted that there was an increase in the use of below-ground
storage features. Though he cites this as a potential resistance to the demands of a
prestige-goods economy, it may also owe itself to the existence of longer, more taxing
expeditions to acquire deerskins.
During the late seventeenth century, all groups in the Upper Creek region
practiced flexed primary or secondary urn inhumations in which the dead was interred
with the bulk of his or her possessions in life (Smith 1987:65; Waselkov 1993:126, 129).
This practice emphasizes the small importance placed on inheritance early in the colonial
period (Braund 1993:129). By the eighteenth century, secondary urn inhumations had
gone out of style, while flexed seated inhumations dominated. Archaeologically,
evidence for this has been seen at such Upper Creek sites as Childersburg, where all the
burials uncovered were in the flexed position (DeJarnette and Hansen 1960:26). Bernard
Romans (1999:98-99) noted that during this period men were buried with “a musket ball,
powder, a hatchet, pipe, some tobacco, a club, a bow and arrows, a looking glass, some
vermillion and other trinkets, in order to come well provided into the world of the
spirits.” As the eighteenth century progressed, however, the traditional practice of
interring one with the bulk of his or her possessions waned, until it was virtually nonexistent by the time of forced removal.
Adoption of European subsistence practices and ceramic wares both followed a
similar path. At first, the emphasis remained as it had in the early historic period on
hunting deer and raising corn, beans, and squash. However, the steady decrease of the
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deerskin trade in the eighteenth century forced many groups to incorporate EuroAmerican practices into their strategies (Pavao-Zuckerman 2007; Waselkov 1997;
Waselkov and Smith 2000:257). The adoption of European ceramics had no similar
trigger, occurring in a more steady and gradual manner; though some items such as cloth
and iron cutting instruments were adopted very quickly, others such as non-Native
ceramics were not used habitually until end of the eighteenth century (Crane 2004;
Knight 1994; Waselkov and Smith 2000:257). Arguably, these differential adoptions
may also indicate differential levels of acculturation based on gender roles reflected in
the conservatism demonstrated in Native foodways (Fairbanks 1952).
Regardless, while Euro-American ceramics were slowly incorporated, firearms
were immediately a favorite trade item among Natives. By the beginning of the
eighteenth century, the bow and arrow had been almost completely replaced in hunting
and warfare by the gun. However, it is worth noting that the bow and arrow were not
entirely obsolete, but was still used, at least by Northern groups, when stealth was
preferred over the shock value of a firearm (Starkey 1998:21). The Creek insurgents
known as the Red Sticks also used it during the Creek War, but even in this iconoclastic
conflict, the bow and arrow was eclipsed in use by European firearms.
Socially, groups practiced matrilineal descent with matrilocal residence (Braund
1993; Wesson 1997). Creek women were involved in the daily upkeep of the house, the
production of ceramics and basketry, as well as the preparation of animal skins (Braund
1993:15; Wesson 1993:47). Creek men, on the other hand, spent the majority of their
time involved in the ball game, hunting, warfare, and politics (Hudson 1976:267), and
spent an increasing amount of time out on the deer hunt (Wesson 1997:47). In the Creek
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world, hunting and warfare defined manhood, with hunting representing a male’s ability
to provide for his family, a prerequisite for marriage (Hudson 2010:20). This emphasis
on warfare was shared by the Choctaw and not only fueled the Native slave trade market
(mentioned above), but also led to persistent conflict between these two groups (Knight
1982:50).
Generally, the Upper Creek landscape was fluid and dynamic. Groups were
accustomed to moving, to spending part of the year tracking deer and part in their talwas.
By the eighteenth century, it wasn’t uncommon for an entire family unit to partake in the
winter white-tailed deer hunt, leaving only the widows and elderly in the talwas (Braund
1993). This mobile mentality feeds into the larger picture of the Creek world. They were
accustomed to moving across the landscape, as is evident by the well-worn paths
European traders found when they entered the continent (Hudson 2010). Movement was
an important part of their worldview, and travel represented a time that was both
dangerous and empowering (Hudson 2010:16). Because of this, the wilderness was a
known and traversed place, filled with traditional paths and locations that possessed
meaning that had to be negotiated.
Many researchers point to the depletion of the deer population as the trigger for
Creek acculturation. Though Natives had appropriated European goods long before, the
depletion of the herds in the late eighteenth century triggered the abandonment of many
traditional practices (Braund 1993; Waselkov and Smith 2000). Winter hunts were no
longer as productive, resulting in greater conflict over smaller populations, as well as
producing less and less skin and meat for trade and sustenance (Braund 1993). The
deerskin trade was one of the only entrances Natives had into the European markets, and
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its eclipse left a wide, gaping void. The result was escalating indebtedness to colonial
traders as well as the need to adopt European domesticates into subsistence strategies.
Additionally, American settlers began to rapidly encroach on the newly acquired Native
territories after the Revolutionary and then the Creek War. By the time of forced removal
in the 1830s, the Creeks had been subjugated by physical might, economic demands, and
growing social pressure to adopt the Euro-American life, maintaining only a fraction of
their traditional practices.
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Chapter 3:
Archaeological Investigations and Modern Impacts

Seventy years is a formidable period of time, especially for archives and archival
storage. In the case of the Haney site, this elapsed period resulted in mistaken labels,
misplacement of artifacts and notes, and general confusion over the facts of the site. In
order to reconstruct the previous archaeological research at the site, it was necessary to
find as many ways as possible to corroborate the remaining materials with their assigned
proveniences. Thus, one of the first tasks for this project was to locate any and all
information generated about the site since its discovery, and to fit this information into
the picture of the site.
Archival research in the summer and fall of 2010 revealed a rich history of
archaeological investigation, one more detailed and cryptic than the brief published
references to the site had indicated (Curren 1981; Knight 1982; Peebles 1971; Steponaitis
1992). There had been three recorded archaeological investigations at the site: a surface
collection in 1933, a two-week excavation in 1936, and a three-month field school
excavation in the fall of 2010. One other recorded attempt to test the site was made by
Cailup Curren between 1975 and 1980; however, information uncovered during the
research for this thesis indicated that the area Curren visited and tested, and was visited
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subsequently by other researchers, was probably not the site, but an area corresponding to
a mislabeled location found in the state files.
What follows is a detailed presentation of the methods and research interests of
each previous archaeological investigation at the Haney site. This chapter proceeds in
chronological order.

Surface Collection and Site Registry:
July 1933

As mentioned in Chapter One, Mr. S. V. Haney, a tenant famer for landowner Lee
Griffin of Moundville, was prompted to contact local authorities in 1931 when his plow
unearthed a human skeleton accompanied by five glass trade beads (Curren and Little
1981). Two years later, Dr. and Mrs. Walter B. Jones of the University of Alabama
visited the site and, with the help of Mr. Haney, produced a surface collection of the
landform. This visit resulted in the official state registry of three sites—1Tu50, a small
earthen mound on the western side of the landform; 1Tu51, a village component
apparently associated with and located southeast of the earthen mound; and 1Tu52,
referred to herein as the Haney site, located on the eastern side of the landform, which
showed evidence of a historic Native settlement (see Appendix A for copies of the site
forms). The site forms are the only remaining material from this investigation—neither
the artifacts nor the discovered human skeleton have been located for this analysis.
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However, the five recovered glass beads were enough for Dr. Jones to infer a historic
connection for the Haney site.
No mention of the site was found in either Dr. Jones’s or his wife’s letters,
journals, or other papers in the Hoole Collection at the University of Alabama, but the
state forms indicate that the site was in good condition and the land owner was amenable
to further investigation.
On the back of the 1Tu50 (the Asphalt Plant site) form, Dr. Jones drew a sketch
map of the area including the location of all three sites, complete with the approximate
location of the burial uncovered in 1931 (Figure 3.1). Additionally, on the form for the
Haney site, Dr. Jones indicated that there had been no previous investigations, though one
looter’s pit had been dug into the Asphalt Plant mound, and, though the land was
presently under cultivation, the condition of the Haney site was good.
At present, the material from this survey has not been located. However, in 2000,
Scott Hammerstedt (2000:94) was able to locate and analyze the material from both
1Tu51 (the village component for the earthen mound) and the Haney site. The material
indicates that there was a Native historic component at both sites, though there is no
indication for further burials on the eastern side of the landform.

Excavation: December 1936
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Figure 3.1: Two general work shots taken in December, 1936. Below each photo are the notes
written on the back of the corresponding negative sleeve.
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In December of 1936, Dr. Jones returned to the Haney site with a small crew of
workers. From 1930 to 1941, Dr. Jones, through the Alabama Museum of Natural
History, was in charge of the overall excavations conducted at Moundville with work
concentrated on what remained of the flat-ground cemeteries and areas impacted or soon
to be impacted by park facilities (Knight 2010:3). Though Civilian Conservation Corps
workers were being used at Moundville by this time, the group assisting Dr. Jones at the
Haney site were likely those employed by the Alabama Museum of Natural History. At
the start of their excavations, the land was still being planted, with photos indicating
artificial terracing on the northern end of the landform (Figure 3.2). Their work appears
to have been short but intensive, and the material they uncovered furnishes the bulk that
used in the analysis for this thesis.
At present, no formal notes from the excavation have been located. However,
four burial forms were filled out in 1936 by Dr. Jones (Curren 1981). Only three of these
forms have been located (Appendix B), though information on the fourth form has been
recovered through Cailup B. Curren and Keith Little’s 1981 report. In addition to
providing valuable information about the burials, the forms also indicate that photographs
were taken of each burial. Thus, in the fall of 2010, with the assistance of Dr. Vernon
James Knight, Jr., Ms. Mary Bade, and Mr. Michael Dressler, the Alabama Museum of
Natural History’s photo collection on the University of Alabama campus was searched
for material associated with the Haney site, a fruitful investigation producing eleven
excavation and feature photos. Very brief notes were written on the negative sleeves of
these photos, but they have been helpful in piecing together the story of this excavation.
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Figure 3.2: Sketch map drawn by Dr. Walter B. Jones of site 1Tu52 (the Haney site), site
1Tu50 (the Asphalt Plant site), and site 1Tu51. The map was made in July of 1933
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The artifacts collected during the 1936 excavation were in a similar state of
confusion and misplacement. Vincas Steponaitis (1992:1) noted that there were 153
ceramic sherds dating to the prehistoric West Jefferson and Moundville I phases, as well
as those diagnostic of an eighteenth century Upper Creek component in the Haney
collection, the latter recognized by Dr. Vernon James Knight, Jr. (Vernon Knight,
personal communication 2010). Previously, these materials had been attributed by the
Museum staff to the surface collection activities that occurred in 1933, as indicated by the
date assigned to the collection. Both the forms for 1Tu52 and 1Tu51 indicate that
ceramics and lithics were collected at this time, though no more detail is given. Though
these materials were not located for this project, Scott Hammerstedt (2000:94) was able
to find and analyze the material from 1Tu51 and the Haney site in 2000. The 1933
material counts and descriptions he provides do not match the material in question,
indicating the material currently in the collection attributed to 1933 was in fact collected
in 1936.
The photos taken in 1936 give the greatest clues to the nature of this work—photo
number 3386 (Figure 3.1; bottom photo) shows a group of workers with shovels
removing the plow zone, surrounded by the large cleared tracts seen in photos 3388 and
3389 (Figure 3.3). From these photos, as well as from the dates recorded for some of the
burial artifacts in the Erskine Ramsay Repository at the University of Alabama, it appears
that excavation lasted approximately two weeks, from December 1 to December 16,
1936, during which time workers cleared the plow zone along two large parallel trenches
that were roughly 13 to 15 centimeters deep, approximately 3 to 4.5 meters wide, 30
meters long, and 1 meter apart. Considering the bulk of the photos taken were of the
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Figure 3.3: Work shots 3388 and 3389 from the December 1936 excavations. Below each
photo are the original notes written on the back of each photo sleeve.
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uncovered burials, it seems likely that no other features were found or at least recognized
as important.
Additionally, it also appears that since the primary subject matter was the burials,
that the recovery of additional burials may have been the primary goal of their
excavation. Though this is purely speculation, it may have been the intention of Dr.
Jones to search for early historic, European artifacts associated with Moundville culture
burials, none of which had been uncovered at Moundville proper by this time. The
presence of historic burials with Moundville phase material culture would increase the
longevity of the culture into at least the protohistoric period.
It is perhaps more likely that Dr. Jones, who was serving as Secretary of the
presidentially appointed United States DeSoto Expedition Commission (Jones 2009:130),
was looking for evidence of the DeSoto campaign through the area. The commission had
been charged with two main tasks: first, to try and reconstruct Hernando DeSoto’s route
through the Southeast between 1539 and 1543; and, second, to plan and encourage public
celebrations and programs for the 400th anniversary of the entrada’s journey through the
Southeast (Jones 2009:131).
The recovered 1936 photos have also helped retrieve proveniences for mislabeled
artifacts. The two most obvious examples are those of a small white quartz projectile
point and a small bag of black and white seed beads. For the small white point,
the recovered photos clearly identify it with Burial 2, but in the current collection, it is
included with what is labeled the 1933 surface collection (Figure 5.3, Chapter 5). The
seed beads, as well, are presently curated as part of the 1933 surface collection; however,
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photos of Burial 4 show them in close association with the brass bells recovered (Figure
5.4, Chapter 5).
As mentioned above, on the back of most negative sleeves were brief descriptions
of the subject matter. These, along with the four burial forms (those for Burial 1, 2, and 4
are currently located at the University of Alabama’s Office for Archaeological Research
at Moundville with photocopies available in the Jane Day Osteology Laboratory at the
University of Alabama; information from the lost form for Burial 3 is found in Curren
and Little 1981) have helped reconstruct and update the state of the collection. Though
many of the historic artifacts are missing, a combination of the photos and burial forms
has helped corroborate their identification.
Of the 1936 burials, all were accompanied with European materials, including
glass trade beads, brass trade bells, a mirror (recorded in the burial form as “doublestrength glass”), an iron axe head, and an iron knife. This detail firmly established the
presence of a historic component at the site, though the precise chronological placement
for these items was not fully developed at this time due to the uncertainties of artifact
dating in the early part of the twentieth century.
Also curious is that all recovered burials were reported in the field to be
cremations. This is an unexpected association to find with the Upper Creeks, let alone
the Choctaws or the Chickasaws. As mentioned in Chapter Two, cremations were not the
common burial practice of the historic Creeks—either flexed primary burials (throughout
the historic period) or secondary urn inhumations (up to approximately 1650 A.D. on the
upper Alabama River) were the overwhelming norm, with no reports of cremations found
to date. Though the burial forms make no mention of ash or burned bone, they all
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indicate very sparse skeletal remains—Burial 1 had no bones except for a few crowns of
teeth, Burial 2 only one tooth, Burial 3 only a few crowns of teeth, and Burial 4 only a
few fragments of rotten bone. The last burial, however, was noted as “resting on a
heavily burned hard pan of sand about [four inches] into subsoil.” Because it was the
practice to only recover skeletons in “good” condition at the time, it is unlikely this
material was kept, making reexamination impossible (Vernon James Knight, Jr., personal
communication 2011).
By the late 1950s, the landowner, Mr. Lee Griffin of Moundville, sold the
property which was subsequently cleared for development. By 1965, an industrial park
including a chemical plant and an asphalt production facility was established on the
landform, just south of the Asphalt Plant and the Haney sites.

Survey: 1975-1980

In “Archaeological Investigations (1933-1980) of the Protohistoric Period of
Central Alabama,” Cailup B. Curren and Keith Little note that from 1975 to 1980, Curren
revisited the Haney site several times, digging three 50 cm square test pits over the area
and uncovering only burned daub (Curren and Little 1981). It is unclear, though, if he
actually tested the Haney site or, instead, the downslope area to the north of the site. This
question is raised based on a discrepancy between the location of the site as indicated in
the Alabama States Site Files (ASSF) and the location of the site according to Dr. Jones’
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sketch map drawn on the back of the 1Tu50 site form. On the ASSF’s map, the Asphalt
Plant site is appropriately located at and around the earthen mound whereas the Haney
site is placed to the north of the terrace, on the downward slope, and not on the same
terrace as the earthen mound, as indicated by the Jones sketch map (Figure 3.4). This
error is attributable to the 1:63,360 county soil maps used by the Alabama Museum of
Natural History prior to employing modern United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute
quadrangles as used by the ASSF. On the original soil map, the Haney site was placed
just slightly north of the mound, not east, and this error was compounded in the
approximately 1960s when the information was transferred to the USGS quadrangles.
Curren and subsequent researchers may have looked for the site based on the USGS
quadrangle instead of the soil map; even if the original soil map with its site locations had
been consulted, they would have been misdirected to the north of the Asphalt Plant
mound.
In their report, Curren and Little noted that the expansion of a chemical plant in
the industrial park had already destroyed portions of two sites in the area (site 1Tu51, the
village component for the earthen mound and an unidentified site) (Curren and Little
1981). The construction of a new gasohol plant at the chemical plant furthered the
impact. By the end of the century, however, development at the industrial park was
checked, and the northern end of the terrace was still largely intact save some remnants of
industrial trash, including large pieces of machinery and chemical drums.
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Figure 3.4: Left—recorded location of the Haney site (1Tu52) in the Alabama State Site File’s USGS quadrangle, with the location of the
Asphalt Plant site (1Tu50) to the southwest. Center—Dr. Jones’s sketch map of the Haney and Asphalt Plant sites with key landmarks
colored. Right—a properly oriented view of the Dr. Jones map, north at the top of the page instead of at the bottom.

Archival Research and Excavation: Fall 2010

The aforementioned archival research for this project produced a substantial
amount of information, filling in many gaps, and many unknown gaps, for the previous
investigations at the site. It was clear that the first task for any fieldwork would be to
relocate the site and then to determine if any portion of it was still intact. Based on Dr.
Jones’s map, one possible location for the Haney site was established atop the landform
and impacted to various degrees by the industrial park.
Aerial photography was used to determine the shape of the landform in the early
part of the last century. Three United States Geological Survey aerial photos from 1955,
1960 and 1965, were acquired, the earliest showing an agricultural terrace system that
closely followed the contour lines drawn by Dr. Jones. Additionally, his sketch map
contained a handful of landmarks that were used to overlay his sketch with the USGS
aerial photography from 1955. By lining up the Black Warrior River, the earthen mound,
the houses, and the road in a best-fit manner, the area with the highest probability for the
site was established again to the east of the Asphalt Plant site, between the mound and the
paved road running north to south at the base of the landform, corresponding to the area
indicated on Dr. Jones’s map (Figure 3.5).
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Figure 3.5: By locating key landmarks in an aerial photo taken in 1955, current aerial
photography from Google Earth, and Dr. Jones’s sketch map of the sites, an approximate
location for the Haney site was devised. Panel A (upper left) is an aerial photo from 1955,
with the mound highlighted in light brown and two houses on the property in red. Panel B is
an overlay of the 1955 locations with a 2010 image from Google Earth. Panel C is a
highlighted version of Dr. Jones’s map. Panel D is a slightly reoriented overlay of Dr. Jones’s
map on the 2010 Google Earth image of the area, yielding a site location due east of the
mound and just north of the label B&W Heads.
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In early September of 2010, Dr. Vernon James Knight, Jr., and I used a GPS unit
to locate the site based the above overlay of images (Figure 3.5). UTM coordinates based
on the 1955 aerial photo overlay with a Google Earth 2010 image of the area, and once
the houses had been located (in the area of the current gasohol containers), we measured
the approximate lengths given on Dr. Jones’s sketch map. Again, this placed the site on
the eastern edge of the landform.
Beginning in September of 2010, a University of Alabama’s Honors Field
Archaeology Class tested this location. This work was performed in conjunction with the
University of Alabama’s Department of Anthropology’s class in Field Archaeology,
which, during the 2010 fall semester, investigated the nearby Mississippian component at
the Asphalt Plant site. Both classes met twice a week on Tuesday and Thursday, from
1:00 to 5:00, for 14 weeks (minus time spent on campus due to bad weather) from August
19 to December 2, 2010.
Currently, the landform is under trees, a mix of pines and deciduous growth
around 20 years old. The land is owned by the Bank of Moundville, which purchased the
property in the 1950s, eventually turning the area into an industrial park, a section of
which is currently rented by an anchor and boiler manufacturing company. To the west,
roughly 50 meters from the earthen mound, a chemical plant was built in the 1970s which
destroyed site 1Tu51, most of the village component for the Moundville I settlement
(Curren and Little 1981). The Moundville Industrial Park used land bordering the sites as
a small-scale storage and dumping ground, evidenced by the large, metallic
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Figure 3.6: Map of shovel test pits, surface collected area, and test excavation units A-C at the
Haney site.
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debris that litters the area. Small dirt roads were graded from the Industrial Park through
the landform leading to the river and to a proposed but never built landing slip. Today,
these roads are traversable only by foot.
The landform was tested using a transect interval sampling method. This method
allowed us to efficiently and comprehensively canvas the probable areas, confident that at
an interval of 10 meters, we would not only be able to locate and demarcate the limits of
the Haney site but also to locate areas with relatively higher concentrations of artifacts
suitable for excavation units. A grid was established with an orientation based on the
landform (grid North is 29 degrees east of current true north, paralleling an old road
cross-cutting the landform), and tests were laid in using a reel tape and compass. Tests
were labeled with a letter and a number (e.g., A1) with those along the baseline labeled
_1, 10 meters out along the same transect _2, another 10 meters _3, etc. (Figure 3.6).
All shovel tests were mapped using a total station and all soil from the tests was
dry screened through ¼” mesh. In all tested areas, corresponding to the agricultural
history of the landform, only one zone, a disturbed plow zone (7.5YR 5/6 [strong brown],
silty sandy loam), was found above the undisturbed subsoil (5YR 4/6 [yellowish red],
mild to moderately gravelly clay).
In total, there were 120 shovel tests dug—63 at the Asphalt Plant site and the area
bordering it to the north and south of the mound, and 57 at the high probability location.
No test near the earthen mound nor the area to the north or south of the mound revealed
any colonial era artifacts. Additionally, the surface collection was also unproductive,
yielding little more than a few flakes. At the probable site location, however, there were
a total of 18 tests that contained Native artifacts (Figure 3.7) including colonial period
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Figure 3.7: Location of the tests that contained Native artifacts.
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Figure 3.8: Students cleaning the top of the subsoil in Excavation Unit B.

ceramics, indicating that this area was indeed the location of the 1936 excavations and
thus 1Tu52, the Haney site.
Three formal excavation units were subsequently laid in and excavated to subsoil,
(2 by 2 meter square tests) (Figure 3.8). These were oriented along magnetic north, not
along the arbitrary grid the shovel tests were laid along, and placed near shovel test pits
that had proportionately high quantities of colonial era sherds (Figure 3.7). This
opportunistic placement allowed us to increase the chance of finding features as well as
increase artifact recovery. Excavation units confirmed a simple stratigraphy consisting of
a plow zone resting above a yellowish-red clay subsoil (Figure 3.8). The plow zone was
dry-screened through ¼-inch mesh. A few centimeters below the plow zone, units were
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leveled off and troweled and the floor of each unit was inspected for features (Figures 3.9
and 3.10). Units were photographed and the plan view of the unit was mapped while the
north profile was drawn. The single feature uncovered was photographed, mapped (a
plan view), and excavated (Figure 3.9, upper photo, lower left).
Many of the more diagnostic eighteenth-century artifacts are glass trade beads and
items made of iron. However, this project was unable to systematically search for either.
Though a metal detector survey has the potential to find and recover more eighteenthcentury artifacts, the industrial debris littering the area made such an attempt futile. The
detection of glass beads, on the other hand, was not thwarted by the amount of modern
trash, but instead by the time constraints placed on this project in which fine-mesh
screening of the disturbed plow zone was impractical.
While fieldwork commenced, recovered artifacts were washed and rough sorted
by a student crew in the University of Alabama archaeology lab in ten Hoor Hall on the
University of Alabama campus under the supervision of Mr. Jeremy Davis. Certain
decisions regarding where to dig, such as the location of the aforementioned test units,
were determined by these lab results. In the spring and summer of 2011, these artifacts
were processed and analyzed by the author under the guidance of Dr. Vernon James
Knight, Jr.
Mapping data collected on the topographic features and excavation areas made it
possible to produce a series of maps showing the spatial distributions of various classes
of artifacts. These maps were produced in ESRI GIS, Abode Illustrator, and Surfer.
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Figure 3.9: Photos of top of subsoil in Excavation Unit A (top) and Excavation Unit B
(bottom; photo is facing north), the latter of which has been prepared for drawing.
Feature 1 can be seen as a dark linear stain in the lower left (NW) former of Excavation
Unit A. The scored lines in Excavation Unit B are plow scars.
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Figure 3.10: Plan view of Excavation Unit C.
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Chapter Four:
Material Culture

Generally speaking, the 1933, 1936 and the 2010 collections are relatively small,
but all demonstrate an unexpected variety of artifacts spanning an equally unexpected
period of time. This chapter explores these collections, introducing the classificatory
groups used during the artifact analysis. Each artifact type is briefly introduced, then the
specimens recovered at the Haney site are discussed. Special attention is given to the
European trade goods, which were produced for use the world over and can serve as
excellent horizon markers over very broad areas (Smith 1989).
Artifacts are organized into two broad categories—Native Artifacts and EuroAmerican Artifacts.

Native Artifacts

Ceramics
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Three chronological components were identified from the Native ceramics
recovered in the collections from the Haney site, producing three analytical sets—a Late
Middle Woodland component; a Moundville I phase, early Mississippian component
contemporaneous with the occupation at the nearby Asphalt Plant site; and an eighteenth
century/early nineteenth century Native component with evidence of associations with
the Upper Creeks, the Choctaws, and potentially the Chickasaws as well (Table 4.1).

Woodland Ceramics

For the Woodland sherds collected at the site, seven types were employed—
Baytown Plain, variety Roper; Baytown Plain, variety Tishomingo; Mulberry Creek Cord
Marked; Baldwin Plain; Turkey Paw Plain; Callaway Plain; and Residual Plain Bone and
Organic Tempered (Figure 4.1). For these ceramics, Ned Jenkins’s (1981) Gainesville
Lake Area Ceramic Description and Chronology served as the classification guide. This
classification is primarily organized by temper classes.
Grog Tempered Ceramics. Baytown Plain, variety Roper, sherds are those which
appear to have no surface decoration and are tempered with pulverized ceramic sherds
ranging from 1mm to 3mm in diameter as well as a small amount of sand tempering (3 to
5%) (Jenkins 1981:89-90) (Figure 4.1, Group A). Baytown Plain variety Tishomingo
sherds are also grog tempered, but have a higher percentage of intentional sand inclusions
(10 to 20 percent of the paste) (Jenkins 1981:90-91) (Figure 4.1, Group B). Mulberry
Creek Cord Marked is characterized by the cord marked surface treatment applied across
the entire surface of the vessel (Jenkins 1981:99-100).
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Table 4.1: Native sherd types from the 1933, 1936, and 2010 Haney site collection.
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Figure 4.1: Woodland ceramics. Group A, Baytown Plain variety Roper; Group B, Baytown Plain, variety Tishomingo; Group C, Turkey
Paw Plain; Group D, Mulberry Creek Cord Marked; Group E, Residual Bone and Organic Matter tempered; Group F, Calloway Plain; Group
G, Baldwin Plain.

In this collection, there are a total of 62 Baytown Plain variety Roper sherds, 12
Baytown Plain, variety Tishomingo sherds, and one Mulberry Creek Cord Marked sherd
(see Table 4.1).
Sand Tempered Ceramics. Only one sand tempered type was used in this thesis:
Baldwin Plain. Variations within the Baldwin Plain type are determined by the size of
the sand grains included (Jenkins 1981:123-124). The sand tempered sherds in this
collection all appear to have medium sized granules, indicating no more specific varieties
(Figure 4.1, Group G).
Within this collection, there are eight Baldwin Plain sherds.
Bone Tempered Ceramics. The type Turkey Paw Plain was first identified in
1981 by Ned Jenkins who distinguished the ware based on excavations at the Gainesville
Lake area. He differentiated the type from previous ones with bone inclusions based on
the percentage of bone, indicating that bone tempered sherds have around 3 to 5 percent
used as the tempering agent (Jenkins 1981:157-158; 162). He notes that most of the
Turkey Paw Plain ware was recovered from late Middle Woodland Late Miller II
components in the Tombigbee Valley, though the ware also occurs throughout the Late
Woodland Miller III phase as well.
In this collection, there is only one Turkey Paw Plain sherd (Figure 4.1, Group C).
Micaceous Tempered Ceramics. Calloway Plain ceramics are intentionally
tempered with micaceous sand, giving them an easily recognizable appearance.
Calloway ceramics are also relatively thick for Native ceramics (Jenkins and Sheldon
2009:18-19).
In this collection, one Calloway Plain sherd was recovered (Figure 4.1, Group F).
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Bone and Organic Matter Temper. A final residual Woodland group was created
during the classification process for sherds tempered with bone as well as other organic
material. These ceramics fit no previously defined types for the area (Figure 4.1, group
E). Two sherds from the Haney site fall into this type.

Mississippian Ceramics

Three sources were used to sort the Mississippian ceramics in the Haney
collection—Ned Jenkins’s (1981) Gainesville Lake Area Ceramic Description and
Chronology, Vernon James Knight Jr.’s (2010) Mound Excavations At Moundville:
Architecture, Elites, and Social Order, and Vincas Steponaitis’s (1983) Ceramics,
Chronology, and Community Patterns, An Archaeological Study at Moundville (Table
4.1). Again, ceramics are discussed in terms of temper classes.
Shell Tempered Ceramics. Mississippian shell tempered types are defined by
differential quantities of shell; differential shell particle size; the presence or absence of
burnishing; and the utilization of soft, loose paste.
There are four shell-tempered Mississippian ceramic types present in this
collection. Mississippian Plain ceramics refer to those coarse shell tempered, loose red
and orange paste sherds that bear no discernable surface treatment (Jenkins 1981:70-71)
(Figure 4.2, Group A). These sherds also have a large quantity of shell inclusions as well
as large shell particle size (1 to 2 mm in diameter). Mississippian Plain, variety Warrior,
ceramics have the same temper and paste, but the exterior and interior surfaces have been
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Figure 4.2: Mississippian ceramics. Group A, Mississippi Plain; Group B, Moundville
Incised variety Moundville; Group C, Bell Plain. Note that the folded rims in Group B.
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smoothed and scraped (Jenkins 1981:71). Those comprised of similar paste and temper
and bear an incised arch with an eyelash design area near the folded rim are assigned to
the type Moundville Incised, variety Moundville (Steponaitis 1983:57-58) (Figure 4.2,
Group B).
Bell Plain sherds differ from the three types above in that they are composed of
finer shell temper and have burnished surfaces (Jenkins 1981:63-64; Steponaitis
1983:52). Similarly, Moundville Engraved ceramics are composed of fine shell paste
with burnished surface like the Bell Plain ceramics, but have also been engraved (Knight
2010:27).
In this collection, there are 129 Mississippi Plain sherds (Figure 4.2, Group A); 7
Mississippi Plain, variety Warrior sherds; 5 Mississippi Plain, variety Moundville sherds
(Figure 4.2, Group B; note the folded rims); one Moundville Engraved; and 11 Bell Plain
sherds (Figure 4.2, Group C).
Fine Sand and Shell Tempered. In addition to the shell tempered sherds listed
above, there are also those that, though primarily tempered with shell, are also tempered
with sand. These were classified as Mississippian based on the similar amount and size
of the shell particle inclusions, and were called Residual Fine Sand and Shell Tempered.
There are three such sherds in this collection.
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Native Historic Ceramics

Native Historic ceramics broadly refers to all ceramics made by traditional
technologies during the historic period. Though shell was still a tempering agent, a
lighter colored paste as well as a different firing atmosphere produced markedly distinct
and visually different ceramics from those already described. In certain cases, Native
Historic wares show no indication of any deliberate inclusions within the paste, and thus
are effectively temperless. Additionally, in some cases, European tools were introduced
into the ceramic manufacturing process. Most notably was that of the Choctaw use of
French hair combs to create a highly recognizable surface incision (Blitz 1985:79; Collins
1927).
For the Native Historic ceramics, several sources were used—David DeJarnette
and Asael Hansen’s The Archaeology of the Childersburg Site, Alabama (1960); the
University of Georgia’s on-line guide to Indian Pottery Types (Williams 2009); and John
Blitz’s An Archaeological Study of the Mississippi Choctaw Indians (1985) (Table 4.1).
Temperless Ceramics. The most distinguishing feature of this ceramic class is the
temperless clay used which was naturally sandy enough to be “self-tempered,” or to
produce “temperless” ceramics (Figure 4.3, Group D). This class is composed of a very
hard, compact, and high-fired paste which frequently include quantities of micaceous
sand. Both the exterior and the interior of these sherds are smoothed, resulting in
surfaces that are either smooth to the touch or very slightly sandy, and their colors range
from white to grey to black, making them easy to sort from local, Mississippian utility
ware.
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Figure 4.3: Native Historic ceramics, first set. Group A, Residual Shell Tempered; Group B, Residual Sand Tempered; Group C, Residual
Sand and Fine Shell Tempered; Group D, Residual Temperless/Fine Sand Tempered; Group E, McKee Island Brushed

Two named types were useful for this group. Chickachae Combed is the formal
type identified by the characteristic incised lines created with the use of a European
manufactured comb, usually obtained from French sources (Blitz 1985:51). The use of
the comb results in perfect uniformity in incision size and space between incisions,
making it a highly recognizable feature when compared to freehanded incisions
(Galloway 2007:270-273). This type is associated with the historic Choctaw of southern
Mississippi (Blitz 1985:48-51). The second type used was Ocmulgee Fields Incised.
These sherds are identified by the broad, trailed, U-shaped (in cross-section) incised lines
drawn on the upper body of temperless, compact paste vessels (Williams 2009).
In this collection, there is one Chickachae Combed sherd (Figure 4.3, Group I)
and seven Ocmulgee Fields incised sherds (Figure 4.3, Group G).
Shell Tempered Ceramics. Historic shell tempered sherds are differentiated from
earlier Mississippian Period sherds by the lighter paste and the harder, more compact
ceramics that result for a different firing atmosphere (Figure 4.3, Group A). However, as
with the above mentioned with the temperless sherds, this form of manufacture was
ubiquitous among Natives throughout the region during the historic period, making only
those with discernable surface treatments ethnically identifiable.
Two formally defined types were used for the historic period, shell-tempered,
decorated sherds. The first is McKee Island Incised, found at eighteenth century Upper
Creek sites such as Childersburg (site 1Ta1) (DeJarnette and Hansen 1960), which are
characterized by incision and punctation near the rim of the vessel. The second group,
McKee Island Brushed, is distinguished by being intentionally roughened by brushing,
and also occur among the eighteenth century Upper Creek (DeJarnette and Hansen 1960).
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In this collection, there are two examples of McKee Island Incised sherds (Figure
4.4, Group H) and six McKee Island Brushed sherds (Figure 4.3, Group E).
Medium to Coarse Sand Tempered Ceramics. This group of sand tempered
sherds are differentiated from the temperless sherds listed above in that these ceramics
have inclusions of medium to coarse-grained sand, leaving those in this group with the
feel of medium to coarse-grained sandpaper (Figure 4.3, Group B). As with the other
mentioned Native Historic groups, the combination of this paste and temper is
geographically widespread, and thus only those with discernable surface treatments are
ethnically classifiable.
For this group, only one formally named type was used. This is Chatahoochee
Roughened, also called Chatahoochee Brushed (Williams 2009), a type ubiquitous in
Upper Creek assemblages and dated to the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth
centuries. Chatahoochee Roughened sherds are considered to be widespread horizon
markers for the Creek Confederacy (Williams 2009; Knight 1985:187).
There are six of these sherds in this collection (Figure 4.4, Group G).
Sand and Fine Shell Tempered. A separate class was created for ceramics that
have the same characteristic hard paste mentioned above but differ in that they are
tempered with shell and sand combined. The combination of these tempering agents are
not a hallmark for any named type, and the lack of surface treatment on these sherds
hinders their classification beyond that of Native Historic manufacture.

74

Figure 4.4: Native Historic sherds, second set. Group F, Chatahoochee Roughened; Group G,
Ocmulgee Fields Incised; Group H, McKee Island Incised; Group I, Chickachae Combed.
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In this collection, there are six such sherds that fall into this type (Figure 4.3,
Group C).

Lithics

The category lithics includes all artifacts made rock. Many lithics are poor
chronological indicators for human occupations, including the majority that makeup the
Haney collection. However, tools such as projectile points can be useful chronological
markers, and thus special attention is devoted to their description and classification. The
lithics in this collection indicate two different site components, one of which has yet to be
mentioned—a Late Archaic component and an Early Mississippian component.
The lithics in this collection were sorted into rough categories based on functional
categories. When possible, formal types were identified.

Flaked Stone Projectile Points

In total, there are only five projectile points in the Haney collection; however,
each is entirely different from the next. What follows, then, is a brief discussion of the
formal type for each point, followed by a description of the individual classified
specimen. When a formal type was not identified, a simple description of the specimen is
given. Formal types discussions are drawn from Noel Justice’s (1987) Stone Age Spear
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Points of the Midcontinental and Eastern United States and James Cambron and David
Hulse’s (1975) Handbook of Alabama Archaeology: Part I, Point Types.
Flint Creek. A local variant of the larger Table Rock Cluster (Justice 1987:124127), the Flint Creek type is identified by a medium to large, finely serrated blade with a
stemmed base (Cambron and Hulse 1975:51). Flint Creek points are diagnostic of the
Late Archaic period with an estimated age between approximately 3000 to 500 B.C. The
point falling into this category has a 41mm blade, a shoulder width of 12 mm, a 12 mm
wide stem, a stem length of 7 mm, and a maximum thickness of 8 mm. The point is
convex in cross-section and is finely serrated. It was manufactured from local heattreated Tuscaloosa gravel chert (Figure 4.5).
Motley. Motley points are biconvex, expanded stem points with straight edges
and deep side notches (Justice 1987:198). They range considerably in blade size, relying
on the expanded stem, deep side notched base as the most characteristic element (Justice
1987:200-201). They are associated with the Late Archaic Period and stretch into the
Early Woodland Period, approximately 1300 to 200 B.C., and are not common in the
Black Warrior River Valley, found instead in the Mississippi Valley (Justice 1987:199).
The specimen within this collection has a broken blade, a shoulder width of 24
mm, a stem width of 28 mm at its base, a stem width of 18 mm at its narrowest point, a
stem length of 13 mm, and a maximum thickness of 9 mm. It was manufactured from
local heat-treated Tuscaloosa gravel chert (Figure 4.5).
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Figure 4.5: Projectile Points. Left to Right: Motley Stemmed, unidentified straight stemmed, Ledbetter, Flint Creek,
Madison.

Ledbetter. Ledbetter points, sometimes regionally referred to as Pickwick (Justice
1987:149-154), are classified as large points with an excurvate, rounded base stem. Most
characteristic is the large, asymmetrical blade (Cambron and Hulse 1975:78).
The specimen in this collection has a blade length of 40 mm, a shoulder width of
37 mm, a stem length of 12 mm, stem width of 19 mm, and a maximum thickness of 7
mm. It was made from local ferruginous sandstone (Figure 4.5).
Madison. Madison points are small, triangular arrow points with no stem (Justice
1987:224). They are relatively thin and are differentiated from other small triangular
points by the unequal length of sides and base, the base being significantly shorter
(Justice 1987:224-227).
The Madison point in this collection has a blade length of 22 mm, a width of 12
mm, and a maximum thickness of 2 mm. It is made from local Tuscaloosa gravel chert
(Figure 4.5).
Small Biconvex With Straight Stem. The final specimen is as a small biconvex
point with a straight stem that is roughly equal in length to the blade and made from
white quartz. The basal edge is incurvate and the blade serrated. The blade measures 13
mm, the shoulders 15 mm, the stem width is 5 mm and stem length is 11 mm, with a
maximum thickness of 6 mm (Figure 4.5).
This point bears some resemblance to the Jude type, an Archaic form. However,
it lacks the characteristic slight grinding found on all the stem edges, as well as any sign
of patination characteristic of the Jude type (Cambron and Hulse 1975:71). It is possible
the point has been considerably reworked, making it difficult to assign to a formal class.
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Other Flaked Stone

Dover Chert Hoe Flake. Dover chert is from north central Tennessee, and hoes of
this material are known during the Moundville period (Knight 2010:54-55, 58; Scarry
and Scarry 1996). If a Dover chert hoe is extensively used for maize harvesting and
production, it develops a silica polish on the surface (Lafferty 1994; Cobb 2000).
The flake in this collection was recovered in 1936 and has a maximum length
from the proximal to distal end of 29.5 mm, a maximum width of 23 mm, a maximum
thickness of 4 mm, and weighs 4.3g (Figure 4.6). The dorsal surface of the flake is

Figure 4.6: front and back of the Dover chert hoe flake in this collection. The dorsal side (right)
shows polishing from maize production activities.
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completely polished, indicating it was part of a hoe used in maize production. No Dover
hoe flakes were recovered in the 1975 excavations at the Asphalt Plant site (Steponaitis
1992) though others have been recovered locally (Knight 2010:58; Maxham 1997).
Flaked Stone Debitage. A total of 29 pieces of lithic debitage, weighing 60.5 g,
were collected in 2010. This debitage consists of secondary flakes, thinning flakes, and
worked pebbles. The stone flakes in the collection are made from Tuscaloosa gravel
chert, both heat-treated and non-heat treated, and quartz, both of which are locally
available.

Ground Stone

Polished Greenstone Celt Fragment. One fragment of a polished greenstone celt
(40.1g) was recovered in 1936 (Figure 4.7), an artifact common during the Mississippian
period functionally serving as utilitarian axe heads. Greenstone is non-local, procured at
the Hillabee Formation in east-central Alabama (Gall et al. 2002).
Sandstone Saws. Sandstone saws are trademark artifacts found at the local site of
Moundville and commonly used as and-held tools probably in lapidary activities (Knight
2010:62, 149). They were made from natural thin plates of ferruginous sandstone
(Knight 2010:62).
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Figure 4.7: Greenstone celt fragment from the collection.

Figure 4.8: Ground stone from the collection. A is a piece of ground, non-local sandstone; B is a
pitted anvil stone made of Pottsville sandstone; C and D are fragments of sandstone saws.

82

From the 1936 collection, are 3 pieces of ground sandstone saws (Figure 4.8, C
and D), all of which have at least two worked edges.
Pitted Anvil Stone. One pitted anvil stone was recovered in 1936 and is made
from Pottsville sandstone, found north of the Fall Line. This anvil stone weighs 589.2g
(Figure 4.8, B).
Smoothed Sandstone. Lastly, a fragment of smoothed sandstone was recovered in
2010. The specimen weighs 45.1g and was made from non-local, non-Pottsville
sandstone (Figure 4.8, A).

Miscellaneous

Mussel Shell. One example of freshwater mussel shell was recovered in 1936, a
nearly intact specimen weighing 21.7g. This is the only known shell recovered from
either the Haney or the Asphalt Plant sites.
Both this freshwater mussel shell and the human skull bowl fragment discussed
below are remarkable finds considering the highly acidic soil profile that characterizes
the landform. If they are indeed from this site, they indicate that at one time, there was
an intact midden or midden-filled pit context with relatively alkaline conditions that
preserved these finds.
Human Skull Bowl Fragment. There is one human skull bowl fragment is in this
collection (22.9g) that was found in 1936. The fragment has one edge (measuring 37
mm) that shows signs of being intentionally cut and then ground smooth. Additionally,
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both the interior and exterior surfaces have signs of modification—the interior surface is
artificially smooth and polished while the exterior is rough and scratched, indicating use
wear (Figure 4.9). These modifications match a nearly complete specimen recovered
from an Archaic context at the Mulberry Creek site (Webb and DeJarnette 1942:238).
Reconstruction of the Mulberry Creek find indicated that it was made from the upper
portion of a human cranium, the calyarium (Jacobi 2007:324). According to Keith
Jacobi, the smooth rim of the skull bowl was an intentional modification which made
drinking from it easier (2007:321), while the polishing on the interior was unintentional,
resulting from use.
Human skull bowls have been found at Archaic shell sites across the southeastern
United States (Webb and DeJarnette 1942:238; Stirling 1935), though the practice of
human trophy taking has been well documented into the historic period as well (Halbert
and Ball 1969:50-55; Romans 1962). The scarcity of these items in the archaeological
record most likely makes them trophies (Jacobi 2007:324), perhaps the remnants of
vanquished enemies. It has been suggested that they were taken in a manner similar to
scalps, from the victims either immediately following death or right before (and thus
inducing death). By taking a scalp or a skull, you were effectively denying your enemy
access into the afterlife by making him physically incomplete (Jacobi 2007; Jacobi and
Hill 2001). Whether the bowl was used in ceremonial or utilitarian practices is unknown,
but Keith Jacobi (2007:324) draws a possible parallel between these artifacts and shell
cups from which Ilex vomitoria tea was drunk (Hudson 1976:226).
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Figure 4.9: Human skull bowl fragment from the collection. The cut, ground, and
polished rim can be seen on both the exterior and the interior of the bowl. Note also the
use patterns on both surfaces.

Because of their scarcity and the breadth of time they encompass, it is not
possible at present to date the skull bowl fragment. However, as indicated above, the
presence of the fragment in the collection indicates that at some point in the early
twentieth century, there remained an intact midden or midden-filled pit context at the
Haney site. Not only would the midden explain the preservation of the fragment in the
otherwise acidic soil profile, but the recovery this fragment from a midden is consistent
with previous research (Webb and DeJarnette 1942:238, 259; Stirling 1935).
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Euro-American Artifacts

Ceramics

During the 1936 investigations, only a single piece of white earthenware and two
pieces of stoneware were collected, though surely more were seen. Additionally, none
were collected during the 1933 survey. The 2010 excavations, however, produced far
more European ceramics. This class strongly indicates an early nineteenth century
Native component, as well as a late nineteenth century/early twentieth century component
that is likely associated with the S. V. Haney tenant farmer occupation.
Three sources were used to determine the types for the Euro-American ceramics
in this collection—Ivor Nöel Hume’s Pottery and Porcelain in Colonial Williamsburg’s
Archaeological Collections (1976), Saint Mary’s University Archaeology Lab’s on-line
ceramics database (Richardson 2010), and the Florida Museum of Natural History’s online historic ceramic type collection (Florida Museum of Natural History 1995).

Earthenware

Only one type of earthenware was identified for this collection, that of leadglazed coarse earthenware. Lead-glazed earthenwares are recognizable by the
characteristic “soft” paste, making them easy to scratch with a tempered steel blade, and
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the smooth, reflective surface created by the lead glaze (Florida Museum of Natural
History 1995).
In this collection, there are four pieces of lead-glazed coarse earthenware (Figure
4.10, Group A); two are blue-gray glazed (Figure 4.10, Group A, right), two are orangered (Figure 4.10, Group A, left).
Pearlware. Pearlware is readily distinguished from other white paste, fine
earthenwares by the slightly blue hue of the glaze when it pools on the ceramic (Nöel
Hume 1976:130). Pearlwares are common on early nineteenth century sites, losing
popularity shortly after 1820 (Nöel Hume 1976:130), and are differentiated by the
different techniques used to produce characteristic designs. In this collection, there are

Type

1936
Collection

Lead-Glazed Earthenware

2010
Collection

Totals

Percentage of
Collection

4

4

.13

6
1

2
8
1

.06
.25
.03
.22
.16
.06
.03
.06

Unglazed Stoneware
Salt-Glazed Stoneware
Albany Slip Stoneware

2
2

Plain Pearlware
Blue Transfer Print Pearlware
Hand-Painted Pearlware
Mochaware
Annularware

1

6
5
2
1
2

7
5
2
1
2

Totals

5

27

32

Table 4.2: Euro-American sherd types from the 1936 and 2010 Haney site collection.
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Figure 4.10: Euro-American ceramics. Group A, Lead-glazed Earthenware; Group B, Saltglazed Stoneware; Group C, Albany Slip Stoneware; Group D, Plain Pearlware; Group E, Blue
Transfer Print Pearlware; Group F, Hand-painted Pearlware; Group G, Annularware; Group H,
Mochaware.
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four types of decorated peralwares—polychomre hand-painted, blue-transfer print,
annular, and mochaware.
Polychrome, hand-painted pearlwares are those that bear hand-painted blue,
green, yellow, brown, red, or black designs (Miller 1991). Examples of these sherds in
this collection, seen as Group F in Figure 4.10, show brown, green, yellow, and blue
colors. Sometimes referred to as Gaudy Dutch, polychrome hand-painted pearlwares
were produced between 1780 and 1840 (Richardson 2011).
Annularwares are also hand-painted and are characterized by horizontal bands of
color (Nöel Hume 1976:131). They were most popular between 1795 and 1815 (Florida
Museum of Natural History 1995).
The characteristic brown fernlike design which characterizes mochaware was slip
applied. The design itself is produced by a combination of tobacco juice and urine (Nöel
Hume 1976:131; Rickard and Ashworth 2006). Mochawares were popularly produced in
the late eighteenth century through the nineteenth century (Florida Museum of Natural
History 1995).
Like the above mentioned pearlwares, blue-transfer print pearlware was also
common in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. However, in 1807, stippling
was introducing in design process, making those ceramics produced after this date
distinguishable from early ones (Florida Museum of Natural History 1995).
In this collection there are seven pieces of plain pearlware (Figure 4.10, Group
D), two pieces of polychrome hand-paintedware (Figure 4.10, Group F), two pieces of
annularware (Figure 4.10, Group G), five pieces of blue-transfer printware (Figure 4.10,
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Group E) with one piece showing evidence of stippling, and one piece of mochaware
(Figure 4.10, Group H).

Stoneware

Stoneware has a long history of production and use. Thus, without differential
surface treatments, stoneware is hard to date. Like earthenware, stoneware is subdivided
by glaze, with a number of different glazes used at various times. There are three types
of stoneware present in this collection: unglazed stoneware, salt-glazed stoneware, and
Albany slip stoneware.
Salt-Glazed Stoneware. Salt glazing produces a very recognizable process—the
finished surface is smooth, shiny, and mottled with a bumpy texture that results from the
reduction of the salt during the firing process. There are various types of salt glazes,
though the ones in this collection are not temporally specific (Florida Museum of Natural
History 1995).
In this collection, there are eight sherds of salt-glazed stoneware (Figure 4.10,
Group B).
Albany Slip Stoneware. The Albany slip glaze is a ubiquitous early American
glaze for stoneware, beginning in the nineteenth century with no termination date. There
is a single sherd of this in the Haney collection, the base of a large jug (Figure 4.10,
Group C).
Unglazed Stoneware. There are two pieces of unglazed stoneware in this
collection, both collected in 1936.
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Kaolin Pipe

The earliest kind of kaolin pipes were introduced beginning in the late sixteenth
century and were very short stemmed. As their popularity continued throughout the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the length of the pipe stem grew, with a few pipes
even made up to two feet in length (Nöel Hume 1969:296). This growth in the length of
the pipe stem also correlates with the channel running through the stem. Shorter pipes,
and thus earlier pipes, have larger channels, while later, longer pipes have smaller
channels (Nöel Hume 1969:297) (Figure 4.11).
A single stem fragment from a white kaolin pipe was recovered in 1936. Pipes
with this channel diameter (4/64 in) were most popularly used between 1750 and 1800
(Nöel Hume 1969:298), although they were made throughout the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.

Metal

A number of metal items were found during the 1936 and the 2010 excavations.
These items are first differentiated by material—brass, iron, lead, or silver—and then
further classified into functional categories. The classification schemes used were Jeffrey
Brain’s (1979) Tunica Treasure, the University of Notre Dame’s numismatic guide
(University of Notre Dame Libraries 2010), Craig Sheldon’s Circarch bell research guide
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Figure 4.11: Philip Georg Friedrich von Reck’s sketch of a Creek smoking a kaolin pipe, drawn
in the first part of the eighteenth century (Danish Royal Library 2010).

(2010a; 2010b; personal communication 2011), and Tom Wells’s (1998) “Nail
Chronology: The Use of Technologically Derived Features.”
The metal artifacts in this collection indicate three historic components—a midto late eighteenth century component, an early nineteenth century component, and a
twentieth century component.

Silver Coin Pendant
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A silver pendant made from a Spanish half reale coin bearing the date 1799 was
found during the 2010 excavations (Figure 4.12). The coin pendant has a perforation at
the top (Figure 4.12), indicating it served as a form of decoration. Silver ornaments,
including gorgets and bracelets, were a common item among Native Americans during
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (MacCauley 1887:488), becoming extremely
popular after 1760 (Waselkov and Smith 2000:258).
The silver Spanish half reale was minted in the Old as well as the New World in
the Spanish colonies, and has a portrait of Charles IV on the front with the Spanish arms
on the back. For those minted in Mexico City, including the specimen in this collection,
on the back are the words “HISPAN•ET IND•R” (Latin for “King of Spain and the
Indies”) followed by “Mo” indicating the coin was minted in Mexico City, and “F•M•,”

Figure 4.11: Pendant made from a silver Spanish half reale.
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the initials of the assayers, Francisco Arance y Cobos and Mariano Rodríquez (University
of Notre Dame Libraries 2010).

Brass Bells

Cast brass bells were a common and popular trade item during the historic period.
They were manufactured by making a cast of a mold in sand, into which molten brass
was poured. Because of the precision of this manufacturing process, even the slightest
differences in design or size between bells indicate a different mold (Craig Sheldon,
personal communication 2011).
There are eleven cast brass bells are in this collection, all of which belong to the
broad Circarch class (Figure 4.13). Circarch bells are characterized by a U-shape handle
as well as four perforations, two in the upper hemisphere and two connected by a wide
slit in the lower hemisphere (Brown 1985:199-200). Additionally, the lower hemisphere
is decorated with an elongated circular loop design (also referred to as petals) that
encircles the slit (Brown 1985:199-200).
Variations in the Circarch class, as with all cast brass bells, are based on a number
of differences in diameter, loop design, maker’s mark, and so forth. There are six distinct
types of Circarch bells within this collection, four of which correspond to formally named
types within Craig Sheldon’s Circarch bell typology (2011a; 2011b; personal
communication 2011).
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Figure 4.13: Eleven cast brass Circarch bells.
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*K*/*W* 33mm. This bell type has been found on sites connected with French
and English trade throughout the eighteenth century (John Connaway, personal
communication 2011; Sheldon 2011a). Though the foundry belonging to these initials
has not yet been identified, Craig Sheldon (2011a) notes that there is a strong stylistic
similarity between this type and the WG type (discussed below).
Measuring 33mm in diameter, this type has no loops on the upper hemisphere, but
eight double loops on the lower, connected by two lines. Inside each loop is a line with a
dot at the top. These lines meet on either side of the slit with a single straight line that
parallels the opening. The resulting half circles on either side are filled with the maker’s
mark, *K* on one side, and *W* on the other. The letters are flanked by six pointed
stars. There are four bells in the Haney site collection (Bells 2, 3, 5, and 8) that belong to
this type (Figure 4.13).
*K*/*W* 31mm. This type only minutely differs from the *K*/*W* 33mm type.
The diameter of this type is 31mm, not 33mm, and there are only six loops on the lower
hemisphere, not eight. There is only one bell in the Haney site collection (Bell 9) that
belongs to this type (Figure 4.13).
*K*/*W* 29mm. Again, this type varies only slightly from the *K*/*W* 33mm
type. The diameter is 29mm and, like the *K*/*W* 31mm type, there are six loops in the
lower hemisphere. Bell 4 in the Haney site collection belongs to this type (Figure 4.13).
WG 27mm. Unlike the KW types described above, the WG 27mm type does not
have a double loop, but twelve single loops stemming from the semi-circles of the lower
hemisphere. Though there is a line in each loop, there is no dot at the top. In one of the
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semicircles are the initials WG, in the other, a St. Andrew’s Cross. There is one WG
27mm bell in this collection, Bell 1 (Figure 4.13).
The WG mark has been firmly linked with the English founder William Gwynn
of Aldbourne, Wiltshire, whose work ranged from 1770 to 1813 (Butler 2000:27-28;
Brown 1979:200; Craig Sheldon, personal communication 2011).
Residual Star 29mm. The Star type has no loops in the upper hemisphere, and six
in the lower. These six are elongated, narrow loops, formed by two thin, close lines. The
loops meet at the single line encircling the slit, leaving no semi-circles. On either side of
the slit in the central loop is a five-pointed star. There are three of these bells (Bells 6,
10, and 11) within the Haney site collection.
These bells are extremely similar to the Chevronarch 33mm type recorded by
Craig Sheldon (personal communication 2011). The Chevronarch, however, has a very
clear chevron above each star in the central loop, a feature definitely missing in the three
specimens from this collection. Regardless, neither the dates of manufacture nor the
foundry are known for the Chevronarch.
Residual Simple Petal 27mm. This type is characterized by a single, heavily
corroded specimen (Bell 7, Figure 4.13). There is a notable absence of key design among
other bell types. First, there is no central line tracing the lower hemisphere slit nor are
there any semi-circles. Instead, what appear to be single line loops meet at the slit.
Within at least one of these loops is a straight line with a dot at the top, similar to those
on the KW types described above.

Iron Axe
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Iron axes were a popular European trade item leading to the production of small
(up to 500 grams) axe heads used for both decorative and utilitarian purposes (Brain
1979) (Figure 4.14). Though there was some variation in style after the French were
established in Mobile at the beginning of the eighteenth century, these variations do not
serve well as specific chronological markers (Quimby 1966:69-71).
The iron axe in the collection has a maximum length of 124 mm, a blade length of
87 mm, an eyelet diameter of 37 mm and weighs 207.9g (Figure 4.14). The axe is made
from forged iron with a circular eye. It is smaller than most of the small axes described
above, and according to Marvin Smith, belongs to a class of axes colloquially called belt
axes (personal communication 2010). The small size of the belt axe made it a better
equipped for dismembering deer.

Figure 4.14: Iron belt axe from the Haney site collection.
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Iron Knife Blade

Iron knives were some of the earliest known trade items between Europeans and
Natives. They were common trade items through the early nineteenth century (Brain
1979; Waselkov 1989). The combined fragments of the knife blade in the Haney
collection weigh 58.9g. It was in reportedly bad shape when it was uncovered and is now
beyond recognition (Figure 4.15), but based on the photos taken in 1936, it appears to be
about 5 inches in length with a blade width of about one inch. Based on the remaining
fragments, the blade appears to have had a thickness of 2 cm.

Figure 4.15: Fragments of the iron knife blade recovered in 1936.
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Lead Shot

Lead shot was common throughout the historic period through the twentieth
century. Variations in size help indicate periods of popularity, with the smallest shot
being the most popular for the longest period (Brain 1979).
One piece of lead shot was recovered in 2010. It has a diameter of 6.2mm,
weighs 1.9g, and shows some signs of patination. A small protruding bulb on the
specimen indicates that it was cut.

Nails and Miscellaneous Metal

Machine-cut, square nails are described as used throughout the late eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, reaching peak popularity around 1820 (Nöel Hume 1976:253).
Though there is no termination date for their use, the advent of the machine-cut nails in
the mid-nineteenth century would eventually eclipse the hand-cut nail in popularity (Nöel
Hume 1969:254).
Five machine-cut nails are in this collection, distinguishable from later nails by
the square body and the thick head (Wells 1998) (Figure 4.16).
There a number of miscellaneous pieces of metal (314.9g) collected in 1936 and
2010.
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Figure 4.16: Two machine-cut nails from the collection.

Glass

The glass recovered for this project can be divided into three categories—bottle
glass, glass beads, and mirror glass. For the bottle glass, two main sorting guides were
used, Bill Lindsay’s (2006) Overview of BLM’s Historic Glass Bottle Identification and
Information Website and Olive Jones and Catherine Sullivan’s (1986) The Parks Canada
Glossary for the Description of Containers, Tableware, Flat Glass, and Closures. For
the glass beads, Jeffrey Brain’s (1979) classificatory system in Tunica Treasure was
used.
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Bottle Glass

During both 1936 and 2010, a number of glass shards were recovered from the
site (Figure 4.17). In this collection, there are 21 clear bottle fragments, making this the
largest sample of glass by far. Eleven of these are from a single context, Shovel Test W1,
and belong to a single perfume bottle bearing the manufacture date 1908.
Six shards are lavender tinted. This tint results from prolonged sun exposure
interacting with manganese dioxide, a common inclusion in glass from the midnineteenth century until the early twentieth century (Lindsey 2006). Five aquamarine
shards are also present, the color resulting from the inclusion of iron impurities in the
glass (Lindsey 2006). Aquamarine glass is known to stretch back to at least the early
nineteenth century and up through the 1920s (Lindsey 2006). Three amber and two white
glass shards were also recovered, both used throughout the late nineteenth and twentieth
centuries (Lindsey 2006).
Olive Green Glass. There are also five olive green shards (Figure 4.17), one
collected in 1936 and four in 2010. The technology to produce dark olive glass
developed in the mid-seventeenth century. This glass was preferred over other varieties
for the manufacture of containers because of its durability (Jones and Sullivan 1986:11).
One shard (Figure 4.17, far left) is from the neck of a wine bottle and has a fragment of
the lip and string rim (see Jones and Sullivan 1986:35-36). The lip width appears larger
than the neck, and the string rim, located beneath the lip, points to a late eighteenth/early
nineteenth century date of manufacture (Jones and Sullivan 1986:43, 63). The doubletooling indicates that bottle was probably either English or Dutch in origin (Brain
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Figure 4.17: Assortment of glass from the collection.

Figure 4.18: Five shards of olive green glass in the collection. On the far left is a neck shard from
a dark green English or Dutch wine bottle.
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1979:85).
Dark green English and Dutch wine bottles have a documented history among
Native Americans (DeJarnette and Hansen 1960; Smith 1992) who used these as canteens
to transport water and other liquids.

Glass Beads

Color, shape, and manufacturing process are all valuable attributes for dating
glass beads. Though only two types of glass beads remain in the collection, one
additional type was identified based on the photos and forms from 1936. David
DeJarnette and Asael Hansen‘s (1960) The Archaeology of the Childersburg Site,
Alabama and Jeffery Brain’s (1979) Tunica Treasures were the principal sources used for
classification.
White Seed Beads. Seed beads are those glass beads that measure less than two
millimeters in diameter. They are simple constructed drawn beads made from a bubble
of molten glass stretched into a tube (Brain 1979). Seed beads of all colors were popular
from the beginning of the protohistoric period throughout the historic period. The
manufacturing process changed very little throughout this time, making them of little
utility for chronological purposes. White seed beads, in particular experienced very little
change.
In the Haney site collection, there are 61 white seed beads (Figure 4.19). They
correspond to Brain’s (1979:101) type IIA1 as well as to DeJarnette and Hansen’s
Alabama White Seed type (1960:57).
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Black Seed Beads. Black seed beads have a very similar history as white seed
beads, undergoing few technological changes during their production. In this collection,
there are 37 black seed beads (Figure 4.19), corresponding to DeJarnette and Hansen’s
Alabama Black Seed type (1960:57).

Figure 4.19: Black and white seed beads from the collection.

Opaque Light Blue Spherical Beads. This bead has been identified in Burial 1,
excavated in 1936 (Figure 4.20). The black and white photos indicate the beads were
spherical and extremely light in color, while the burial form describes these as “light
blue.” DeJarnette and Hansen refer to these as Childersburg Opaque Light Blue
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(1960:58), and they correspond to Brain’s WIA1 type (1979:107). Brain dates the beads
between 1680 and 1890, with a mean date of 1764 (Brain 1979:107).

Figure 4.20: Opaque light blue beads. Left is the type example from Brain 1979 (97); right is
a close-up of the beads in Burial 1 from 1936.

Mirror Glass

Mirror glass was a common trade item during the seventeenth, eighteenth, and
nineteenth centuries. Though the shard recovered in 1936 could not be located for this
analysis, the photos recovered indicate that it was a cut from a larger segment of mirror
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(based on the parallelogram shape), which was a common trade practice at the time. The
piece was approximately 10cm on three sides and 6cm on the last.
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Chapter 5:
Features

Over the course of exploration at the Haney site, only six features have been
recorded. The first, and perhaps least understood, is the reported human skeleton
uncovered by Mr. Haney in 1931 that subsequently prompted the visit by Dr. and Mrs.
Walter B. Jones in 1933. Four more were recorded in 1936, all burials, and the final
feature was excavated in 2010. None were recorded by Cailup Curren and Keith Little
for the period from 1975-1980, and no features dating to the colonial period were
recorded during the 1975 excavations at the adjacent Asphalt Plant site (Steponaitis
1992:1).
This chapter provides a detailed account of the six recorded features at the Haney
site, followed by brief interpretations where possible. The final chapter provides
information on their place within the larger picture of the history of the landform.

1931-1933: Human Skeleton
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Little is known about the human skeleton uncovered at this time. No remains or
artifacts associated with the burial have been found in the archives of the University of
Alabama Museum of Natural History or the University of Alabama Office of
Archaeological Research, nor have any have any photographs come to light. This may
indicate that the skeleton and beads remained in the possession of the resident
sharecropper, Mr. S. V. Haney. Regardless, there are brief notes taken by Dr. Jones on
the original site form, which indicate that the human skeleton was accompanied by five
glass beads and was unearthed in the northeastern area of the eastern side of the
landform. Whether or not Dr. Jones and his wife viewed the skeleton or simply took Mr.
Haney’s word on the matter is unknown, though the form seems to indicate that they at
least saw the glass beads (Appendix A). It is impossible to tell by this brief mention
anything about the beads or the skeleton, though it seems likely the burial was associated
with the same cluster of colonial-era burials described below, which were also located on
the east side of the site.

December 1936: Four Burials

As mentioned in Chapter Three, when Dr. Jones returned to the site in 1936, work
commenced by digging two large east-west running trenches across the landform, most
likely concentrating on the area identified on the 1933 sketch map where the 1931
skeleton was uncovered. To reiterate from earlier, this group of Alabama Natural History
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Museum workers had probably worked at Moundville where excavations were
concentrated, among other places, in the flat-ground cemeteries (Knight 2010:3).
Despite what else may have been uncovered, only four burials were recorded.
Few notes have been located, but the recovered photographs mentioned in Chapter Three
provide a substantial amount of information. These four burials are clumped within a
2x5 meter area (Figure 5.1), the potential significance of which is discussed below. As
mentioned in Chapter Four, not all artifacts from these burials were located during the
research for this thesis (Table 5.1).

Figure 5.1: Photograph 3389, with the burials indicated in red. This photo demonstrates two
points: First, the uncovered burials appear to have been tightly clustered in a roughly 2x5
meter area. Second, it is not clear from the notes or the other photographs which burials near
the fence line are Burial 1 versus 2.

110

Artifact Number and
Description

Burial
Number

Current Location and Notes

1. Light Blue Glass Beads

1

Unknown

2. *Small, White Projectile
Point

2

Miscataloged with 1933 Surface Collection

3. Small Blue and White Glass
Beads

2

Located by Curren in 1981

4. Large White Glass Beads

2

Located by Curren in 1981; at present, Unknown

5. *Ferruginous Sandstone
Projectile Point

3

1936 Collection

6. Brass Wire Bracelets

3

Unknown

7. Small Elongated White
Glass Beads

3

Unknown

8. Off-White Large Glass
Beads

3

Unknown

9. Small Piece of Clear, Double
Strength Glass

4

Unknown

10. *Small White and Blue
Glass Beads

4

Miscatalogued with 1933 Surface Collection;
probably the black and white seed beads presently
in the collection based on photographs

11. *Iron Axe

4

1936 Collection

12. *Twelve Brass Trade Bells

4

1936 Collection; note that there are only eleven
bells currently in the collection

13. *Iron Knife

4

1936 Collection

4

Unknown

14. *White & Blue Glass Beads

Table 5.1: list of numbered artifacts recovered in 1936. The asterisk indicates items located for this
analysis.
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Burial 1

Dubbed the “Glass Bead” burial by members of the excavation, the burial form
for this feature indicates that it was accompanied by “light blue glass beads near one end
of the [burial] pit” (Appendix B). Photographs for the burial indicate that these beads
numbered more than 50 medium to large round to oval necklace beads (Figure 5.2).
Based on the photograph and description, they were likely Childersburg Opaque Light
Blue (DeJarnette and Hansen 1960:58), or Brain’s WIA1 type bead (large, round,
standard beads with nearly equal length and diameter and translucent blue in color)
(Brain 1979:107) (see Figure 4.19, Chapter Four).
There were very few human skeletal remains in this burial pit, save a handful of
tooth crowns, evidenced in the photos as well as recorded on the burial form, prompting
the excavators to record this as a cremation. The pedastaled surface in the photos was
probably the result of an excavation technique, not a burned pan of earth. The burial pit
was measured at 12 inches by 28 inches, approximately 6 inches below the subsoil.
It should be noted that although I am confident in my identification of Burial 1 as
the Glass Bead burial, this conclusion is circumstantial. There are two reasons to
question this conclusion. First, the note on the back of photo 3389 (Figure 5.1) indicates
that five burials are pictured. However, only four burials are individually photographed,
and only four burials forms have been discovered. Regardless, it is possible that a fifth
burial was recovered for which the form and artifacts have been misplaced (though it
seems equally possible that the photograph is mislabeled). If there were five burials
instead of four, then the photos attributed to Burial 1 could alternatively be of the fifth
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Figure 5.2: Photograph 3393 of Burial 1, the Glass Bead burial. Pedastaled on the left side
are the human teeth fragments recovered. The original notes are included below the photo.
Not pictured is 3394, an almost identical photo to this.

burial. If not, the Glass Bead burial must be Burial 1 since all other burials are firmly
matched with the photos.

Burial 2

The form for this burial indicates that the pit was partially washed away, leaving a
feature of indeterminate size and perhaps removing all traces of human skeletal material
save a single tooth. However, three classes of associated artifacts were recovered—a
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small, white quartz projectile point; a handful of small blue and white glass beads; and
eight nearly white large glass beads (see Appendix B; Curren and Little 1981). Of these
artifacts, only the small projectile point has been located, although this mislabeled artifact
as part of the general site collection. However, based on the photos taken of the burial, it
is likely the small blue and white beads are drawn glass beads, which were extremely
common throughout the historic period (Figure 5.3), and corresponding to Brain’s class
IIA (1979:99, 101-103). The eight large nearly white beads are likely wire-wound
necklace beads belonging to Brain’s class WIA, probably WIA5, which are described as
“very large, opaque white” (1979:108).
The large beads and projectile point from this burial were obviously washed in the
field then repositioned for photographs. For this reason, it is unknown if they were
arranged in precisely this way when they were originally uncovered. Like the Glass Bead
burial, Burial 2 was also deemed a cremation in the field, though there is no evidence in
either the photos or on the burial form of charred or burned material.

Burial 3

At present, the form for this burial cannot be located. However, Cailup B. Curren
and Keith Little were able to inspect it in 1981 and indicate that, like the others, Burial 3
was deemed a cremation by the excavators, with only a few crowns of teeth remaining
(Curren and Little 1981). Like Burial 2, the pit was of indefinite size, perhaps indicating
that this too was washed away at some point.
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Figure 5.3: Photographs 3390 and 3395 of Burials 2 and 3, respectively. No notes were
written on the back of the negative sleeve for Burial 2.
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Based on the description provided in Curren and Little (1981), it was possible to
determine that photo 3395 is of Burial 3. In this photo, it appears that a handful of glass
beads of various colors, shapes, and sizes were recovered, as well as approximately five
narrow-gauge copper wire bracelets. Like those of Burial 2, the glass beads were washed
and rearranged for the field photo, thus it is not known exactly how they were when
originally uncovered. The copper bracelets, on the other hand, appear to be neither
washed nor arranged. Not pictured but indicated on the form and found within the
collection is a Ledbetter point of ferruginous sandstone (Curren and Little 1981). At
present the tooth crowns mentioned cannot be located, nor can they be seen in the
photograph (Figure 5.3).
The glass beads pictured appear to be a variety of both drawn and wire-wound
types. They are described in Curren and Little (1981) as “small elongated white glass
bead[s], nearly white very large glass bead[s].” The first set of beads referred to are those
placed in the center of the burial arrangement. The larger beads are clearly variable in
size and color based on the photo, and probably include the large, spherical white WIA5,
as well as a number of others corresponding to Brain’s WIA_ class, indicating that they
are of simple construction and have altered shapes (Brain 1979:99).

Dating of Burials 1, 2, and 3

Though none of the beads pictured in the photos for these burials have been
recovered, it is possible to type a couple based on the descriptions provided on the burial
forms as well as the photos taken. The most confident and revealing type assignment is
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of the large, opaque, light blue spherical glass beads recovered in Burial 1, corresponding
to Brain’s WIA1 type (1979:107). Jeffrey Brain (1979:107) indicates these were in
circulation throughout the colonial period, with a mean date of 1764. Locally, this bead
type was uncovered in great quantity at the Childersburg site (DeJarnette and Asael
1960), a late eighteenth century Upper Creek settlement. The latter association indicates
that the beads were in circulation among the Upper Creek during the latter part of the
eighteenth century, although they may date both earlier and later.
The other recorded glass beads types have a similar range, dating as early as the
late seventeenth century to the early nineteenth century. Type WIA5 was also identified
in the Childersburg collection, indicating that, again, there is a known late eighteenth
century Creek precedent for these beads.

Burial 4

Named the “Copper Bell” burial by excavators, Burial 4 was also deemed a
cremation with only a few fragments of rotten bone uncovered. However, Burial 4 is the
only feature noted to have any trace of burnt material, notably a “heavily burned hard pan
of sand about 4” into subsoil” (Appendix B) atop which the recovered material was
resting. The pit measured 18 inches by 28 inches and was located 4 inches into the
subsoil. The following associated artifacts are listed on the burial form: a small piece of
clear, double strength glass (a mirror); a small quantity of white and blue glass beads; an
iron axe; twelve copper (brass) bells resting on a piece of probable buckskin; a badly
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rusted iron knife; and a second quantity of white and blue glass beads (this time, no size
is indicated) (Table 5.1).
Based on this information, two photos, 3387 and 3391, can be identified as taken
of Burial 4 (Figure 5.4). Of the above-mentioned artifacts, the majority appear in the
photos—the mirror, the iron axe head, the brass bells, the rusted knife positioned next to
the bells, and the handful of beads. Only the piece of buckskin is seemingly missing,
probably hidden below the bells. These photos appear to have been taken with the
artifacts in situ, unlike those for Burials 2 and 3.
As mentioned, Burial 4 was documented as a cremation. However, the few
fragments of bone recovered from the burial are described as rotten, not burnt. For this
project, the mirror (missing) and the iron knife blade (disintegrated) were analyzed based
on the recovered photos while the remaining axe head, seed beads, and bells were located
and analyzed in the lab. Marvin Smith (personal communication 2010) identified the iron
axe head as a style demonstrating both English and French influences, popular after the
French were positioned in Mobile in the eighteenth century. The style was specifically
crafted for the Native trade, whose consumers favored small, delicate axe heads over
large, utilitarian ones. Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine a more specific date for
the represented style.
The brass bells, on the other hand, are more revealing. As mentioned in Chapter
Four, there are six distinct decorative types of bells within this collection, all of which
fall under the general Circarch class. All are probably English, and the class is
characteristic of the English trade. Of these six, two, the types Star and Simple Petal, fit
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Figure 5.4: Photographs 3387 and 3391 of Burial 4, the Copper Bell Burial. The notes
on the back of the negative sleeves for each are included.
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no known formally defined types. Three are types of *K*/*W* (*K*/*W* 29mm,
*K*/*W* 31mm,and *K*/*W* 33mm), with a noted ubiquity throughout the late
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, are found on both English and French trade sites
(John Connaway, personal communication 2011; Sheldon 2011a; Sheldon 2011b). Only
one type, WG, which in this collection comprises a single bell, has as a more specific date
range (Figure 5.5). The WG mark grouped with the cross of St. Andrew belonged to the
William Gwynn foundry of Aldbourne, Wiltshire, which was in service between 1770
and 1813 (Sheldon 2011a). Because of the firm date range for this bell type, the terminus
post quem for the entire burial has to be 1770.
The close proximity of the burials indicates that they were contemporaneous. By
association, the other three burials, probably also date to the late eighteenth century, a

Figure 5.5: Circarch bell type WG from the 1936 collection, recovered in Burial 4.
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date that is in harmony with the more broadly dated glass bead types as well as some of
the other artifacts in the collection.

Discussion

With no additional notes or written summary available for the 1936 excavations,
it is difficult to tell more about the recovered materials or discern more about the state of
the burials. The extant site form, burial forms, and the captions provided on the back of
the negative sleeves for the photographs are Spartan and factual, not detailed or
interpretive.
It is likely that the excavator, Dr. Jones, was fully aware based on the recovered
materials that the site dated to the colonial period, not the earlier protohistoric. Though
more refined timelines for historic artifacts did not appear until the 1960s and 1970s (i.e.,
Kauffman 1966; Nöel Hume 1969), there is no indication that Dr. Jones believed the site
to date to the early protohistoric or occupied when DeSoto’s entrada traversed the area
since he never makes formal mention to the site in any subsequent reports.
We also know that Dr. Jones documented the burials as cremations. However,
there is reason to question this interpretation. Unlike the nearby site of Moundville
where human remains are generally well preserved in the relatively pH-neutral soils
(Knight 2010), preservation at the Haney site and particularly in Smithdale soils is for the
most part exceptionally poor (United States Department of Agriculture 1981). The
excavations in 2010 revealed that the terrace in the Haney site locus is characterized by
the Smithdale silty sandy loam. The recovered 1931 skeleton reported by the landowner
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is anomalous given this soil profile, indicating that at one time, there must have been a
pH-neutral midden or midden-filled pit context on the landform, facilitating the
preservation of some organic material. What material wasn’t in this anthropogenicallymodified soil would have been subjected to the harsh, acidic natural soil profile.
Preservation, even for the most durable objects, let alone skeletal material, is difficult in
these conditions.
With this in mind, it seems reasonable that the recovered burials in 1936 were not
cremations, but instead very poorly preserved secondary bundle burials placed in
relatively small pits. Such a misinterpretation may have occurred due to the previous
excavation experience of the workers while working at nearby Moundville, where much
better-preserved extended interments are the norm; secondary burials may have been
unfamiliar to the workers. The fact that each feature only produced a handful of human
teeth or rotten bone is better explained by this interpretation.
Further evidence to support this reinterpretation is that none of the accompanying
artifacts still in the collection show any signs of heat treatment or exposure to fire. The
metal artifacts have patinas and rust, and the lithics show no potlid fractures.
Additionally, the excavators noted that the bells were resting on a piece of buckskin,
which likely would not have survived if exposed to fire (and, interestingly, was only
preserved in this context due to the close proximity to the brass bells). However, these
may not be the most telling signs since traditionally Native cremations seldom took place
at the final resting place, and accompanying grave goods need not have been in the fire.
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The only recorded evidence for cremation is the compact reddish sand hardpan on
which Burial 4 was resting. However, such iron-rich hardpans are common in the natural
soil profile for the landform and have nothing to do with heat.
As mentioned in Chapter Two, the tradition during the eighteenth century among
the Creeks was to bury the dead either in an extended or semi-flexed position, with the
legs drawn up (e.g. DeJarnette and Hansen 1960; Wesson 1999). However, based on the
size of the recorded burial pits at this site (approximately 18x23 inches), it is likely they
were not extended or flexed burials, which are usually much larger. Instead, the burial
pits recorded in 1936 correspond to the dimensions associated with the practice of
bundling. Bundle burials are considerably smaller than flexed or full-body burials
because the flesh has been removed and the bones “bundled” into a smaller package that
is then inhumed. The practice was common in the Black Warrior River valley during the
late prehistoric/early protohistoric period and though it was still a practice during the
historic period, it is undocumented among the Creeks.
The arrangement and spacing of the burials may also be significant. The
relatively small, rectangular area occupied by the burial cluster (approximately 2x6
meters) fits within the floor plan of an eighteenth century Native Creek summer house or
other public structure. Craig Sheldon (personal communication 2011) indicates that this
burial cluster resembles a number of similar ones found beneath the floors of the Creek
summer houses on the Tallapoosa River in both arrangement and spacing. Particularly,
the spacing matches those uncovered beneath the floors of several eighteenth century
summer houses at the Upper Creek town of Fusihatchee (Sheldon 1990a; Sheldon
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1990b:21), although there is no indication in the 1936 forms or photos for any associated
architectural features such as postholes.

2010 Fieldwork: Wall Trench

Only one cultural feature was uncovered during the 2010 fieldwork. This feature
was located in the northwest quadrant of Excavation Unit A at the top of the subsoil. It
was a linear feature, with 7 recovered ceramic sherds (one Baytown Plain variety
Tishomingo, 5 Mississippi Plain, and 1 Bell Plain) recovered from the fill. It measured
approximately 14 cm in width, stretching one meter across the northwest corner of the
unit and was approximately 17 cm deep. These dimensions correspond to those of an
early Mississippian wall trench (Figure 5.7). This seems a likely interpretation since
Moundville I phase Mississippian period artifacts were recovered at the Haney site and a
small Mississippian settlement dated to the same phase Moundville I Phase has been
documented at the adjacent Asphalt Plant site.
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Figure 5.7: Planview photo of excavated Feature 1, a Mississippian wall trench, in
Excavation Unit A.
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Chapter 6:
The Landscape of the Haney Site

In order to understand what role the Haney site may have served in the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, it is important to characterize between each of the various
occupations at the site and the apparent motives behind these episodes. By doing so, the
history of the landform may be reconstructed through how its use and through
consideration of the attached meaning at each time. By remembering that, from the
landscape perspective, space both creates and is created, a rich and dynamic
interpretation of the role of the landform is possible.
This chapter begins with considerations of the physical environment that may
have been meaningful at various times throughout its occupation. Then, these
characteristics are considered within the framework of each recorded occupation,
considering which may have had particular value to each occupation. The chapter
concludes with a landscape reconstruction for the lower Black Warrior River valley in the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, considering the roles geophysical and historic
events may have played in the construction of meaning at the Haney site.

Physical Environment
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Though briefly mentioned in Chapter One, it is worth noting again that the Haney
site is located at the northern terminus of the high bluff at Hemphill Bend, the southern
portion of which is occupied by the site of Moundville. There are several aspects of this
location that are desirable to prehistoric and colonial period occupations. First, the bluff
is exceptionally high, approximately 17 meters, above the river. Within a 30-kilometer
radius, there are only three other places this high along the river, only one other being on
the east bank (Wilson 2008:19). Of these, the bluff at Hemphill Bend is the most
prominent.
Sitting high above the water, the site is located at a ninety-degree bend facing the
west. When standing at the edge of the bluff, observers have a clear view 1.7 kilometers
upriver and 1.4 kilometers downriver as well as of the bank along the west side (Figure
6.1). Additionally, the landform slopes at a 7 to 10 percent grade on the north side,
ending at the riverbank. Before historical damming, it was possible to ford at this
location (Dean 2001:205), which has benefits for any east/west travel in the area.
These features offer little obvious advantage in terms of subsistence or resource
exploitation. However, they are extremely advantageous from a defensive standpoint.
This is true if an approach is expected by river or from the west since the body of water
itself serves as a defensive barrier. In Gideon Lincecum’s biography of the Choctaw
chief Apushmataha, he references the natural barrier produced by rivers, noting that at the
Battle of Tuscaloosa, the few Muskogees who survived where those who managed to
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Figure 6.1: Photos from the top of the bluff at the Haney site. The top is taken looking
northwest, the bottom looking southwest.
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cross the river and safely arrive at the eastern shore (Lincecum 2004:60-61). Crossing a
river, even at a fordable location, meant being open to attack. A position on this high
bluff, then, afforded a great lookout and a forewarning for any approach up or down river
but also from the west. In a time when such a defense was needed, these characteristics
would easily trump the disadvantages of the poor soil.
By the colonial period, the site of Moundville also may have added value to the
location. Wendy Ashmore and Arthur Bernard Knapp have written that, “…mobile
human groups create their landscapes by projecting ideas and emotion onto the world as
they find it—on trails, views, campsites or other special places” (1999:9). Though no
Native group laid claim to the site of Moundville in the historic period, Ned Jenkins
(2009) has demonstrated a connection between the early Upper Creeks and a prehistoric
group of people associated with a Moundville-related material culture based on
overlapping ceramic traditions.
It is unwise to draw too many connections between these two groups in terms of
worldview. However, it is possible that the site, even more specifically the mounds
themselves, reserved a meaning, among the descendants of these traditions. Vernon
James Knight, Jr. has argued that the mound center may have developed a negative image
in the years preceding its collapse, precipitated by the changing social order of the
protohistoric period (2010:364-365). His view is supported by a lack of evidence for any
reverential activities or settlement in the area despite protohistoric settlements in the
Black Warrior Valley during this period (2010:365).
Though a negative view may have certainly persisted, so too may have other
views. Just as aspects of the political economic tradition practiced in the southeast during
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the prehistoric continued into the colonial period despite the deconstruction of the
political bodies that once governed, so too could deference or even greater meaning be
given mound complexes. As mentioned in Chapter Two, Vincas Steponaitis and Vernon
James Knight, Jr. (1998) argue that the Moundville served as a necropolis in its later
years, and perhaps, even in the historic period, Moundville retained some degree of
association with this past role, commanding a similar deference and meaning for the
occupants of the Haney site, if negatively tinged. So, unlike the defensive and fording
qualities of the location, Moundville thus may have offered an ideational value to the
area.
With these four values in mind, it is important to discuss the various occupations
at the site and to determine which factors influenced each settlement.

Late Archaic

Two projectile points—one collected during the 1936 excavations and the other
uncovered in the plowzone of Excavation Unit A in 2010—indicate a small Late
Archaic/Early Woodland component at the site. The Flint Creek point, found in 1936, is
given an approximate date range of 3000 to 1000 B.C. (Justice 1987:124). The second, a
Motley point, dates approximately between 800 and 600 B.C. (Justice 1987:198-201).
Though a third point is stylistically dated to this time period, it was found in a
context that firmly contradicts this. The ferruginous sandstone point found in 1936 with
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Burial 3 was accompanied by the firmly-dated Circarch bells and other historic items.
However, the point itself belongs to the Ledbetter type, regionally known as the Pickwick
variety (Justice 1987:149-154). Ledbetter points are considered diagnostic of the Eastern
Woodland Late Archaic period Ledbetter phase, dating from about 2500 to 1000 B.C.
(Justice 1987:150). It is more likely the point was a found object used as a knife in a
period much later than when it was manufactured.
These projectile points are the only indicators for this phase. The small quantity
of lithic debitage recovered from the site and the lack of any associated architecture or
features lend credence to the idea that these points are, at most, representative of shortterm camps by mobile groups of hunter-gatherers, perhaps the product of hunting in the
area.
For this period, it is difficult to determine which of the advantages of the site were
most accommodating, though it is likely that the fordability of the river was a draw.

Late Middle Woodland

Of the 423 ceramic sherds recovered from the Haney site in 1933, 1936, and
2010, 87 have been classified as Woodland, comprising 21 percent of the collection.
Based on Ned Jenkins’s terminology for Woodland occupations in the Black Warrior
River valley, the material in this collection indicates a Late Miller II, Turkey Paw
subphase occupation (Figure 6.2). Assemblages characteristic of this period are
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Figure 6.2: Location of the Late Middle Woodland Turkey Paw II Subphase settlement at
the Haney site, based on distribution of ceramic sherds in shovel test pits and excavation
units.
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comprised largely of grog-tempered wares (around 75% of an average assemblage) with a
variety of less abundant wares (around 25% of an average assemblage) of which bonetempered ceramics are strongly prevalent (Jenkins 2003). In the Haney site collection,
Baytown Plain, variety Roper, comprises 71 percent of the corpus; Baytown Plain,
variety Tishomingo, 14 percent; Baldwin Plain, 9 percent; and the rest bone-tempered
sherds, 6 percent. These proportions correspond to the expected percentages for a Late
Middle Woodland Turkey Paw subphase settlement at the site that was active sometime
between A.D. 450 and 600.
It is likely that the site was host to a number of camping episodes during this
period, since neither corresponding features nor architectural evidence has been
discovered. Additionally, although Woodland ceramics comprise a large proportion of
the overall Haney site collection, their quantity in absolute terms is sparse enough to
indicate nothing more than a few short-term occupancies at the site. However, evidence
from the destroyed 1Tu50 found in 1933 by Dr. Jones and analyzed in 2000 by Scott
Hammerstedt indicates that the surface collection of the area closest to the bluff, east of
the mound, produced 145 Baytown Plain, variety Roper, sherds. Though excavations
never took place at 1Tu51, this large quantity of sherds may indicate more sedentary,
long-term Woodland settlement on the eastern side of the landform.
The choice of location for this Woodland occupation at the Haney site is probably
similar to that of the Late Archaic, frequenting the site more for its position at a fordable
place along the river than for the defensive advantages of the landform. Additionally,
throughout the region, the Late Middle Woodland period shows dramatic increase in nonlocal trade. Short-term settlement at the site, then, may also be related the aspects of the
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landform that are amiable to long-distance interaction. The high bluff at a ninety-degree
bend is an easily recognizable location along the river, and the easy access to the water
makes it a suitable location for riverine trade. Manifestly, the fordability afforded here is
accommodating for potential trading paths running east/west.
Ned Jenkins notes that prior to A.D. 450, the Black Warrior River valley was
sparsely occupied, but that the Late Miller II Turkey Paw subphase is well represented in
the region. This subphase was followed in the area by the Carthage phase (ca. A.D. 6001050), for which grog-tempered ceramics overwhelmingly dominate (2003:16).
At the Haney site, however, following this Late Middle Woodland period
settlement, there is little evidence for a subsequent Carthage Phase component or a later
West Jefferson component (A.D. 1050-1120), the regional variant of the terminal Late
Woodland. Though some of the recovered grog-tempered plain ceramics could very
easily date to a later period, the overall quantity of Woodland pottery (87 of 432 total
sherds) at the Haney site alone does not indicate an extensive residence. Instead, it seems
more likely the ceramics date solely to the late Middle Woodland, indicating a break in
continuity between the Woodland occupation and the following Mississippian one.

Mississippian Moundville I Phase

Beginning around A.D. 900, there is evidence that in some areas of the Eastern
Woodlands, mounting pressures stemming from endemic warfare and resource stress
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created a need for social circumscription, which culminated by A.D. 1120 in the
emergence of the Mississippian stage (Knight and Steponaitis 1998:10). Hallmarks of
this emergence include the establishment of small, dispersed farmsteads, which broke
from the earlier pattern of larger village settlements. Additionally, this emergence saw
the construction of truncated mounds (Knight and Steponaitis 1998:12).
Based on the original site forms from the 1930s as well as subsequent
archaeological investigations, it appears the Moundville I phase settlement was perhaps
the largest and most expansive occupation on the landform prior to Euro-American
settlement of the area. Though the component at the Haney site is relatively constrained
(Figure 6.3), it is likely that the material is fully contemporaneous with the occupation at
the adjacent Asphalt Plant site and also portions of the settlement recorded at 1Tu50 in
1931, where the center of the occupation appears to have been located (Steponaitis 1992).
In other words, I interpret this triad of adjacent, separately-recorded sites as components
of one larger settlement. This settlement thrived specifically during the early Moundville
I phase, prior to the political consolidation at Moundville, between approximately A.D.
1120 and 1200 (Knight 2010; Steponaitis 1992). It was a small, permanent settlement
that constructed the earthen mound still present today, and partook in long distance
exchange primarily for non-local stone (Steponaitis 1992).
Excavations at the Asphalt Plant site indicate that it was part of an emerging
Mississippian landscape. The site was apparently a small center for a series of smaller
farmsteads or hamlets located on the same nearby terrace. The 1975 Asphalt Plant site
pottery assemblage is composed of Baytown Plain; Moundville Incised, variety
Moundville; Carthage Incised, variety unspecified; Mississippi Plain, variety Warrior;
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Figure 6.3: Location of the Mississippian Moundville I Phase component at the Haney site
based on the distribution of sherds in the shovel test pits and excavation units.
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Mississippi Plain, variety Hull Lake; and Bell Plain (Steponaitis 1993), which is very
similar to the assemblage for the Haney site. The wall trench excavated in Excavation
Unit A, as well as the Dover chert hoe flake corroborate this interpretation, offering
support for contemporaneous occupation and a maize-based subsistence strategy on the
terrace in spite of the relatively poor soil.
There are several attractions that probably this occupation. As mentioned earlier,
one characteristic of the early Mississippian period was increasing endemic warfare, to
which the high bluff at the site may have been a sharp rebuttal. Additionally, the
recognizable aspects of the landform stressed in the above section may have also played a
role during this period. An earthen mound prominently situated on the bluff would have
made the settlement an imposing feature of the landscape. In fact, the mound appears
much larger from a northern approach, heading up the slope, than it does from a southern
approach, the former being the direction from which one would approach if arriving at
the site by river or across the ford.
According to Steponaitis (1992) and Knight (2010), the mound at the site predates
the emergence of Moundville as a major ceremonial center. There is no evidence to
indicate an occupation after this period, and its abandonment corresponds with the
abandonment of Mound X at Moundville (Knight 2010). Both of these abandonments
probably correlate with the Regional Consolidation period at Moundville, A.D. 1200 to
1300. During this period, the palisade was constructed, and populations across a broad
area relocated to the chiefdom (Knight and Steponaitis 1998:15). The data collected at
the Haney site fits this model well.
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The Mississippian chiefdom of Moundville rose and fell between approximately
A.D. 1200 and 1450, all the while undergoing a metamorphosis from a strong political
capital characterized by its bustling settlement to one instead characterized by its
mortuary complex (Knight and Steponaitis 1998). Through this time, despite a
substantial decrease in the residing population at the center, the number of burials at the
site increased. Vincas Steponaitis has proposed that this reflects the interment of nonresidents (Steponaitis 1998:40). In fact, until about A.D. 1450, the cemeteries at
Moundville are the only known ones for the Black Warrior River valley.

Late Eighteenth Century

From the mid-seventeenth through the eighteenth centuries, the lower Black
Warrior River valley was virtually devoid of settlement, serving as a borderland between
the acrimonious Choctaws, Creeks, and Chickasaws (Knight 1982). Though hostilities
were tempered by trade and the desire to acquire European trade goods during the
eighteenth century (Braund 1993), furtive attempts at settlement in the valley were
uniformly unsuccessful.
The archaeological material recovered from the Haney site indicates that there
was an Upper Creek presence by the late eighteenth century (Figure 6.4). The burial
cluster is perhaps the clearest indicator of this occupation, and the W.G. cast brass trade
bell recovered from Burial 4 the most chronologically specific item. There are no items
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Figure 6.4: Location of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century Native Historic
components at the Haney site based on recovered materials in the shovel test pits and the
excavation units.
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recovered from the burial cluster in the present collection that would conclusively
indicate an earlier date—all recovered materials from this context fit a terminus post
quem of 1770 provided by the W.G. bell.
None of the trade items found at the site were idiosyncratic to any particular
group at the time. Though there are strong English ties to some of the trade items (i.e. the
W.G. bell, the olive green glass), it is not possible based on these items alone to
determine an ethnic tie. However, the decorated historic period ceramics recovered from
the site are predominately Upper Creek save a single piece of Choctaw Chickasae
Combed, and thus indicate a group of Upper Creeks, not Choctaws or Chickasaws,
comprising this occupation.
Also telling is the position of the site. Because of the viewshed afforded to the
west from the landform, it is more likely those fearing or anticipating attack from this
direction would value and thus utilize this location. If this position had been on the west
bank of the river, facing the east, a Choctaw settlement would be more likely.
Though no architectural, storage, or refuse features were found to indicate a longterm settlement, the cluster of burials uncovered in 1936 may be evidence of a semipermanent occupation. The cluster bears resemblance to that found beneath the floor of a
summer house in the Creek town on the Tallapoosa (Craig Sheldon, personal
communication 2011). If such a structure existed surrounding the burials, it would likely
indicate there was a small, semi-permanent settlement on the landform during this period
(Figure 6.5).
Conversely, the relatively low artifact density coupled with the lack of posts holes
and structures compared to other Upper Creek village sites does not indicate extended
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Figure 6.5: Philip Georg Friedrich von Reck’s painting of a Creek public structure and war dance (Danish Royal Library 2010).

sedentary life on the landform in the form of either a village or a European trade
warehouse (Claflin 1931; Smith 1992). These lines of evidence instead point more
toward a temporary camp, revisited and occupied sporadically during the late eighteenth
century by the Upper Creeks, perhaps associated with the long and taxing deer hunting
and trading expeditions that characterize this period (Braund 1993). Temporary shelters
may have been constructed as well as semi-permanent public shelters, and drawings from
this period indicate that such structures may have been had a floor space equitable to that
of a summer house (Figure 6.5). Based on the ceramic assemblage from the site, it is
clear that at least one of the groups who frequented the site were from the Tallapoosa
region. It can also assumed that the Alabama visited the area since this fell within their
hunting area (Braund 1993).
Additionally, the burials recovered from the site deviate from the expected model
for Creek interments during this period (Waselkov and Smith 2000:255). As mentioned
in Chapter Five, the dimensions of the burials correspond more to those of bundle burials,
not articulated, semi-flexed burials as were the norm. Bundle burials are a heretofore
undocumented practice among the eighteenth century Natives of the area. If these burials
were in fact bundle burials, then the flesh and soft tissue had to be removed before the
bones were inhumed. This process takes time, and suggests something extraordinary
about the funerary ritual at this site, which might mean that those interred died under
exceptional circumstances.
The material may best be explained when considering the liminal nature of the
area. Unique and often extraordinary strategies are employed to negotiate situations in
borderlands (Parker 2002; Parker 2006), and the Haney site may just demonstrate such a
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negotiation. If members of an Upper Creek party had fallen during an expedition in this
area, surviving group members may have employed exceptional and deviant strategies to
ensure the perpetuity of their group.
What can be said about this late eighteenth century Upper Creek landscape is that
regardless of the activity that took place, the bluff itself was probably a known location.
As in earlier periods, the landform was valued for its viewshed, its safety. The easterndefensive aspects of the landform have obvious benefits during this period when tensions
between the Creeks and the Choctaws were palpable.
Additionally, access to a fordable portion of the river would permit east/west
interaction in the area, contact that may have taken a number of forms. First, it may have
been useful for Creeks trying to initiate trade relations with the Choctaws or, further
north, the Chickasaws. However, by the late eighteenth century, interaction of this kind
was less likely.
Another form of interaction that was perpetuated throughout the historic period
was that of raiding. As mentioned in Chapter Two, raiding was a particularly important
activity in the masculine cultural world of the colonial period, the practice itself being
integral to the male rite of passage into adulthood. This practice was common to groups
throughout the Southeast and the Great Lakes region, including the Iroquois and Huron of
the Northeast, for whom raiding took place during the summer months and typically
involved the capture, torture, and public removal of the captive’s heart (Knowles 1940;
Trigger 1967a).
The location of the Haney site makes it a logical stop along a path leading from
the Upper Creek homelands to the Choctaws, and may have been a frequented stopover
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during raiding activities. However, without the skeletal material from the burials or
better archaeological information, it is difficult to substantiate this claim. Additionally,
Craig Sheldon (personal communication 2011) indicates that although some historic
burial goods at other Creek sites are gender-specific, those recovered at the Haney site
are ubiquitous in both male and female burials. Thus, a tie between the site and raiding
activities is very tenuous and based only on the sparse recovered material.

Early Nineteenth Century

Materials recovered from the site indicate that after the late eighteenth century
Upper Creek occupation, there was a separate early nineteenth century occupation (see
Figure 6.4). As with the Euro-American material for the eighteenth century, the
nineteenth century material is also ubiquitous, indicating no particular group. The silver
coin pendant, the Euro-American wares, and the English wine bottleneck were all items
that may have been used by any group in the region at that time. Additionally, the handpainted polychrome pearlware, blue transfer-print pearlware, annularware, and
mochaware ceramics were popular utilitarian wares among all groups, which, by the early
nineteenth century, includes white settlers.
After the Creek War of 1813-1814, white settlers began flocking to the Black
Warrior’s falls, located in modern-day Tuscaloosa, expanding into the newly opened
Native territories (Hubbs 1987:20). Despite this, it is likely the occupants at the site were
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not white settlers. As mentioned earlier, Smithdale fine sandy loam has a considerably
lower production yield per acre than many other soils in the area, approximately 50
bushels of corn an acre compared to 90 or 100 for Ruston and Ellisville, respectively
(United States Department of Agriculture 1981:79-80). Thus, for settlers, such as the
incoming white settlers during this period, whose primary goal was to grow crops, the
landform was not preferable.
Instead, if settlement during this period was once again driven by defensive needs,
it is more likely the group were refugees from the Creek War of 1813-1814 and the
escalating tensions leading up to that event. Prior to the war, refugee groups had largely
avoided seeking shelter in the lower Black Warrior River valley due to the growing
violence with the Choctaws, remaining instead along the Cahaba River or in the upper
Black Warrior River valley. Though General Andrew Jackson’s campaign map shows no
settlements in the lower valley during the war, the historical record indicates at least four
potential assaults on Creek settlements in this area (see Chapter Two). Between General
Jackson’s campaign, Choctaw attacks, and the internal conflict over the insurgency, the
lower Black Warrior valley may have been an area of last resort for those seeking respite.
For this reason, the defensive nature of the landform may have yet again been the most
appealing and desirable quality of the site.

Eighteenth Century Landscape of the
Lower Black Warrior River Valley
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To say the Haney site was a resonant location within the social memories of the
historic period Creeks and Choctaws, as well as in those of various earlier groups, is not a
new perspective, but one that many other researchers have argued for various other
landmarks and locations (Hudson 2010; Wesson 1997). The idea fits well within the
local cartographic record, especially that produced by early eighteenth-century French
explorers on river expeditions with Native guides during which they were given the
names of the familiar bluffs and locations (Figure 6.6). In many ways, this level of
familiarity is not surprising, but expected. Keith Basso has written that the bestowing of
names is crucial for the maintenance of group identity, and that the process imbues a
place with meaning and significance (1984:27). The process creates a shared identity out
of an otherwise culturally devoid space (Weiner 1991:32). Almost unquestionably, a site
as frequently reoccupied as the Haney site must have had a name and thus a meaning.
These attributes were probably strongest during the late eighteenth century when Upper
Creeks interred at least five individuals on the landform.
Though the Native name for the Haney site has long been lost, the associated
meaning may be partially reconstructed. First, it is important who claimed the site,
especially when viewed in light of the acrimonious air of the lower Black Warrior River
valley during this time. Evidence indicates that during the latter part of the eighteenth
century, the site was clearly aligned with the Upper Creeks. The 1936 cluster of burials
demonstrates this since the act of burying one’s dead in a place is a declaration of
ownership. Not only does the process declare possession, but it declares confidence in
perpetuity for the dead who are laid to rest in secure locations, places where they are
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Figure 6.6: French 1733 map drawn by DeCrenay of the settlements and landmarks along the
Alabama River. On that heavily-used river between Mobile and Fort Toulouse, at those location
where small houses are not drawn, the name given refers to a landmark. Note the number of
named river bluffs. The lack of named landmarks in the lower Black Warrior, circled in red,
only indicated that the river was still relatively unexplored during this time, not that it lacked
named landmarks.
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granted privacy. Thus, the late eighteenth century cluster of Creek burials indicates the
firm alignment between this group and the Haney site.
Certainly, though, the bluff was also known to the Choctaws who may have had a
separate name and meaning for the site. Though this identification can be assumed based
on the contestation between the Choctaw and the Creek over the area, it is also likely
demonstrated based on the single piece of diagnostic Choctaw material, the Chickachae
Combed sherd found in 1936. This sherd manifestly indicates that there was a Choctaw
presence at the site at some point during the eighteenth or nineteenth century since
Chickachae Combed ceramics are characteristic utilitarian wares, and thus not traded
wares. However, whether this presence was voluntary (indicative of a hunting or trading
party) or forced (indicative of a captive) is indeterminable. Regardless, it would be
unlikely that in this heavily contested area that the Choctaws were not aware of and had
an associated meaning for the bluff which may have encompassed the pejorative side of
the qualities encompassed in the Creek meaning.
As mentioned in the first chapter, adopting a landscape perspective requires
consideration of how a place was perceived by those who created it and how that
perception, simultaneously, was shaped by the area. Though it is beyond the capabilities
of this thesis to provide such an interpretation within the context of the Native worldview
of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, it is possible to speculate about the
location of the Haney site and how its position may reflect the social memory attached to
the area at the time.
In particular, if there is a historical link between the Mississippian Moundville
peoples and the later Upper Creeks (Jenkins 2009), then it is possible that a social
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memory of Moundville as a mortuary complex continued into the colonial period, and
that the burials at the Haney site resonate with that memory. Even if there was not a
lingering association, there is reason to suspect that the mounded artificial landscape in
and of itself may have resonated with non-associated groups. Even in situations where
there is no genetic or historical link, groups have independently viewed the artificial
earthen mounds found throughout the Eastern Woodlands as special places, ones which
beckoned special activities, not the least of which was interment of the dead (Hurst et al.
1977; Parker Pearson 1999; Sayre 1998; Woodward and McDonald 2002).
Such a connection is, however, only speculative. Regardless, the benefits of the
landform alone could explain why, if an Upper Creek presence was to be in the lower
Black Warrior River valley, it might be at the this location. Its qualities imbued the
landform with meaning, and most certainly a name, one that perhaps reflected the liminal,
dangerous nature of the area and the protection afforded from it by the landform. There
is little doubt that the Natives who traversed these woodlands knew of the site and had
some constructed meaning attributed to it.
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Appendix B:
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