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ABSTRACT 

The Hightower Village site (1TA150) is a 17th-century Kymulga phase site along the Emauhee 

Creek in Talladega County, Alabama. The Kymulga phase ceramic complex is a diverse ceramic 

assemblage consisting of grit, shell, and grog tempered wares with complicated stamping, incising, 

brushing, and cord marking decorations. In this dissertation I explore the distribution of such a diverse 

ceramic assemblage at the Hightower Village site. Through a ceramic attribute analysis, I found that the 

ceramic assemblage was distributed over two different groups of structures that represent two 

contemporaneous communities of practice. From an analysis of glass beads from the site, I conclude the 

structures I studied were occupied 1630-1680. I argue that these two ceramic groupings represent early 

material evidence of coalescence in the Coosa River valley that that sheds light upon the creation of the 

Creek Confederacy in the 18th century. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 Angie Debo (1941) calls the story of the Creek people The Road to Disappearance, a dramatic and 

unfortunate title that overshadows their resilience and continued presence today. The story of the Creek 

people is long and complex and traces back to prehistory. Before the 18th century, they were not called 

Creek but were sets of loose associations of autonomous tribal towns under the names of Coosa, Abihka, 

Coweta, Kasita, etc. (Knight 1994a). Some of these towns have been historically and archaeologically 

traced into prehistory using methods such as the direct historical approach, or map methods that trace the 

locations of towns through time (Dimmick 1989; Lolley 1996; Smith 1987). However, we still must attempt 

to bridge the gaps from the historic Indian groups we know today to their ancestors during and after 

European contact. 

 After European contact, demographic collapse due to violence and disease took a toll on Native 

groups in the southeastern United States (Ethridge and Shuck-Hall 2009). The Mississippian chiefdoms of 

prehistory were gone. Native peoples had to reorganize and react in ways that would promote their survival 

within a burgeoning new economic system based on slave raids, European trade items, deerskins, and 

European markets, along with the loss of people and land to new outside pressures. The 16th and 17th 

centuries were tumultuous times for people in the Southeast and understanding their reactions to this time 

period can further help us fill in the gaps that currently exist between the present and the past. One reaction 

to demographic and political-economic changes during the Post-Contact period is coalescence, the 
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combining of multiple identity groups into loose associations for military defense and economic benefit 

(Kowalewski 2006).  

This dissertation explores one gap in the research record from the Coosa River valley, the 16th/17th-

century Kymulga phase found in Talladega County, Alabama. It is an archaeological phase that occupies a 

time when coalescence was beginning in the Coosa River valley. The Kymulga phase is based on a ceramic 

complex that consists of a diverse set of ceramic properties including multiple decorative techniques, paste 

ingredients, and vessel forms that make it stand out from neighboring archaeological phases up-river from 

Talladega County. While most phases along the Coosa River have been thoroughly studied, the Kymulga 

phase has only been given cursory glances (Knight et al. 1984; Little 2008; Little and Curren 1990; Nance 

1988; Smith 1987; Veech 1994; Wilson 1984, 1987). More attention has been paid to sites to the north due 

to interest in finding the origin of the Coosa Chiefdom, along with readily available funds for salvage 

excavations connected to dam construction in the main river channel (DeJarnette et al. 1973; Swanton 

1939). Unlike sites like the Woods Island site (1SC40), or sites in the Weiss Basin, most Kymulga phase 

sites are not along the main river channel. They are located on the sides of tributaries that then feed into the 

Coosa River (Walling 1993). However, the Kymulga phase is important for understanding the material 

results of coalescence and the end result of coalescence in eastern Alabama: the Creek Confederacy. I argue 

that the Kymulga phase represents a material representation of the early moments of coalescence. To 

support this argument, I use the Hightower Village site (1TA150), a Kymulga phase site located by the 

Emauhee Creek, a tributary to the Tallaseehatchee Creek and, ultimately, the Coosa River (Figure 1.1). I test 

my argument using a ceramic attribute analysis of ceramic samples from structure features at the site. The 

structure ceramic assemblages are used for intra-site comparisons of ceramic attributes, looking for multiple 

communities of practice within the Hightower Village site. The Hightower Village site ceramic assemblage 

is then compared to the Woods Island site, in order to understand material similarities to other  
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Figure 1.1. General locations of sites discussed in this dissertation. 

archaeological sites in the Coosa River valley. All of this is to understand better the Kymulga phase ceramic 

complex and how it fits into the larger story of Native Americans from present-day Alabama. Three 

questions guide the research presented in this dissertation: 1) Do ceramic attributes cluster in specific areas 

of the Hightower Village site? 2) If ceramics cluster in specific areas of the site, is the clustering due to 

functional differences in pottery and functional differences of structures? 3) Is clustering due to 

chronological differences? If ceramic attributes cluster in certain ways at the site and the clustering is not due 
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to function or chronology, then multiple, different ceramic making practices may have been present at the 

Hightower Village site at the same time.  

 
Figure 1.2. Map of excavations at the Hightower Village site. 
 

The Hightower Village site (Figure 1.2) is located north of Sylacauga, Alabama, near 

Sycamore. The site was known to looters prior to its formal identification, as indicated by the 

multiple looter pits discussed in field notes. In 1983, infrared aerial photography was also used at 

the site. The photography showed a possible trench that ran in a semi-circle around the site. It 

was interpreted as a possible palisade wall (Walling and Wilson 1985:1). Also, the presence of 

possible 16th century trade items found by looters at the site spiked archaeologists’ interest. 

Because of the site’s location in the Coosa River valley and the presence of possible 16th century 

material, it was thought the site might be linked to the expeditions of Hernando de Soto or 

Tristán de Luna. Due to the combination of looter pits, possible palisade wall, and productive 

surface survey, it was decided that excavations may provide information on 16th – and 17th – 
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century archaeological sites in the area. It was excavated by the University of Alabama Office of 

Archaeological Research, University of Alabama Museums Expedition Program, and 

Jacksonville State University. Excavations were led by Carey Oakley, Rick Walling, Bob 

Wilson, and Harry Holstein. In the process of three years of excavation, In total, 97  2m-x-2m 

units were excavated, covering 388 m2 of surface area. Currently, the artifacts are still mostly 

unwashed and unsorted. They are housed in over 300 boxes at the University of Alabama 

Erskine Ramsey curation facility. The Hightower Village site was used by Veech (1994) for a 

study of post-contact ceramics from Talladega County. Some of the artifacts from the site have 

also been used by Little (2008) for his study of European trade items. Descriptions of ceramics 

from Hightower Village and other Kymulga phase sites can be found in Knight et al. (1984), and 

Knight (1998).  

I begin with a review of coalescence and how it has been used as a concept for understanding post 

contact Native American groups in the Southeast. I primarily focus on the definition given by Kowalewski 

(2006:117) who describes coalescence as a reaction societies can use to cope with severe outside pressures 

and threats. Coalescence can lead to characteristics such as multiethnic and multilingual settlements, 

migrations, trade intensification, larger towns, changes in the structures of production, etc. Coalescence may 

be seen in the material record through anthropological theories of identity and how identities may be enacted 

in the material world through practice. Coalescence, by definition, is a loose social, economic, and political 

alliance of multiple identity groups. Ultimately, Native Americans in the southeastern United States had to 

navigate complex social mechanisms that allowed their multiple and distinct self-identifications to be 

negotiated into some form of new coalescent identity. This did not mean that their individual groups were 

completely consumed by a new group identification, but rather that a new coalescent group identity was 

stacked onto the individual groups with new ways of navigating between different levels of group 
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identification. To connect identity theory and coalescence to the ceramic assemblages found at the 

Hightower Village site, I use the concept communities of practices (Lave and Wenger 1991). Simply, a 

community of practice is an informal method of learning between novices and experts where novices learn 

through experience and watching experts at work. If women made the ceramics, they would then teach their 

daughters, nieces, granddaughters, to make ceramics in the same fashion. If these women and their families 

began to migrate and coalesce with other groups, the material culture may have been a way to emphasize a 

certain level of group cohesion. However, the initial ceramic assemblages at the new coalesced settlements 

may have been very diverse as groups follow their habitual, prescribed methods of creating pottery. In other 

words, multiple communities of practice may be found at the same site, creating a material marker of 

coalescence. 

 In Chapter 3, the methods I used to explore the diversity in ceramic designs are presented, including 

decoration manufacture at the Hightower Village site. Here, the research is broken down into two stages: 1) 

examining ceramic variables within the Hightower Village site assemblages to form an intra-site 

comparison and an inter-site comparison with Woods Island; and 2) refining the dates of occupation at the 

Hightower Village site by analyzing its glass bead assemblage. I present a description of what we know 

about Kymulga phase ceramics from the published literature, and then lead into descriptions of the ceramic 

attribute analysis. Much like Marcoux (2010b:74), I chose ceramic attributes based on the concept of 

chaînes opératoires. I chose attributes based on manufacturing decisions potters may have made while 

creating vessels. These variables include technological and decorative elements such as temper inclusions, 

firing patterns, wall thicknesses, decorative modes, rim modes, decorative motifs, and decoration land and 

groove measurements. These variables were then examined using correspondence analysis to examine 

frequency distributions in specific structure contexts. I then present the methods used for examining the 

Hightower Village glass bead assemblage. I type the beads using the Kidd and Kidd (1970) number system 
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and use frequencies of glass bead types for comparisons to pre-established frequency seriations for the 

interior Southeast (Marcoux 2010a). I then describe the use of X-ray fluorescence to analyze the chemical 

composition of glass beads and chronological markers established for bead composition by Blair (2017); 

Dalton-Carriger and Blair (2013); Templin (2017); and Hancock (2005). 

 Chapter 4 presents the results of the ceramic attribute analysis on the Hightower Village site 

ceramic assemblage. I begin with a description of the resistivity survey and a brief overview of the 

excavations that took place in three field seasons: 1984, 1985, and 1987.1 The field seasons in 1984 and 

1985 followed the same grid and similar testing methods. The 1987 excavations followed a different grid 

and sampling method. However, these three seasons work in tandem to provide adequate ceramic 

frequencies for the Hightower Village site. Ultimately, ceramics across the site had many similarities in 

manufacture. Two possible communities of practice were found at the site based on a correspondence 

analysis of decoration and temper inclusions. These two ceramic groups may indicate that at least two 

different groups settled at the site. However, I had to consider my other research questions about function 

and chronology. A rim mode analysis allowed me to examine vessel shapes, with the understanding that 

different vessel shapes had different functions. The distribution of vessel shapes across the site demonstrated 

that vessel shapes do not cluster in specific areas, indicating that structures may not have had different 

functions from each other.  

The research question about chronology is addressed in Chapter 5, wherein I present the analysis of 

glass beads from the Hightower Village site. The Kymulga phase is generally thought to extend from the 

beginning of the 16th century to about the middle of the 17th century (Knight et al. 1984; Little 2008; 

Walling 1993). This estimation is based on the similarities between Kymulga phase ceramics and late 16th-

century ceramics in northwestern Georgia, along with the presence of Spanish artifacts found at the 

 
1 More detailed excavation information is offered in the appendix.  
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Hightower Village site (Knight et al. 1984:98). However, the bead type data and chemical compositions 

suggest that the site was most likely occupied in the mid-17th century. Most beads are single colored with no 

further decoration. There seems to be a mixture of certain bead opacifiers (the chemicals that make glass 

beads opaque) that indicate a time period around A.D. 1640. Combining the frequency seriation with the 

chemical composition, I conclude the structures I studied were occupied 1630-1680. Moreover, the two 

structure groups found in Chapter 4 are contemporaneous based on available glass bead data. This 

conclusion suggests that the ceramic differences at the Hightower Village site are not diachronic changes, 

but instead are synchronic differences between two ceramic groups at the site.  

 In Chapter 6, I place the overall Hightower Village site ceramic assemblage in a regional context by 

comparing the Hightower Village ceramic sample to the Woods Island site ceramic assemblage. The 

Hightower Village site ceramics are more diverse in paste ingredients and are dominated by grit tempering. 

The Woods Island site ceramic assemblage is more homogenous and contains primarily shell-tempered 

sherds. The Hightower Village site also contains complicated stamped sherds, a decorative technique that is 

virtually missing from the Woods Island site. The main similarity between the sites is in the presence of 

similar incised motifs, but in different frequencies. Incised motifs found on McKee Island series ceramics 

(the ceramic types found at the Woods Island site) are the same incised motifs found at the Hightower 

Village site. The similarities in material culture between the two sites suggest that the people who inhabited 

the Hightower Village site had some contact and cultural similarities to people up-river. However, the 

homogeneity of Woods Island ceramics stands in marked contrast to the diversity seen in the Hightower 

Village site ceramic assemblage. Unlike the Woods Island site, which has clear culture-historical ties to 

earlier archaeological phases up-river, the Hightower Village site shares more similarities to multiple 

ceramic series found in Alabama. The diversity in material culture may have been a result of different 

groups coalescing at the Hightower Village site but would also have been an advantage once people 
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abandoned the settlement. Materially, Hightower Village site people could have been well prepared to be 

integrated into multiple groups once they left the banks of Emauhee Creek. Their amalgam of ceramic 

traditions show that they had connections to multiple places. Their adeptness at creating pottery using 

multiple ingredients and techniques would mean they could tangibly reside with multiple groups and then 

begin to integrate themselves in the new group socially and materially.  

 In Chapter 7, I discuss the conclusions found in Chapters 4 through 6 more fully. Because the 

Hightower Village ceramic diversity cannot be explained by chronological differences or because of vessel 

function, then the presence of two groups of structures at the site may be explained by the occurance of two 

communities of practice. Women potters from different identity groups may have migrated with their 

families and congregated at the Hightower Village site in the mid-17th century. The ceramic assemblage 

from the site contains ceramic sherds that look like they came from multiple ceramic making traditions. 

Lamar Complicated Stamped sherds are similar to ones found at Lamar culture sites in northwestern 

Georgia (Hally 1994). Incised designs on grit tempered and shell tempered sherds are similar to later McKee 

Island Incised designs found in the Coosa River valley and to Lamar Incised designs found in Georgia and 

along the Tallapoosa River in Alabama (Knight 1985). Some minority sherds form the Hightower Village 

site also look similar to Carthage Incised sherds found in late Moundville phases (Knight 2010). The 

Hightower Village site represents a Native American settlement that occurred at a time when the region was 

in flux. Populations in the interior Southeast were shrinking rapidly. Enemies to the east and north were 

raiding proto-Creek groups for slaves and resources (Ethridge 2006). The Hightower Village site ceramic 

complexity can be explained as materials from a people that were in transition. Confusion and uncertainty 

naturally abounded during this time period and their effects can be seen in the material record. This 

dissertation adds to our understanding of Post-Contact archaeological phases in the Coosa River valley by 
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focusing on the Kymulga phase Hightower Village site, further connecting Native American groups past 

and present to a story of resilience.  

 Before continuing to the bulk of the dissertation, I must address the use of terms within the 

document. I pull some of my basic understanding of archaeological units and their terms from Willey and 

Phillips (1958). I take an archaeological phase to mean an archaeological unit that is circumscribed by both 

space and time and established by a noted homogeneity in material culture. In the Coosa River valley, 

multiple archaeological phases were established, based on changing frequencies of ceramic types and 

ceramic decorations; chronological differences were established through a study of European trade items 

(Smith 1987). Larger than the phase is the archaeological culture which takes into account increased space 

and time dimensions (Willey and Phillips 1958:47-48). A tradition refers to the longevity of ceramic styles 

through a long series of time. In the results of this research, I relate the Hightower Village ceramics back to 

multiple archaeological cultures that are loosely based on certain ceramic styles. The Dallas culture, an 

archaeological culture in the Tennessee River Valley that dates to roughly A.D. 1200-1500, contained the 

Dallas ceramic tradition. Most ceramics from this particular region and time were tempered with shell. 

Decorations included incising and cord marking on bowls and rounded bottom jars with notched appliqués 

on their rims (Polhemus 1990). The Lamar culture is an archaeological culture that dates to about A.D. 

1350-1600 and is found in present-day Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Tennessee, and South Carolina 

(Williams and Shapiro 1990:4). It is characterized by the Lamar ceramic tradition that contains ceramics that 

are grit tempered with incising and complicated stamping on bowls and conoidal jars with folded and 

pinched rims (Williams and Shapiro 1990:4-7). As will be discussed later in Chapter 4, the Kymulga phase, 

the phase that the Hightower Village site is attributed to, is described as a Lamar variant. This means that it 

is a variation from the original descriptions of the Lamar culture and contains a ceramic assemblage that is 

similar but does not completely fit the description of a Lamar culture. I borrow this description of the 
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Kymulga phase from Knight (1998:199-200) and Knight et al. (1984:13).  When I refer to the overall 

characteristics of ceramics from the Kymulga phase, I refer to it as the ceramic complex. Ceramic 

assemblage is used to refer to the specific sample of ceramics that I studied from Hightower Village, as I am 

using this site as a representative of the Kymulga phase; thus, many conclusions I draw about the Kymulga 

phase are discussed only in the context of what I found from the Hightower site. I realize, however, that the 

Kymulga phase is more complex than I describe here. Future studies are needed to fill in gaps, as the 

Hightower Village site is not the only Kymulga phase site that can provide information about groups that 

lived in Talladega County in the 17th century (Knight et al. 1984).  

 Other terms that need to further addressed further deal with the theoretical underpinnings of this 

research. As will be discussed in Chapter 2, identity theory has often be discussed in terms of ethnicity 

(Barth 1994; Bentley 1987; Brubaker and Cooper 2000; Cohen 1978; Jones 1997). I tend to use Jones’s 

(1997:xiii) definition of ethnic group, a group who identify themselves and are identified by others with 

whom they interact as part of the same group based on perceptions of cultural difference. Group 

differentiations may include ideas of common descent. While convincing arguments have been made for 

projecting the term ethnicity into the past (Peeples 2018:28), I tend to use the more generic term identity 

group. I use this term to indicate a group of people that may identify themselves as part of the same 

collective using perceived criteria of group similarity. Individuals within an identity group may then identify 

themselves in opposition to another identity group. I realize this is a way of conceptualizing identity, and so 

I will expand upon it in Chapter 2, especially in ways that emphasize the interplay between interaction and 

categorical identification and the ways in which group identities may be seen in the past. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE PRACTICE OF COALESCENCE 

 

The Hightower Village site, and the Kymulga phase, are the archaeological remnants of a 

coalescent society that would ultimately become part of the Creek Confederacy. I test this 

argument by examining ceramic assemblages from structure features at the Hightower Village 

site. I also focus on a comparison between the Hightower ceramic assemblage and a sample of 

ceramics from the Woods Island site, the late 17th-century location of a Coosa Chiefdom remnant 

before the Historic Coosa town was established in present-day Childersburg, Alabama. Before 

going into more detail about the Kymulga phase, the Hightower Village site, or the Woods Island 

site, I will address the theoretical background of coalescence and how it can be seen 

archaeologically.  

 

Coalescence 

  

Coalescence is a process by which multiple social groups unite for mutual protection and 

economic benefit. In his cross-cultural review of coalescent societies, Kowalewski (2006)  was 

able to explain why coalescence occurs and the structural properties that allow coalescence to be 

a viable option for once disparate groups. He examines seven different groups from across the 

world, focusing on societies with different cultural backgrounds, environments, demographics, 

and external pressures from those seen in the southeastern United States. While the groups he 
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examines look markedly different from each other, he argues that coalescence is a commonality 

among them all. It is a strategy a society may use to cope with severe outside pressures and 

threats. He concludes that a coalescent society is not a specific type of society but a reaction 

using pre-established norms and societal structures. In other words, people neither invent new 

institutions nor respond the same to internal or external forces; however, coalescence is a 

legitimate option for multiple groups in different levels of complexity. Coalescence may lead to 

characteristics such as larger towns, multiethnic and multilingual groups, migrations, 

fortifications, changes in the structure of production, trade intensification, emphases on corporate 

kin groups and rituals, settlement layouts designed to promote community integration, more 

egalitarian ideologies, and collective leadership (Kowalewski 2006:117).  

For an example of how a coalescence perspective can be used to examine post-contact 

social changes in Native American societies, I turn to Robin Beck’s analysis of the Catawba 

Nation located in the Carolina Piedmont. In his book Chiefdoms, Collapse, and Coalescence in 

the Early American South, Beck argues that the Catawbas and other groups in the southeastern 

United States were products of Mississippian chiefdoms and were just as complex, but very 

different from, their prehistoric predecessors. Historically known groups, such as the Catawba, 

Muscogee, Choctaw, Cherokee, etc., had political economies that changed in the face of new 

resources and circumstances, from chiefdoms based on maize agriculture and redistribution of 

surplus goods to a commodification of deerskins and slaves. This change ultimately led to the 

collapse of entrenched ascribed noble statuses, the erosion of women’s legitimate economic 

claims and rights, and the formation of new socio-political processes. These changes in political 

economies were cases not of ethnogenesis, but of coalescence of previously connected yet 

disparate peoples, thereby creating multi-ethnic coalescent societies (Beck 2013).  
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The coalescence process was facilitated by pre-existing interaction networks between 

multiple identity groups. During the 15th and 16th centuries, the people of the Catawba-Wateree 

and Yadkin Pee Dee river valleys were creating and using ceramics that were in the tradition of 

the Mississippian Lamar culture. Excavations have demonstrated the presence of socially 

hierarchical Mississippian chiefdoms, including small hamlets, and larger multi-mound and 

single-mound complexes. Some of these chiefdoms were visited by Hernando de Soto during his 

1540 expedition and by Juan Pardo between 1567 and 1568. When the expeditions of these two 

explorers can be correlated with archaeological sites, then we can add some first-hand (albeit 

Euro-centric) accounts to corroborate late-prehistoric social histories. For instance, the 

paramount chiefdom of Cofitechequi was most likely located in the Wateree River valley and 

was visited by de Soto early in his entrada into what is now South Carolina. The people of the 

Ocute chiefdom described Cofitechequi to the Spanish as their enemies and thus had about a 125 

mile wide buffer between the two polities. The Soto chroniclers describe the chief’s niece as 

being carried out of the main town of Cofitechequi on a litter (similar to what they later see at the 

chiefdom of Coosa). The chief of Cofitechequi had influence in the nearby chiefdom of Ylasi as 

indicated by her control of corn granaries in this other chiefdom (Hudson et al. 2008:468). 

Moreover, Soto’s soldiers report the interior accoutrement of one of Cofitachequi’s temples: 

glass beads, Catholic ritual regalia, and iron axes. The axes and beads were reported as coming 

from the Ayllón colony that was along the coast earlier in the 16th century. The presence of 

esoteric items in the interior that originated at the coast indicates that the chiefdom of 

Cofitachequi, and most likely the chief herself, had some control over the exchange of exotic 

goods in the region. However, there is little evidence that Cofitachequi held real power over 

others in the region, but rather loose authority or influence (Beck 2003; Hudson et al. 2008). This 
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influence spread as a network to multiple villages near the main town of Cofitachequi. A noble 

carried on a litter, control of exotic goods, and control of granaries in other villages, indicate that 

Cofitachequi was a Mississippian chiefdom. Trade and authority networks spread from other 

villages back to the main town of Cofitachequi, and then back out. The network that allowed the 

flow of goods and resources would also facilitate communication among the towns, especially to 

towns that may be tributaries of a larger village. A similar network covered towns under the 

influence of Ocute. When these chiefdoms collapsed, they could still use the preestablished 

trade/communication networks as an infrastructure to facilitate the coalescence process, 

ultimately being absorbed into the historically known Catawba.  

Galloway (1995) observed a similar phenomenon among the Choctaw. She argued that 

although European explorations were couched in a religious evangelistic rhetoric, their motives 

were primarily selfish, wanting to compete with the Arab-controlled spice market and protect 

their exploitation interests in North and South America (Galloway 1995:340, 349). Thus, they 

brought the world market, the beginnings of the capitalist world economy, to North America. 

The native peoples that did not die from disease or were not sold into slavery, then chose to work 

within this world economy, becoming an integral part of the animal skin trade that fed into 

European fashion industries. After 1540, two general processes were happening: first 

demographic collapse, second changes in basic social and economic structures. Villagers had to 

find ways to manage crops with fewer people, amalgamate in order to maintain crop yields, and 

further rely on hunting and gathering (Galloway 1995:351). People began to migrate into central 

locations creating combined settlements that could meet minimum desired sizes for social 

welfare and reproduction (Dobyns 1983; Galloway 1995:351). But as Galloway explained, the 

Choctaw coalescence in eastern Mississippi, even under all these demographic and economic 
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stresses, did not happen instantaneously. The prehistoric peoples that were originally in western 

Alabama, western Mississippi, and eastern Louisiana shared similar languages, had already 

developed communication and trade networks between disparate groups, and had all come from 

previously hierarchical Mississippian chiefdoms based on maize agriculture, tribute, and 

redistribution. The pressure from Europe to become part of the world economy, mixed with the 

need for sustainable population sizes, meant that the networks from the Mississippian period 

facilitated a much-needed change for survival. One that ended in coalescence of different social 

identity groups that had established relationships and interactions. 

The chiefdom of Coosa, is another example of how preexisting social identity groups and 

interaction networks could later be used for coalescence. Coosa, which is believed to have been 

in northwest Georgia in the 16th century, may have held sway in both the Coosawattee/Coosa 

river valleys and in the Tennessee River valley near present-day Chattanooga. Hernando de Soto 

traveled through the area in 1540 and used a hostage method to gain access to towns and 

supplies. To travel safely through the territory, de Soto and his men captured Coosa, other Indian 

“nobles,” women and burden bearers (Clayton et al. 1995:284-289). The imprisoned chief was to 

guarantee the Spaniards’ safety through the Coosa territory. When they would reach a new town 

under the chief’s influence, he would order the warriors to put down their weapons and allow the 

Spaniards through with more supplies and captives. Such a strategy displays the reach of various 

chiefs throughout the southeastern United States. Every town they visited recognized the chief 

and would not risk fighting the Spaniards, lest the chief be harmed.  

The influential reach of Coosa to other towns and settlements is reinforced with the 

accounts from Tristán de Luna’s contingent that was sent to gain supplies from Coosa when his 

troops had depleted the food resources at Nanipacana. While in the main village of Coosa, 
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principal men asked for the Spaniards to be their allies in a raid on the Napochies, a neighboring 

group thought to be in the near-by Tennessee River valley. The Coosa principal men explained 

that the Napochies used to pay tribute to them and they wanted to enforce this tributary status 

once again. According to the Spanish accounts, the Luna detachment agreed and helped the 

Coosa reestablish the Napochies as tributaries (Hudson et al. 1989:41-42). Archaeologically and 

bioarchaeologically, there is little to no evidence that the Napochies in the Tennessee River 

valley and the Coosa Chiefdom in northwest Georgia were part of the same cohesive group 

identity (Harle 2010). If anything, the ethnohistorical evidence points to a loose political alliance 

that was tenuous at best. However, a social network of some kind existed between these two 

groups that transcended material culture, kinship, and possibly even language (Booker et al. 

1992; Harle 2010; Hudson et al. 1989). The protohistoric social networks from the 16th century 

influenced movements and alliances in the 17th century. When Marcos Delgado traveled to 

Central Alabama in 1686, he corresponded with the Koasati who said they were pushed south 

due to population loss and slave raids in their old homeland. The Koasati are thought to be the 

people that were in the Tennessee River valley in the 16th century (Boyd 1937; Smith 1987; 

Swanton 1930). If that is true, then the Napochies, who may have later been the Koasati, 

maintained relationships with the Coosa and other Proto-Creek groups. They then used these 

interactions and relationships to become part of the coalescence process that led to the Creek 

Confederacy. 

Coosa was not just a pre-contact and contact phenomenon. The people that made up the 

Coosa chiefdom have descendants alive today in the Muscogee (Creek) Nation. For instance, the 

Coosa were also closely aligned with the Ahbika people who were also recorded to be in the 

Coosa River valley in the 16th century (Little and Curren 1990). The Ahbika were still dancing in 
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the 1930s (Swanton 1931) and are still dancing today. Hickory Ground tribal town also has an 

active square ground. They still call their mico Coosamico, referencing a connection to the 

Coosa Chiefdom of the 15th and 16th centuries. The Ahbika people were recorded by the de Soto 

chronicles as a group within the territory of the Coosa Chiefdom. As time progressed and the 

Coosa Chiefdom moved down the Coosa River, their population dramatically decreased, as 

indicated by site sizes and frequencies. By the time the Coosa people had reached Woods Island 

in the mid-17th century, they were down to just one site. This site could have been occupied by 

people descended from multiple towns, especially Coosa and Ahbika towns, which are thought 

to have united physically while keeping their separate identities (Smith 1987, 1989a, 2000). We 

see that the names Coosa and Ahbika last into the present day to some degree. These group 

identifications were part of large social networks that survived vast demographic and political 

economic shifts during the 16th century, allowing groups to maintain some level of cohesion 

during tumultuous times of change.  

The same sort of situation can be used to describe the formation of the Creek 

Confederacy in Alabama as a whole. The Creek Confederacy described from 18th-century 

accounts spanned the Coosa, Tallapoosa, Alabama, and Chattahoochee rivers in what is now 

Alabama (Ethridge 2003; Knight 1994a, 1994b; Swanton 1928). This confederacy was not an old 

institution, but rather a new development from long-term historical processes. Initially in these 

river valleys, and throughout Alabama and surrounding states, the land was broken into multiple 

Mississippian chiefdoms at the time of first European contact. Then, as populations diminished 

due to disease, slave raiding, and war, the entrenched Mississippian chiefdom political economy 

began to erode. What were left were multiple semi-independent towns along the four major 

waterways. In the 17th century, these towns and villages tended to look to larger towns for 
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leadership. The foundation town along the Coosa River was Abihka; along the Tallapoosa River 

was Tukabatchee, and along the Chattahoochee River were Coweta and Kasita (Knight 1994a). 

Along the Alabama River were multiple non-Muscogee speaking groups, such as the Alabama 

and Koasati (Coushatta). The other main towns also took in refugee groups, like the Alabama, 

Koasati, Yuchi, and some Natchez. Historically, then, we see that many of Kowalewski’s criteria 

for coalescent societies are met by the 18th-century Creek Confederacy. Most of the 

characteristics that Kowalewski (2006) used to describe coalescent societies are ethnological or 

ethnohistorical in nature and have to be operationalized for archaeological research. How can 

coalescence be seen in material culture? Kowalewski’s work demonstrated that coalescence 

often includes the amalgamation of multiple ethnic groups into one socio-political unit, a 

confederacy, and multi-group settlements. To understand these changes through material culture, 

we must understand the continuities and discontinuities between Pre-Contact and Post-Contact 

groups in the Southeast. What changed? What stayed the same? And how do material culture 

changes indicate coalescence was the preferred strategy to deal with demographic and economic 

shifts during the 16th and 17th centuries? Thus, I continue this literature review with an 

examination of Pre- and Post-Contact Native political economies. I then discuss ethnicity, style, 

and practice, all of which are important for finding material correlates to group identity 

differences.  

Material culture points to continuities between prehistoric Mississippian chiefdoms and 

the Creek Confederacy of post-contact periods (Beck 2013; Knight 1994a). If one examines the 

archaeological and historical record of groups from present-day Alabama, regardless of pre-

contact and post-contact continuities, differences in political economies are quite evident. For 

instance, Moundville, a well-known example of a Mississippian chiefdom in Alabama, shows 
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evidence of different status levels among people, along with a political economy based on 

tribute, intensive maize agriculture, and redistribution of surplus and craft goods by small groups 

of elites (Blitz and Lorenz 2006; Knight 2010; Steponaitis 2009; Wilson 2007). Moundville was 

abandoned before European contact. However, people living in river valleys south and east of 

Moundville during the 16th and 17th centuries show marked differences in socio-political 

economic spheres as compared to their older counterparts. Wesson argued that the Mississippian 

political economy could not withstand the influx of European peoples, demographic collapse, 

and the flow of goods to all levels of the chiefdom organization that made up the political 

landscape. In his examination of Creek households along the Tallapoosa River, Wesson (2008) 

demonstrated that the changing distributions of European manufactured trade goods gradually 

replaced the items that had long been deemed as elite or prestigious in grave contexts. Over time, 

these European items in grave contexts – such as glass beads, brass bells, copper jewelry – were 

no longer constricted to small samples of burials but were ubiquitous as mortuary accoutrements 

for all members of a community. These marked changes in grave good distribution have been 

used to argue for a change in economic strategies, as groups were slowly integrated into the 

capitalist world economy. These economic changes were not so drastic, however, to completely 

change these groups. The Mississippian chiefdom structures, such as lineages with hierarchies, 

gender roles, and group integration activities can still be seen in some form or another in proto-

historic Native American tribes. We do know that Creek groups in central Alabama suffered 

from the same stressors that affected most other regions of the Southeast in the 16th and 17th 

centuries. And while we may have a good idea of what happened, generally, to the proto-Creek 

groups, we do not have a complete picture of the coalescence process. Smith (1987) may 

accurately have traced a large portion of the Coosa chiefdom down the Coosa River through two 
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centuries of migrations, but that does not account for all people that lived in the valley in the 16th 

century. For instance, the Kymulga phase sites represent the remains of a group of people that 

were not creating the same material culture as the Coosa chiefdom people upriver, specifically 

ceramics. The long continuity of Kymulga phase sites in Talladega County (about 150 years 

from approximately AD 1500 to 1650) demonstrates at least some level of stability during a 

tumultuous period. Interestingly, scholars have a difficult time agreeing on who the Kymulga 

phase sites represent (Knight et al. 1984; Little and Curren 1990; Smith 1987). Whether they 

represent the Abihka, the Talisi, or some other group, is not known, but I do agree with Knight 

(1984) that they represent a late Lamar group similar, but not the same as seen upriver. They 

could represent any of the late 16th-century towns that are mentioned by the conquistadors. 

Archaeologically, they do show similarities and possible connections to upriver sites, and that is 

what I wish to explore. Moreover, the abundance of ceramic diversity within the Hightower 

Village site, and every other Kymulga phase site, may indicate the very beginnings of the 

coalescent process. Could multiple groups with differing ceramic manufacturing methods have 

come together in a coalescent village? Or is the ceramic diversity indicative of some other 

process? Before answering these questions, I must address how coalescence and group identity 

can be seen archaeologically. To do that, I turn to a description of identity in the archaeological 

record, and then explore how it can be operationalized through the concept of practice.  

 

Anthropology of Identity 

  

Identity is a very complicated subject in the social sciences and the arguments over how 

to best see group identity in the past has changed as we learn more about how people use group 
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identities to organize themselves and then communicate social group differentiation (Barth 1969, 

1994; Brain 1978; Brown 1999, 2008; Brubaker and Cooper 2000; Brumfiel et al. 1994; Cohen 

1978; Deetz 1965; Emberling 1997; Hodder 1979, 1985; Janusek 2002; Jones 1997; Meskell 

2001; Miller 2012; Ortman 2012; Ortner 1984; Reycraft 2005; Sackett 1977, 1985, 1991; 

Shennan 1989; Weik 2014; Weissner 1985; Wiessner 1983; Willey et al. 1955; Wills 2009; 

Wobst 1977). I mainly focus on the early development in theories of identity from Barth (1969, 

1994), leading to a definition that can be used to operationalize my research questions about the 

coalescent processes of 16th-century Coosa River inhabitants.   

I start with a discussion of identity theory in anthropology because coalescence, by 

definition, is a loose social, economic, and political alliance of multiple identity groups. The 

people forming coalescent societies might or might not share languages or material culture. No 

matter how similar or dissimilar individual identity groups may be before coalescence, they must 

all navigate complex social mechanisms that allow their multiple and distinct self-identifications 

to be negotiated into some form of a new coalescent identity. This does not mean that their 

individual groups are completely subsumed into a unified and new identification, be it a new 

ethnic or political label, but rather that a new coalescent group identity can be stacked onto the 

individual groups with specific ways of navigating between the different levels of group 

identification. A modern-day example would be the European Union, which has become more 

than an attempt at uniting political and economic resources, but is also striving to create common 

European identity on top of already existing national collectives by forming a European citizen  

identity based on common values and goals (Carausan 2011:61). 

 Early in the anthropological focus on identity, the term became linked to collective 

identities, as opposed to a more individualistic concept of the term (Brubaker and Cooper 
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2000:3). During the early 20th century, debates grew over how to conceptualize and understand 

identity with anthropologists trying to understand how ethnicity changed over time while also 

seeming to be immutable as a type of group identification that seems essential and is often 

described as ascribed from birth (Jones 1997:65; Peeples 2018:21; Shennan 1989). But this did 

not account for change over time or the ways in which new identity groups could come into 

being. As a rebuttal to the essentialist notions of the primordialist perspectives, social scientists 

began to emphasize the function of identity, often in terms of “ethnicity” and “ethnic identity” 

(Peeples 2018:20). In his studies of face-to-face interactions, Goffman (1959) found that people 

act in ways to fit certain contexts and roles, hiding undesirable attributes and presenting 

favorable attributes for that specific interaction. He argued that identity is developed through 

social interactions. The roles or group contexts we are expected to emphasize, are dependent on 

the social situations in which we find ourselves. Barth (1969) also argued that in interactions 

with others, individuals create and reinforce within group similarities and without group 

differences, thus creating social units. Ethnic groups form and are maintained as oppositions to 

other self-identified ethnic groups, and seek to control certain social or ecological resources 

(Barth 1969; Jones 1997:73). Ethnic groups rely on self-ascription and ascription by others. 

While Barth focused his identity framework on ethnic groups, his rules on social formations can 

apply to more than just ethnicity. Goffman (1959) emphasized that individuals present specific 

versions of themselves under specific contexts. Social contexts can include multiple social 

groups where people present different versions of themselves in order to signal (via Barth) that 

they are either in or not in a certain collective. Identity is larger than the individual, while also 

being multi-faceted and complex. People can belong to multiple social groups and will 

emphasize specific qualities in order to signal their belonging depending on the social context. 
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Cohen (1978:395) described identity groups as a set of “nesting hierarchies of we/they 

dichotomizations” based on promoting political and economic interests. If identity can be sets of 

identities that nest together, then identity may very well start with individuals, but then quickly 

spread out from them to create groups of individuals and then groups within groups. As opposed 

to an essentialist perspective of identity, Barth (1969), Cohen (1978) , and their contemporaries 

emphasized the contextual, fluid, and ever changing ways identity groups are formed, and how 

individuals identify themselves, and identify others. However, the instrumentalist perspective did 

not account for how or why some identity units seem to persist through time despite multiple 

social and economic changes. The instrumentalist emphasis on interaction also did not fully 

account for how large formal social units include people that may never meet or interact, despite 

considering themselves part of the same identity group. Both perspectives were focusing on the 

different sides of the same coin. Group identity is fluid and contextual but also has a sense of 

permanence felt by people within those groups (Bentley 1987:26; Peeples 2018:21).  

In his study of social change in the Cibola region of Arizona and New Mexico, Peeples 

(2018) attempted to reconcile the two contradictory notions of identity, its fluidity and sense of 

permanence, through modes of social identification. The first mode, relational identity, is when 

people identify themselves within larger networks of person-to-person interaction. This type of 

identification is based on shared relations and frequent interactions, such as between people of 

close kinship ties or interactions within the same household. The second mode, categorical 

identity, is when people identify themselves within larger groups based on perceptions of 

similarities to social roles. Categorical identity includes formal organizations like political 

parties, religious groups, or ethnic groups. They are large, named groups where people may 

never meet but still consider themselves part of the same category. The two modes are not 
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mutually exclusive, can build off one another, and individuals oscillate between the two modes 

of identification. Ethnicity, for example, would be categorical as it is a named group where an 

individual will not know every member and is defined through a process of boundary creation 

and maintenance without the need for direct references to intra-group relationships. However, 

people in the same ethnic group might be linked through a complex set of relational networks 

that is built or reified through relational identification (Peeples 2018:28). Peeples used these 

concepts to help understand social transformations, emphasizing that identity is multiple, scalar, 

fluid and based on relationships, interaction, and named categories working together in ways that 

create new forms of identity based on social histories. Identity does change as interactions 

among people change. However, some named identity groupings will seem constant through 

time as named social categories. Because relational and categorical identities work in tandem, we 

might be able to see different social identifications in the archaeological record through studies 

of networks and interactions in the past. Peeples (2018:33) argues “one may assess the strength 

of relational connections in terms of the number of consistently overlapping social ties or the 

degree of categorical commonality in terms of the degree of homogeneity of shared public 

expressions of similarity among groups of people.” The examination of past social identities can 

be operationalized as studies of past interactions and shared public similarities among groups of 

people.  

Categorical and relational identities do not necessarily overlap and may become apparent 

in material culture in different ways. As an example, I turn to an ethnoarchaeological case study 

by Ian Hodder (1985) in the Baringo district of Kenya. He does not use the same terminology as 

Peeples (2018) but does demonstrate how the ethnic boundaries between the Njemp and Tugen 

may not be fully visible in material culture. The designs on calabashes are similar among Njemp 
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and Tugen settlements but the frequency of designs is different between them. The differences 

are due to varying interactions between women within the Njemp and Tugen settlements. 

Women in Njemp settlements are under constant supervision by the men. Within each household 

compound, each co-wife,  unmarried daughter, and mother-in-law will have their houses in close 

proximity to each other and exchange calabashes and calabash design ideas, creating 

homogeneity within Njemp settlements. The Tugen do not have as strict settlement organization 

or interaction rules for women, leading to less interaction between women that would create 

homogenous calabash designs. Hodder (1985) explains these as different political strategies 

among women to gain or exert power within a strict patriarchal and patrilocal society. I think it is 

also an example of the differences between relational and categorical identifications. The 

categorical identities, Njemp and Tugen ethnic groupings, can be seen in differences of 

settlement organization and frequency of calabash designs even though the designs are the same 

across each group. The relational identities, the rate of interaction among women within the same 

patrilocal compound, is then seen in the homogeneity (or lack thereof) in calabash design. The 

categorical and relational identities work together but are not seen in the material the same way. 

Coalescence is a process where categorical and relational identities are both at work in 

specific ways in order to negotiate new social environments. They may not be seen the same 

way, or may not always be accessible archaeologically. Ethnic groups may maintain separate 

identifications, but then still emphasize commonalities between the different ethnic units in order 

to create the coalescent society. Think about the group names that survived from the prehistoric 

Mississippian period into the present in the Creek Nation: Ahbika, Yuchi, Coushatta, Coosa, 

Coweta, and Kasita. All these smaller groups are still separate but subsumed under the Muscogee 

(Creek) Nation in some form. In the 1700s, these groups were tribal towns of the Upper and 
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Lower Creeks lining Alabama waterways.  They still identify as separate groups but then have 

chosen specific ways to emphasize certain commonalities between themselves in order to create 

larger and more sustainable political units. For instance, the Coosa and Ahbika along the Coosa 

River are thought to share a very close history and had similar material culture, despite being two 

different towns (Smith 1987:149-150).  

 So how can we parse out the complexities of ethnic units within other political units? The 

common themes from mid-20th-century social theorists are: 1) ethnic groups are self-identified 

groups based on maintaining control of resources; and 2) social group identification is based on 

dichotomies between an “us” and “them” to promote politico-economic interests. The problem, 

though, in defining ethnic groups in this manner is that ethnicity is made ambiguous and can be 

applied to differing interest groups based on anything from religion to language (Brubaker and 

Cooper 2000:34; Jones 1997:16). The weakness of early definitions of ethnicity was that it could 

mean any sort of interest group, as long as the group is self-identified and promotes any variety 

of self-interests and can exist outside of economic self interest. As an alternative, anthropologists 

can focus more on identifying identity groups in any form they may appear, and not limit 

themselves to the term ethnicity. This approach has become quite common within anthropology 

as the term ethnicity is often a loaded term and often reserved for discussions of groups after the 

spread of the capitalist world economy (Brubaker and Cooper 2000). However, identity groups 

in general, and maybe even something akin to ethnicity, has been around longer than the Western 

European dominated capitalist economic system. We know that people in prehistory must have 

separated off and created new groups due to many reasons, including over population, resource 

depletion, leadership competition, and possibly even ideological differences, as per the model 

first put forth by Barth (1969). There is no reason to assume the social group identity making 
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processes we see today were not also working in the past (Peeples 2018:4). Peeples’s concept of 

identification modes can be very useful for understanding social group differentiation in the past, 

because it is not constrained by economic functions of identity, and focuses on the interactions 

between people and how these interactions may be seen archaeologically. The creation of new 

cultural identities can be seen as early as the Middle Archaic in the Southeast (Sassaman 2006).  

At the end of the Pleistocene, Paleoindian North Americans were just making their way 

across the continent. Materially, this period is marked by a widespread lithic tradition dominated 

by Clovis fluted points. Distributional studies demonstrate that marked differences in Clovis 

points exist at regional and sub-regional geographic levels, indicating different communities 

developing specific methods and variations within the general Clovis point type. Secondly, 

Clovis points are made from high-quality chert that comes from specific and identifiable 

outcroppings. The finished points are often found hundreds of miles from source areas. The long 

distance between finished product and source areas indicate either travel by people for specific 

chert preferences, or long distance exchange of resources that may help create a sense of shared 

identity between people over the continent, helping to facilitate further interactions for 

information/resource exchange and marriage practices (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). 

 The Archaic Period, approximately 13,500-5200 BC, was a material and demographic 

shift, continuing trends from the Early Holocene. Temperatures were rising, hardwood forests 

with high mast yields were expanding, and human populations were denser than in the earlier 

Paleoindian period. Artifact assemblages begin to show some more diversity with a decrease in 

fluted points and the prevalence of side and corner notched bifaces. Around 9,000 years ago, 

stemmed biface technology was added to assemblages. Multiple earthworks and shell midden 

mounds are dated to this time period, indicating that if Archaic peoples continued to reside 
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mainly in small bands, they would periodically gather in macrobands in order to exchange 

materials, ideas, and mates, much like that of the Paleoindian period. Moreover, evidence of 

long-distance exchange continues, and evidence of violence increases. The beginning of 

monumental earthworks and systemic violence are indicators of group unifying mechanisms and 

inter-group conflict, respectfully. Earthwork construction and use (along with group violence) 

continue into the Late Archaic (about 6,000 years ago) with increasing populations and the 

advent of pottery along the Atlantic coast, the Gulf Coast, and the Lower Mississippi Valley.  

 By the beginning of the Woodland period at least 15 Archaic mound sites were scattered 

throughout Louisiana and Mississippi. Artifacts from these mound sites indicate they were places 

of residence and may have been occupied or used year-round. The building of these mounds was 

possibly a form of social risk management in which the collective activity of building the 

mounds bound participants in a common group identity with mutual interests. Various artifact 

types also indicate interaction between Middle and Late Archaic peoples across the Southeast, 

while maintaining separate collective identities. For instance, oversized Benton point 

distributions are mainly found running north to south in the interior low plateau, while stone 

bead distributions run west to east from Mississippi. Furthermore, the distribution of bone pins 

indicates some form of group boundary in the lower Midwest along the Ohio River. Certain 

styles of bone pins have never been found south of the Ohio River (Anderson and Sassaman 

2012). 

 The Woodland period (1200 BC – AD 1000) was a time of ever increasing cultural 

regionalism in the Southeast, but also cross-cultural ritual movements, trade in exotic (non-local) 

materials, and mound building (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:112). With the widespread 

adoption of pottery, archaeologists began to see multiple ceramic traditions over general 
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geographic regions. In a more specific example, individual identities, or materialization of 

personhood, has been seen in the distribution of Swift Creek Complicated Stamped Pottery in 

present-day Florida and Georgia (Wallis 2013:212). Wallis found that wooden paddle patterns 

used to make Swift Creek Complicated Stamped designs were unique. Swift Creek pottery is 

ubiquitous in its Middle Woodland contexts, found in village, mound, and mortuary 

assemblages. Moreover, vessels decorated with the same Swift Creek paddles are found at 

multiple villages, indicating trade and interaction networks and possibly the spread of individual 

identity markers across settlements. In contrast, Weeden Island series effigy vessels, which begin 

to be seen a little later in the archaeological record than Swift Creek Complicated Stamped 

pottery illustrated realistic representations of humans and animals and are found in mostly ritual 

contexts (Wallis 2013:220). The differences in context between complicated stamped and effigy 

vessels that represent similar subjects demonstrate their use in two different realms of knowledge 

and power relations. The complicated stamped vessels of this time and place were produced 

domestically in a decentralized fashion and then transferred across village boundaries. Whereas 

effigies were more associated with sacred contexts, making links to specific ceremonial and 

political centers, like Kolomoki (Wallis 2013:222). “In other words, complicated stamped 

vessels bridged quotidian and sacred realms and brought together disparate villages in 

ceremonial interactions while effigies helped construct a sacred realm that was clearly divorced 

from village life and probably large portions of the population (Wallis 2013:222).” These 

vessels, with two different decorative styles, functioned at two different levels of identity making 

and social power maintenance: one at a pan regional politico-religious level, representing a 

religious group. These effigy vessels may have been limited in access to the general public. The 

other, Swift Creek Complicated Vessels, operated at a domestic level. The complicated stamped 
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designs could be linked to specific paddle stamps, and then traded across villages and brought to 

centers for use in mortuary assemblages, indicating their use in indicating individual 

personhoods (the creator of the paddle design), and vast social networks.  

 The above is an example of how material culture, especially ceramics, can be used to 

negotiate social group identities in the Southeast during the Woodland period. In the Middle 

Coosa River valley, ceramic assemblages  from the Woodland period are primarily Cleveland 

Plain and Cleveland Check Stamped (Knight 1998:193). The plain paste is sandy with limestone 

tempering. The check stamped sherds are on the same paste with squares, rectangles, and 

rhomboids. The ceramics from the Cleveland site are thought to be similar to Wright Check 

Stamped ceramic assemblages from northern Alabama. However, Knight (1984:32) argues that 

the Cleveland complex in Coosa and Talladega counties seems to be more similar to Woodland 

ceramics found in northern Georgia in the Kellog phase (300-100 B.C.). During his 1984 survey, 

Knight found some Swift Creek Complicated Stamped sherds along sites between the Coosa and 

Tallapoosa rivers, demonstrating that the Swift Creek material networking strategies discussed 

above, reached into central Alabama.  

   

Connecting Coalescence to the Material 

  

Ultimately, we see that material culture has been used to understand group identifications 

in multiple times and places. In the Southeast, the distributions of ceramics across time and space 

have been used since at least the mid-20th century to understand how past peoples may have 

identified themselves relative to one another. We also see from the literature on identity in 

archaeology, that trying to understand group identity through material culture can be complicated 
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and problematic. The ways in which we operationalize identity theory, connecting how people 

group themselves with the distributions of material culture, must be given due attention. For that, 

I turn to practice theory, hybridity, and the idea of communities of practice.  

Practice, in its simplest form, refers to the actions of people formed through a relationship 

between agency and large cultural structures (Dornan 2002; Ortner 1984). Agency, the strategic 

actions of individuals, is constrained and enabled by their habitus, the unconscious rules or 

structures contained by an individual. It is the transposable rules or schemas of unconscious 

dispositions that an agent gains through interaction with people of similar and different habitus 

(Hodder and Hutson 2003). A person’s habitus is developed through the social and material 

environment within which that person was enculturated (Bourdieu 1977:72). It is created through 

lived experience which includes the experience of social group differentiation. It is through 

habitus that people recognize similarity and otherness in people they interact with (Bentley 

1987:26). Bentley (1987:27) states “we may hypothesize that consciousness of affinities of 

interest and experience embodies subliminal awareness of objective commonalities in practice.” 

Experiencing objective commonalities, or more specifically the objective constraints that inform 

an individual’s habitus, will encode assumptions about what is right and wrong. The habitual 

experience of objective social environments begins early in a person’s life and is initially 

experienced through relational modes of identity, namely familial relations that are already 

inculcated in the dispositions that constrain habitus (Bentley 1987:28; Bourdieu 1977:77-78). 

Changes in conditions can lead to changes in habitus (Bentley 1987:29). Changes in objective 

conditions may change what later individuals within the same relational networks experience as 

normal, creating different (even if just slightly different) habitual experiences that then produce 

different unconscious assumptions of what is “natural or reasonable practices or aspirations” 
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(Bourdieu 1977:78). Using practice theory, Bentley (1987) has argued that individuals assume 

the social world within which they grew up is natural and normal. Within their experiences in 

their social environment, people build a habitus that includes unexamined assumptions about 

group identification and group differentiation. People may not always tell you why or how they 

know you are not part of their group, but they know. Similarly, the manufacture of material 

culture is enabled and constrained by a person’s habitus, like any other action. In the creation of 

material culture, people know what is right and what is wrong based on preconceived notions 

without much introspection. Ethnic differences and material culture manufacture are not always 

conscious choices and may not always map onto each other. This concept emphasizes the modes 

of identification discussed by Peeples (2018). An individual’s habitus is informed by interaction 

with others (relational mode of identification). The unconsciously held dispositions created in 

these experiences then relate back to larger categorical identities through the internalized 

expectations about how people within one’s own categorical group should or should not act. 

There is a constant flowing of identification from daily interaction and history of interactions to 

larger categorical identifications that can then inform a person’s disposition even further.  

The coalescence process brings people from multiple categorical identities together. 

These people may have some overlapping habitus, but each individual is further informed by 

their unique relational interactions first at home and then abroad. Each person’s habitus includes 

ways of making or consuming material culture in specific ways and the differences and 

similarities may be seen in the spatial variation of material cultural differences, the choices made 

in manufacturing items, and the choices made on material culture consumption preferences. 

In order to examine the spatial variation of material cultural differences and the choices 

made in manufacturing items, one can turn to an examination of style, the formal variations in 
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material culture that are culturally created and bounded (Shennan 1989). Ceramic surface 

decorations are easily borrowed between groups that interact with each other while technological 

styles, such as the unseen construction of ceramic walls, or the addition of non-plastic additives 

(temper), may be more conservative over time (Gosselain 2000)2. Coalescence, as a process that 

brings multiple ethnic groups together, may show a quick spread in surface decorations but a 

slower change in paste composition. The change in ceramic technology, primarily temper type, 

may indicate a larger institutionalization of a newer coalescent society. In the current case, this 

coalescent society will become the Creek Confederacy in the 18th century.  

Another concept that may help in understanding the ways materials are involved in group 

creation and maintenance is hybridity, when material objects incorporate attributes from multiple 

stylistic or technological traditions (Card 2013:1; Liebmann 2008, 2013). Hybridity emphasizes 

the historical contingency of all material culture. Everything, identity groups and the ways they 

differentiate themselves, comes from something else in some form or fashion. Card (2013:5) 

gives the example of majolica-inspired pottery found among the 16th-century Nahua-speaking 

Pipil in Central America. Majolica, a type of pottery made in Spain, incorporated elements 

inspired by Italian ceramics. The Italian ceramics that inspired majolica incorporated elements 

from an earlier glazing process that was imported from Spain when it was under Moorish rule. 

This is a fairly extreme example, but it illustrates the ways most new forms of material culture, 

and how they are incorporated into people’s lives, can have long histories. Liebmann (2008) 

provides another example from the Lakota (Sioux) in the U.S. Plains. Beginning in the 19th 

century, women started to create quilts with elaborate star designs to use during ceremonies and 

family events. Before quilts, buffalo skins were used for the same purpose and they also had star 

 
2 Temper can also be a visible difference in pottery if the temper can be seen on the surface of vessels. 
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designs on them. The women learned to make quilts in Indian schools, reeducation programs set 

up by the federal government to separate Native children from their parents and from their 

cultural practices in order for them to assimilate into white American culture. The women took 

the medium of quilting and then used the cultural tradition of creating star designs to make a 

hybrid material culture. The quilt was from a European tradition but the designs and use were 

Lakota, creating a new material culture. Hybridity is important for conceptualizing how people 

will make choices within their objective conditions to create things using the knowledge they 

learned through life. In the Lakota example, the women first learned to make quilts because they 

were forced to make quilts in school. When buffalo became scarce, they needed a new medium 

to create ceremonial blankets. The quilt was then coopted into their material culture and used 

with preexisting cultural symbols, the star designs. Coalescence does something similar. In many 

scenarios where coalescence may be a viable path for culture change, multiple elements from the 

constituent groups coalescing will be incorporated into a hybrid material culture that is 

something new but still historically contingent. I must point out, though, that the way Liebmann 

(2008, 2013) and many others (Card 2013:15-20) use the term hybridity is very specific. It is 

most often used in a context of power and subversion created in colonialist scenarios. Both 

examples of hybridity presented above were where colonized groups adopted technology or 

material culture styles from a colonizing group. These adoptions were then mixed and used in 

traditional ways that made them wholly of the colonized. The material is something new from 

multiple things of old. What I am wanting to examine in the Coosa River valley, is the starting of 

new possible social identities that may have been sparked by a change in objective conditions 

created by colonization, but is not a direct result of Native groups adopting or coopting material 

from the European forces with whom they were in contact. The form of hybridity discussed by 
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Liebmann did occur, of course, in the early historic southeastern United States. The replacement 

of shell beads with glass beads, or the development of colonowares among the 17th-century 

Apalachee are two examples (Cordell 2013). Even if my research does fully fit the concept of 

hybridity, the concept still helps to emphasize the connection of material culture to social group 

identity and the social changes that occur within and without categorical and relational identities. 

The concept of hybridity will be important for understanding some of the ceramics I will discuss 

from the Hightower Village site, especially in regards to the representation of multiple different 

ceramic traditions within the same contexts.  

 The ways in which people organize themselves and how these can be seen in the 

archaeological record are complex, multiple, and fluid through time. The ways in which we 

operationalize identity using material culture must include a foundation on theory with 

connections to the archaeological record. As discussed above, the ways in which people identify 

themselves within groups is multiple and scalar, oscillating between two modes of identification: 

categorical and relational. These modes are intertwined with each other and are part of an 

individual’s habitus which includes unconscious predispositions about how one identifies oneself 

within a given context and how one identifies others. The objective conditions within which 

people live inform their habitus which is further created through daily interactions with others. 

Daily interactions would include the ways in which we learn to make and use material culture. 

As objective conditions change, so can material culture and so can habitus, including the ways 

people respond with the creation of new social groupings in the face of outside and inside forces. 

If we are to see evidence for social group identity change and/or maintenance in the material 

record, we must look for it through an understanding of hybridity and practice. More 

specifically, to connect identity theory and coalescence to the ceramic assemblages found in the 
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Coosa River valley, I use the concept communities of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991). This 

concept was first put forth by Lave and Wenger (1991) to challenge traditional pedagogical 

techniques used in schools and workplaces. Rather than people being passive, empty receptors 

that teachers can deposit knowledge into, people learn best through situated and experiential 

learning environments, or through “legitimate peripheral participation” (Hughes et al. 2007; 

Lave and Wenger 1991:35).  In the context of ceramic manufacture, I visualize the creation of a 

community of practice much like an apprenticeship. It is “on the job” training where novices 

both watch experts while also participating in the manufacture process simultaneously. It is this 

type of learning experience that was thought to be used in prehistoric contexts. Ceramic 

manufacture in the 16th and 17th century is thought to be a domestic process. Potters would learn 

through a form of mimicry to make and decorate their pottery like their elders. If the identity 

groups that these potters were part of began to migrate and coalesce with other groups, the 

material culture may have been a way to emphasize a certain level of group cohesion. Decorative 

styles may begin to shift to multiple groups and ceramic assemblages with diverse decorative 

motifs may then give way to more homogenous decorative styles. However, the ways in which 

people constructed pottery may be slow to change. Thus, if multiple identity groups with 

different manufacturing practices began to amalgamate physically, the ceramics may well 

demonstrate this early process of coalescence.  

However, the use of community of practice in this way requires an important assumption: 

that pottery was being made, used, and discarded by the same people. This need not have been 

the case, especially since I found no clear evidence of pottery manufacture in the Hightower 

Village collections. If communities of practice become apparent in the data, they may not 

represent production, but could be communities of consumption (Mills 2016). Mills (2016:253) 
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found that communities of practice extend beyond the matter of production and into the realm of 

consumption and even deposition. The choices people make in using pottery, can include 

decisions on design, vessel shape, visible temper, or even secondary surface treatments like 

burnishing. An individual’s daily practice of living would include the use of material culture 

which places that material within a situated practice. Preferences, which become part of the 

habitus, can show patterned distributions that can connect to interactions and networks of 

consumption and production. I tend to discuss the ceramics with the assumption that the people 

who made the pottery also used the pottery. Even if we then examine the distribution of ceramic 

attributes at sites using the lens of consumption rather than production, we still can see 

interesting patterns that relate back to relational identities that further reify and maintain larger 

categorical identities. With that caveat, I can then say that if multiple identity groups with 

different manufacturing or consumption practices began to physically amalgamate, the ceramics 

may well demonstrate this early process of coalescence. To see the diversity in ceramic 

manufacturing practices, or if differing communities of practice even existed at the same site, we 

must analyze more than the external, easily communicated, decorative styles found on 16th- and 

17th-century ceramics. Instead we must examine the product of the ceramic manufacturing 

process and the internal construction of pottery along with the more easily seen decorative 

properties. 

As an example of the use of a ceramic analysis of technological attributes, I turn to 

Neuzil’s (2005) study of the Pueblo III to Pueblo IV transition  during the 13th century by 

measuring technological attributes of corrugated pottery from household contexts. She included 

variables such as coil width, indentation width, indentation depth, and the presence or absence of 

obliteration.  Neuzil found that rooms that touched showed low variability while separated room 
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groups showed significant differences in certain technological  attributes. This would indicate 

that although, visibly, the corrugated pottery looks really similar across the whole site, different 

households were  making different choices  in tool-use and technique. The differences in 

technological attributes would show multiple communities of practice were occurring at the site, 

which would be parts of different relational identities. Neuzil thought of these technological 

differences as indicating migrations of new people into the Baily Ruin site who may have been 

trying to mimic the look of local pottery but used techniques that they knew from their own 

habitus.  

A similar pattern is argued to have occurred in Chaco Canyon during the 12th century but 

with a slightly different interpretation due to different site histories  (Wills 2009). A change in 

material culture occurred in the 12th century marking the shift from the Classic Bonito subphase 

to the Late Bonito subphase in Chaco canyon. This included a change in architecture from classic 

Chaco great house construction with little mortar and smaller stones to McElmo style 

architecture with larger sandstone veneer pieces held together with noticeably more mortar.   A 

change in ceramic manufacturing is also evident at this time. The later contexts contain a type of 

ceramic called Chaco-McElmo black-on-white which incorporated designs originally from the 

San Juan River onto Cibola white wares, creating a type of hybrid pottery. Chaco-McElmo is 

almost identical to its northern counterpart but the average wall thickness between the Chaco-

McElmo and McElmo types also found in Chaco is statistically significant. The paints used in 

Chaco-McElmo is also different than more local styles of pottery. These differences are argued 

to demonstrate differences in ceramic making practices between two groups of potters. But also, 

Chaco-McElmo ceramics and McElmo-style architecture cooccur. Wills (2009:297) argues that 

the evidence indicates that some potters from the Chaco area may have been incorporated into 
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new migrant homes. What Wills found in the 12th-century Chaco canyon was a representation of 

hybrid pottery styles with new architecture styles. There was a clear chronological difference 

between local architecture styles and the new McElmo style architecture. He argued that this 

would indicate a population movement into the canyon after an earlier population decrease 

occurred. Still it was not a clear example of one group moving out and  another group moving in, 

but a mixing of distinctive peoples at a time when  the canyon’s original inhabitants had already 

started migrating out. He suggests, that the subtle differences but close similarities in material 

culture indicate separate identities from different regions, one local and one from the north. 

However these nonlocal groups may have also been interacting with Chaco locals for quite some 

time. What Wills has described seems to be an example of two or more groups of separate 

categorical identities coming together at Chaco. As their daily interactions increase, so too do 

their relational identities to an extent that ceramics show very close similarities but are not the 

same, harking back to the phenomenon of hybridity discussed earlier, but in a non-colonial 

context. 

 Like Neuzil’s (2005) study of corrugated pottery among the Pueblos, Wills (2009) uses 

ceramics and other material culture to understand the movements and coalescing of group 

identities in specific areas.  Both examples involved the movement of people into already 

inhabited areas, creating hybrid material cultures that include local and non-local attributes. Both 

authors also position their work in the realm of identity theory and practice. Non-local identity 

groups migrate into the area of study bringing with them, not just already created material 

culture, but the ideas and assumptions (within their habitus) of how to make and use material 

culture. As the different identity groups begin to come into more and more contact with each 

other, hybrid material cultures begin to form, creating new items. However, these studies also 
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emphasize the ways in which communities of practice can be used to examine interactions and 

relationships between multiple identity groups, especially when examining attributes of ceramic 

sherds. The ways in which I chose to examine the ceramic assemblage from the Hightower 

Village site are provided in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD OF CERAMIC ANALYSIS AND GLASS BEAD ANALYSIS 

 

 The primary question guiding my research is, does the diversity in ceramic designs, 

including both decoration and manufacture, indicate multiple groups with different ceramic 

communities of practice living together at the Hightower Village site, and then how do 

Hightower Village site ceramics relate to other known Creek ancestral groups in the Coosa River 

valley? To answer these questions, I focus on two general stages of my research. First, I examine 

ceramic variables within the Hightower Village site assemblage and their spatial distribution 

across the site to form an intra-site comparison. I then compare the ceramic assemblages from 

the Hightower Village site to the Woods Island site to see the differences and similarities 

between these two ceramic complexes. In the second stage, I refine the dates of occupation at the 

Hightower Village site by analyzing its glass bead assemblage. 

The Hightower Village site is part of the Kymulga phase that is found exclusively in 

Talladega County. The Kymulga phase is identified by its unique ceramic complex. In the 1940s, 

Lewis Larson noticed a cluster of sites in Talladega County with shell, grit, and grog temper 

mixtures with plain, incised, roughened, and complicated stamped designs present. However, he 

was called away to other research projects before he could complete his classifications (Walling 

1993). None of Larson’s descriptions of Kymulga phase ceramics, finished or otherwise, were 

ever published. He was the first to formally label a cultural complex as ‘Kymulga’ while not 

fully labeling it as an archaeological phase (Knight et al. 1984:12). The next researcher to 
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identify these ceramics and try to figure out their culture-historical significance to the rest of the 

Coosa River valley was Knight during his extensive Coosa survey in the 1980s (Knight et al. 

1984).  

It was during this survey that Knight identified the Hightower Village site, located north 

of Sylacauga, Alabama, near Sycamore. The site was known to looters prior to its formal 

identification, as indicated by the multiple looter pits discussed in field notes. In 1983, infrared 

aerial photography was also used at the site. The photography showed a possible trench that ran 

in a semi-circle around the site. It was interpreted as a possible palisade wall (Walling and 

Wilson 1985:1). Also, the presence of possible 16th century trade items found by looters at the 

site spiked archaeologists’ interest. Because of the site’s location in the Coosa River valley and 

the presence of possible 16th century material, it was thought the site might be linked to the 

expeditions of Hernando de Soto or Tristán de Luna. Due to the combination of looter pits, 

possible palisade wall, and productive surface survey, it was decided that excavations may 

provide information on 16th – and 17th – century archaeological sites in the area. It was excavated 

by the University of Alabama Office of Archaeological Research, University of Alabama 

Museums Expedition Program, and Jacksonville State University. Excavations were led by 

Carey Oakley, Rick Walling, Bob Wilson, and Harry Holstein. In the process of three years of 

excavation, In total, 97  2m-x-2m units were excavated, covering 388 m2 of surface area. 

Currently, the artifacts are still mostly unwashed and unsorted. They are housed in over 300 

boxes at the University of Alabama Erskine Ramsey curation facility. The Hightower Village site 

was used by Veech (1994) for a study of post-contact ceramics from Talladega County. Some of 

the artifacts from the site have also been used by Little (2008) for his study of European trade 

items. Descriptions of ceramics from Hightower Village and other Kymulga phase sites can be 
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found in Knight et al. (1984), and Knight (1998). Still, a type-variety system was never 

established. In fact, in Knight’s (1998) description of Native American ceramics from the Coosa 

and Tallapoosa river valleys he recommends focusing on attribute analyses of ceramic features 

rather than using a type-variety system due to the large amount of diversity within the ceramic 

assemblages and because of the lack of a pre-existing comprehensive type-variety system. I also 

have chosen to use an attribute analysis due to the questions I am asking. The primary sorting 

criteria for types is surface decoration (Phillips et al. 1951:65). After surface decoration, temper 

does become a primary way of breaking ceramics into types (Phillips et al. 1951:66). However, 

rather than decide to try and break everything down into a new typology, or find comparative 

type material from other regions, I chose to use an attribute analysis. In this way I could decide 

after-the-fact if temper was a manufacturing decision that separated house contexts from each 

other, if those tempers corresponded to specific surface decorations or, to a lesser extent, to 

specific vessel shapes.   

 I then use the ceramic attribute analysis as my approach to ceramic differences within the 

Hightower Village site collection and then between the Hightower Village site and the Woods 

Island site. These two sites represent the Kymulga phase and the Woods Island phase, 

respectively. If the ceramic attributes from these two sites appear very similar, then they shared 

similar ceramic manufacturing traditions, lending credence to some cultural link between them. 

This interaction may be seen in the ceramic complexes and reinforce the interpretation that the 

Kymulga phase peoples represent a Late Lamar complex that is ancestral to some part of the 

modern-day Creek Nation. Moreover, interactions between these two ancestral groups would be 

a pulling factor for the 16th-century people of the Coosa Chiefdom to travel down river and may 

have even been part of the expansive paramount chiefdom of Coosa in some capacity. 
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 In this chapter I will provide descriptions of the ceramic materials from the Kymulga and 

Woods Island phases, a description of the variables used in analyzing ceramic attributes, general 

descriptions of European items found within the sites, how these were used to appropriately date 

the sites and specific contexts from the Hightower Village site, and statistical methods used to 

compare the ceramic attribute associations within and between the archaeological sites used in 

the study.   

 

The Kymulga Ceramic Assemblage 

  

The Kymulga ceramic complex is the defining feature of the Kymulga phase (Knight 

1998; Knight et al. 1984). Due to the association of European trade objects with multiple 

Kymulga phase sites, people most likely made the ceramics between AD 1540 and 1700. Thus, 

the Kymulga phase ceramics, their spatial distributions and changes through time, are important 

for understanding how material changes correlate with important social changes that occurred 

after European contact. In the 1980s it was generally described as similar to Barnett phase 

ceramics from the Upper Coosa River valley, namely in the fact that they seem to be a mixture of 

grit tempered Lamar culture ceramics found throughout Georgia and east Alabama and Dallas 

culture ceramics that are primarily found in east Tennessee (Hally 2008). 

 Lamar ceramics are primarily characterized as grit tempered conoidal jars; flaring, 

thickened rim jars; and carinated bowls (also known as cazuelas) (Hally 1994). The most 

common surface decorations are incised curvilinear designs and complicated stamping. The later 

Lamar phases, from the 16th century to the 19th century, contained narrower incising than 

previous phases, as well as roughened complicated stamped decorations. At some point in the 
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history of the Lamar peoples, potters started changing from using clear complicated stamped 

designs to random stamping, often making stamp paddle motifs ambiguous. 

 Dallas ceramics are primarily characterized as shell tempered shallow bowls (or salt 

pans), and bowls and jars with notched and pinched appliqués along the rims (Lewis and 

Kneberg 1946:176). The most notable decoration form is incised motifs, but other modes are also 

commonly noted, such as rim effigies, and nodes. The salt pans are usually textile impressed. 

Some commonalities between these two ceramic traditions include curvilinear incised motifs and 

strap handles. While the notched and pinched rim appliqués are often seen as a marker of the 

Dallas culture ceramic complex, they have also been found on Lamar ceramic types. 

 The Kymulga phase ceramic assemblage seems to be a mixture of these two ceramic 

traditions, along with some vessels that contain grog temper. Jenkins (2009:219) attributes the 

practice of grog tempering to the earlier Terminal Woodland Ellis phase, the grit tempering to 

Lamar cultural influence, and shell tempering to Late Moundville/Big Eddy phase influence, 

which is a bit of a change from the ceramic traditions that have usually been connected to the 

protohistoric occupation in Talladega county. Additionally, no matter what culture historical 

sequence one thinks led to the development of Kymulga phase ceramic practices, no 

explanations have attempted to address the mixture of grit, shell, and grog tempering agents 

found in a small amount of ceramics in the assemblage. The mixture of temper types and 

description of Kymulga ceramics as containing usual Lamar and Dallas types cross-cutting 

temper groups makes comparing Kymulga ceramics with other phases in the Coosa River valley 

fairly difficult (Knight 1998; Little 2008). Moreover, because no formal type-variety system was 

ever developed for the Kymulga phase ceramics, an attribute analysis was chosen for studying 
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the variation within the ceramic complex and between the Kymulga phase and the Woods Island 

phase.  

 

Ceramic Attribute Variables 

 

 In this section, I describe the ceramic attributes from the Hightower and Woods Island 

assemblages analyzed in this study. These attributes include styles that are considered both 

technological and decorative as described in the previous chapter (Shennan 1989; Smith and 

Wobst 2005; Wiessner 1983). The attributes were measured in three categories: paste/fabric 

construction, decorative treatment, and rim description.  

  

Paste/Fabric Construction 

Fabric analysis focused on three areas: temper (or aplastic inclusions), firing patterns, and 

wall thickness. These three areas are important for approaching an understanding of the chaînes 

opératoires used by ceramic manufacturers at the sites. I frame developed my methods by 

thinking about the choices potters would have to make in various steps of the manufacturing 

process. 

 

Temper Type. Temper is an aplastic inclusion within the ceramic paste that is not the clay matrix. 

The main groups identified in this category are shell, grit, and grog. Multiple tempers can be 

identified within a single sherd producing shell, grit, and grog mixtures. Notes were made 

indicating minority temper types such as mica, extremely sandy pastes, bone, limestone, or 

hematite. Ceramics were also identified if they had no discernable tempers included in the paste. 
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Temper Size. The size of temper inclusions was determined visually following the appendices in 

Orton and Hughes (2013). The scale was based off three size grades: .5-1mm, .5-2mm, and .5-

3mm.3 The sherd was examined under low level magnification. When a clear visualization of 

temper inclusions could not be made on an existing break, a small clean break was made using 

ignition pliers.  

 

Temper Density. The density of temper inclusions within the sherd was determined visually 

using the same figure from Orton and Hughes (2013) that was used for temper size. While 

inspecting a break in the sherd, a percentage of temper inclusions in proportion to clay matrix 

was determined on an ordinal scale from 0-30% density.  

 

Core Configuration and Core Color. Variables were also measured to understand firing practices 

and conditions using oxidized and reduced designations and basic color identification (black, 

gray, dark gray, tan, orange, brown, etc.). General color terms were used and corresponded to 

Munsell color numbers.  Core colors and oxidization identifications are a result of the 

atmosphere and temperature when the ceramics were being fired (Figure 3.1). Thus, these 

variables are an indirect result of firing practices within pottery manufacturing communities 

(Orton and Hughes 2013; Rye 1981). While the percent of carbon retention, a measurement of 

the proportion of the gray or black paste in the ceramic core, could also be measured, I based my 

variables on a presence/absence basis. The colors of the core were recorded from interior to 

exterior as if the sherd was still part of a complete vessel. The sequence of colors was then 

 
3 The size grades overlap in order to show different ranges of temper sizes. The different size grades are only dependent on the 
largest temper sizes observed in a specimen. 
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recoded into the oxidized or reduced variables. The following colors were recoded as oxidized: 

red, orange, tan, brown, buff. The following colors were recoded as reduced: gray, light gray, 

dark gray, and black.  

 

Figure 3.1. Visual explanation of interior, core, and exterior terms. 

Surface Color. Surface colors were also recorded from interior to exterior of the sherd to provide 

the full firing process of the ceramic vessel. If clouding was recognized as such, it was noted but 

not recorded as the surface color. While I do understand that the surface color identifications can 

be subjective, like core configurations, they can still be evidence of firing practices, including 

temperature and a reducing or oxidizing atmosphere.  

 

Dominant Paste Color. This category was used to simplify the complexity encountered with 

sherds that had more than one surface color and core color. This is basically an overall 

impression of what the most prevalent color is present on and in the sherd being analyzed.  

 

Decorative Attributes 

Design Location/Sherd Morphology. This is used for identifying the location of any decoration 

and sherd morphology (e.g. body, shoulder, neck, base, rim, rim proximal). If the sherd was 

plain, then this variable was used exclusively for sherd morphology. If it was decorated, then the 

design location was assumed to cover the same area as all the sherd’s morphology.  
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Decorative Mode. This variable was used to identify the general decorative pattern used on a 

sherd. Each sherd was identified as one of the following: plain, incised, incised and punctated, 

punctated, complicated stamped, check stamped, simple stamped, residual stamped, slipped, 

brushed, or cord marked. Incising consists of cutting into the surface of a wet or plastic surface 

with a stylus in order to create curvilinear or rectilinear designs. Punctations are designs from 

when an instrument is pushed into a wet paste and then removed, leaving an indentation. All 

stamping designs are made from a wooden paddle (the stamp) that has a carved design. Simple 

stamped designs consist of only parallel lines that show no combinations of more rectilinear or 

curvilinear elements. Complicated stamping designs contain curvilinear and/or rectilinear 

elements in multiple directions. The residual stamped category contains sherds that could be 

identified as stamped but then not either complicated or simple stamped. This category is 

primarily accounting for the type Lamar Roughened which is a complicated stamped type but 

that has been either smoothed over or repeatedly stamped in a random fashion, making the stamp 

motif difficult or impossible to identify. Slips are when the surface (interior, exterior, or both 

surfaces) is covered in an extra thin layer of wet clay after the vessel has been dried. A slip is 

often difficult to distinguish from a burnished surface (that will be discussed under motifs) but is 

usually identified by examining the cross section of a sherd. The slip looks like a thin layer of 

clay sitting on top of the sherd paste. Brushing is a decorative technique that is often correlated 

with the early formations of groups that would become parts of the Creek confederacy (Smith 

1987).  
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Motif. Under motif, I included plain surface treatments (i.e. smoothed and burnished); incised 

motifs (after Smith 1989a) such as running scrolls, interlocking scrolls, line filled triangles. If an 

incised motif could not be identified, it was recorded as unidentified or as a generic rectilinear, 

curvilinear, or parallel line motif. Complicated stamped designs were identified as concentric 

circles, filfot cross, unidentified, or roughened. The simple stamped designs were broken down 

into rectilinear or curvilinear designs. Check stamped motifs were not identified; instead, 

horizontal and vertical measurements of the check pattern were recorded (metric measurements 

will be discussed below). No motifs were recorded for the Unidentified Stamped decorative 

mode category. 

 

Wall Thickness. I recorded a wall thickness for each sherd in millimeters. On body and shoulder 

sherds, the measurement was taken on a midpoint. If an adequate midpoint could not be 

measured due to irregular break patterns, then a measurement from the thickest and thinnest 

sections of the sherds were averaged together. On rim sherds, the wall thickness measurement 

was taken on the end furthest from the lip.  

 

Land/Groove Widths. On stamped and incised designs, measurements (in millimeters) were 

taken of the rises and falls that make up the designs. The groove width was taken in the 

indentations made by the incising or stamping tool. The land width measured the rises or spaces 

between indentations.  
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Rim Modes 

Rim modes consist of a selection of attributes that make distinctive rims on vessels. Rim 

sherds have been found to be important artifacts in themselves separate from body/base/shoulder 

pieces. Various rim modes have been shown to have specific diachronic value in the Coosa River 

valley and throughout prehistoric Alabama (Knight 1998; Regnier 2014; Steponaitis 2009). Rim 

attributes consist of such things as vessel orifice size, lip curvature and orientation, lip width, 

vessel shape, and the presence of different handles, notched or pinched lip folds, notched or 

pinched appliqué strips, and the distance of decorations and modes from the lip edge. All the 

following described attributes were collected on every rim sherd that measured larger than two 

centimeters. Rim sherds were also recorded using the earlier described surface and paste 

attributes. 

 

Orifice Diameter. Orifice measurements (in centimeters) were recorded using a rim orifice chart. 

Orifice diameter was only recorded on vessels that had 5% of the rim present. The appropriate 

orientation of the rim was found by placing the rim along a flat plane.  

 

Rim Angle, Curvature, and Directness. The following rim attributes were recorded using terms 

from Johnson (2003:Figure 8.3). Rim angle was categorized from strongly outslanted to strongly 

inslanted according to rim orientation against a flat plane (Figure 3.2). Rim curvature was 

categorized from strongly incurvate to strongly excurvate. Essentially, rim curvature identified 

the curve relationship between the lip and the proximal lip areas. The difference between angle 

and curvature is sublte. Angle was used to examine just the orientation of the rim lip without 

regard for how the vessel walls curved proximal to the rim. Rim directness was categorized from 
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strongly expanded to strongly tapered, a nominal variable that further describes lip width. Lip 

directness was further described by whether the lip itself was rounded, round-flattened, flattened, 

or pointed (Johnson 2003:Figure 8.4). These measurements can be helpful in addressing culture-

historical questions. When added together they create various rim modes that help distinguish 

different vessels (Brown 2015:22, 126). 

 

Rim Decorations.  I recorded extra rim decorative treatments outside of surface decoration. 

These are appliqués or rim folds that have been either notched or pinched. The difference 

between notching and pinching is arbitrary but is used to try and discern between if the 

appliqué/fold was ticked with a stylus or if it was probably pinched with fingers. The pinched 

modes tend to make larger indentations whereas notched modes are smaller indentations with 

more triangular rises between indentations. Appliqués are identified as added strips of clay to the 

surface of the vessel either on the rim or just below the rim. Folds are when the rim was flattened 

and folded over itself, making a thicker rim than vessel wall (Figure 3.3). Rim straps are extra 

layers of clay added to the rim but were not found in the ceramic samples. 
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Figure 3.2. Rim curvatures, angles, and directness. a) extreme incurvate; b) incurvate; c) vertical; 
d) excurvate; e) extreme excurvate; f) extreme inslant; g) inslant; h) vertical; i) outslant; j) 
extreme outslant; k) interior bevel; l) exterior bevel; m) rounded; n) rounded-flattened; o) 
expanded; p) flattened; and q) pointed. 
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Figure 3.3. Example of a folded rim. 

 

Lip Thickness. Lip thickness (in millimeters) was measured with digital calipers along the very 

edge of the rim sherd.  

 

Rim Mode Depth. This variable was used to measure the distance of the rim mode below the lip 

or extreme end of the rim in millimeters.  

 

Vessel Form. When enough evidence of vessel shape was found with the rim, then vessel form or 

shape was identified using terms similar to (Steponaitis 2009:Figure 21). These were typically, 

flaring rim bowls, short neck/neckless jars, jars, and bowls.  

 

Statistical Methods 

 

All ceramic variables were then examined using multivariate statistical methods, 

primarily exploratory data analysis which looks for structure within complicated multivariate 
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data sets (Shennan 1997). As an example of the utility of such an approach, I refer to Marcoux 

(2010b). Multiple cluster analyses were used to test whether there was meaningful patterning 

between the use of certain tempering agents with certain decorative types, vessel construction, 

and rim form. I used 2-way cluster analyses, an inductive non-hierarchical clustering approach 

that can be used with non-normal and non-interval data. More appropriately, I then used 

correspondence analysis as a way to visualize the complex ceramic data set (Dressler 2015; 

Peeples and Schachner 2012). Correspondence Analysis (CA) is an inductive approach that can 

help understand structure within a complex data set, especially one with multiple sample groups 

of different sizes (such as features or midden layers). The utility of CA in archaeology lies in its 

use of the chi-square statistic to create chi-square difference between columns and between rows 

based on raw frequency data. Prior to the popularity of CA, researchers would convert their data 

to similarity/difference coefficients and then perform a principal components analysis (Shennan 

1997:308). Correspondence analysis allows analysis of frequencies directly without the added 

step of converting counts into similarity coefficients. Moreover, it is resilient to differences in 

sample size and can be used to reduce dimensionality in complex data while providing a biplot 

illustration of similarities between contexts and ceramic variables (Marcoux 2010b:97) 

Contingency tables of raw frequency data were entered into PAST3.0 statistical software. 

Features were organized into associated structure remains and then frequencies of ceramic 

variables were put into columns. The biplots are presented and interpreted in Chapter 4. 
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Glass Bead Assemblage 

 

 The occupation date-range for the Kymulga phase, and for the Hightower Village site, 

have been accepted in many publications (Knight 1998; Knight et al. 1984; Little 2010; Little 

and Curren 1990). However, there is always room for improvement, especially considering new 

methods in dating glass beads and the ongoing refinement of glass bead chronologies in the 

Southeast (Blair 2015a, 2015b, 2016; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Little 2010; Marcoux 

2010a). Marvin Smith’s Post-Contact Native American settlement and migration patterns in the 

Coosa River valley relies heavily on his established glass bead assemblage (Smith 1977, 1987, 

1989a, 2000). Although Smith stopped his study at the Woods Island site (1Sc40), others have 

continued to explore the 16th and 17th century Coosa River valley occupations. In his dissertation, 

Keith Little (2008) provides some analysis of Kymulga phase site beads, including several from 

the Hightower Village site, and places the Kymulga phase fully in the 16th century (Little 

2008:157). However, personal communications with people who have studied Kymulga phase 

sites shows some doubt remains about whether the phase ends at A.D. 1600 or continues into the 

17th century (Little, Personal Communication, 2016).  

 It is my hope that a more detailed analysis of the glass bead assemblage from the 

Hightower Village site, would demonstrate if the Hightower Village site was occupied in the 17th 

century as well as the 16th century. The glass bead analysis is directed by the following 

questions: When was the post-contact occupation of the Hightower Village site? Is that 

occupation earlier, contemporaneous, and/or later than the Woods Island Village site occupation? 

Are feature contexts contemporaneous across the whole Hightower Village site? Knowing if the 

Hightower Village site was occupied into the 17th century would show that people other than 
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those studied by Smith were in the Coosa River valley before the Coosa Chiefdom moved out of 

Northwest Georgia. If the feature contexts at the Hightower Village site are contemporaneous 

with each other then any differences in ceramic micro-assemblages across the site would be due 

to differences in communities of practice rather than chronological changes in ceramic 

manufacturing popularity.  

The analysis of the glass beads from the Hightower Village site was done in two phases. 

The first phase consisted of identifying the beads using an established bead taxonomy. The most 

popular system for classifying glass beads is the one developed by Kidd and Kidd (1970) and 

revised by Stone (1974). Brain (1988) built from Kidd and Kidd, refining the classification 

system using the vast collection of beads from the Tunica site in Louisiana. His work simplified 

some of the overly detailed Kidd and Kidd system and has been used for research in the Lower 

Mississippi Valley (Brown 1979:302; Wiegand 2013:52). Initially, beads in Alabama were 

identified using a less formal naming system that included a geographic name and then a 

descriptor like “Alabama White Barrel” or “Childersburg Green Oval” and was used throughout 

the Coosa River valley in the 1960s (DeJarnette and Hanson 1960:43; DeJarnette et al. 1973; 

Morrell 1965). This system limited the amount of regional comparisons that could be done as 

most of the beads had names referencing places in Alabama. Beads that were morphologically 

the same would have different names in other areas. To better standardize glass bead 

assemblages in the region, researchers began to use the Kidd and Kidd system (Little 2010; 

Marcoux 2010a) . In order to allow comparisons across sites and from different assemblages in 

the southeastern United States, the Kidd and Kidd (1970) system will be used to identify 

individual beads in the Hightower Village. 
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 Glass beads have provided chronological and social information for multiple regions in 

the southeastern United States (Blair 2015a, 2015b, 2016, 2017; Blair et al. 2009; Brain 1979; 

Brown 1979; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Little 2008, 2010; Marcoux 2008, 2010a; Smith 

1987, 1989a; Templin 2017; Wiegand 2013).Once the beads have been visually identified, the 

Hightower Village assemblage will be compared to glass bead temporal complexes that were 

developed for eastern and northeastern Alabama by Smith (1977, 1987), Little (2008, 2010), and 

Marcoux (2010a). The Hightower Village bead assemblage can also be compared to the 

assemblage from the Woods Island site to better answer the question about possible 

contemporaneity of the two sites. Also, intra-site comparisons can be made between discrete 

contexts at the Hightower Village site. Glass beads were recovered from general excavation and 

from feature contexts. The features are primarily burials, but also include a large refuse pit, and 

some structural remains that were identified as houses during excavation. The few beads 

recovered from these discrete feature contexts may help establish if the features are indeed 

contemporaneous or represent different post-contact occupations of the site.  

 The research questions that are answered by the visual bead identification are further 

clarified by a chemical analysis of a sample of glass beads from both sites. European glass trade 

beads were made in Venice, Italy, and Amsterdam, Netherlands, for much of the 16th and 17th 

centuries (Blair 2015b; Blair et al. 2009; Brain 1979; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; 

Dussubieux and Gratuze 2012; Dussubieux and Karklins 2016; Karklins et al. 2015; van der 

Sleen 1973; Walder 2013b, 2015).  Each glass house had specific glass recipes that they used for 

creating different types of beads. These recipes then gradually changed through time. The 

different glass recipes create different glass chemical compositions that can be seen using 

various chemical analytical methods, such as laser ablation – inductively coupled plasma – mass 
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spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS) (Burgess and Dussubieux 2007; Walder 2013a, 2013b), neutron 

activation analysis (NAA) (Hancock et al. 1997; Hancock et al. 1994; Hancock et al. 2000; 

Karklins et al. 2001), and x-ray fluorescence spectrometry (XRF) (Blair 2015b; Castillo and 

Strivay 2012; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013). Each method comes with its pros and cons, 

including access to equipment, cost, destructiveness to samples, and their abilities to identify 

specific chemical signatures. For this study, I relied on XRF because it is readily available on the 

University of Alabama campus. I was assisted by Elliot Blair, who allowed me to use his 

portable XRF device, a Bruker Tracer III-SD portable X-Ray Fluorescence Spectrometer.  

 All atoms can emit X-rays and do so at different rates. When a sample is bombarded with 

X-rays, it excites the atoms in the sample, which then emit their own X-ray energy. This energy, 

which is different for different elements, can then be used to identify the chemical makeup of a 

sample. The secondary X-rays emitted by the elements in a sample are then collected by the XRF 

detector (Castillo and Strivay 2012:72). The benefits of XRF are that it is non-invasive, non-

destructive, and relatively fast, allowing compositional studies to occur on large samples that 

would normally be out-of-bounds, such as objects that fall under the purview of the Native 

American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).  The limitations of XRF should 

also be noted. Multi-colored beads cannot be studied using XRF because it is considered a “bulk 

analytical technique,” so the composition of complex beads with multiple colored layers or other 

decorations would become muddled in the analysis, creating unreliable data. A more limiting 

factor is that customized calibrations from element reference standards are needed in order to 

make reliable quantitative results (Blair 2017:32).  However, that does not mean that XRF is not 

a reliable method. In his study of opaque white glass beads from the 17th century Mission Santa 

Catalina de Guale, Blair (2017:33) found that the presence or absence of unique opacifiers in the 
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beads can be chronologically diagnostic. Within contexts where opaque white beads were found 

with other dateable artifacts, the opacifiers show a clear break in contexts dated earlier than 1630 

and later than 1630. Beads opacified with lead-tin were from contexts prior to 1630 while in 

contexts after that date, they are opacified with calcium antimonate. Similarly, studies of opaque 

blue beads in the southeastern United States and white and blue beads in the northeastern United 

States share similar chronologies when examining the chemical compositions of glass bead 

opacifiers (Blair 2017; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Hancock et al. 1997). 

 An elemental analysis of opaque beads from the Hightower Village site can provide 

information about if the Hightower Village site was occupied after 1630 or even later into the 

17th century. Elemental compositions of beads from the Hightower Village site and Woods 

Island site were then compared to past glass studies  (e.g. Blair 2015b; Hancock 2013; 

Sempowski et al. 2000) in order to refine the dates of occupation of the sites, specifically, 

examining the opacifiers found in the glass beads. While it is not the most succinct dating 

process, this method of looking for chronologically significant glass opacifiers can at least help 

answer the question about whether the people from the Hightower Village site (representing the 

Kymulga phase) and the Woods Island site (representing the Woods Island phase and early 17th 

century people of the Coosa chiefdom) were living contemporaneously in the Coosa River 

valley, or are completely separated by the times of their occupations. The general chronological 

signatures of the opacifiers can also help establish contemporaneity of specific features at the 

Hightower Village site.
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CHAPTER 4 

THE HIGHTOWER CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE: A CERAMIC ATTRIBUTE ANALYSIS 

 

This chapter contains data from an attribute analysis of a ceramic assemblage from the 

Hightower Village site (1Ta150). The focus for undertaking an attribute analysis of this ceramic 

assemblage was to understand the manufacturing and decorative choices made by the 16th/17th-

century inhabitants. While my sample is not the entire ceramic collection that was removed in 

the three years of excavation, it is a representative sample from midden and structural features 

from across the site. First, I will describe the Hightower Village site ceramic assemblage as a 

whole. Then I will break the sample into its constituent micro-assemblages based on associated 

structure remains and midden levels for comparisons of specific ceramic attributes. My sample 

from the Hightower Village site came from all three years of excavation, 1984, 1985, and 1987. 

Trying to reconcile these excavations with each other in order to ensure I had discrete micro-

assemblages was trying, yet fruitful. That being said, because of the sampling strategies used 

during excavation, some structures are better represented than others. However, I do think they 

give a representative sample of most of the domestic remains from the site (Table 4.1). Each 

structure, or house as they were often called during the investigations, consists of one or more 

excavation units that contain wall debris such as fired clay, wall daub, wall posts, post holes, 

hearths, and refuse midden.  

In 1984, the site was in pastureland, providing ample cleared space for remote sensing 

surveys. While some shovel testing did occur, time constraints meant no intensive shovel testing  



63 
 

Table 4.1. Contexts of the ceramic assemblage from the Hightower Village site. 

 Northing Easting Level Context Proposed Structure Identification 
948 1076 3 Wall Fall 1 
950 1060 3 5 1 
950 1043 3 FS 5 X 
950 1051 4 FS 4 X 
950 1072 3 Below Wall Fall 1 
950 1076 3 Wall Fall 1 
952 1074 3 Midden 1 
952 1074 3  Posthole 99 1 
952 1074 3 FS 1 1 
952 1074 4 FS 2 1 
952 1076 3 Below Wall Fall 1 
952 1078 3 Wall Fall 1 
954 1076 3 FS 22; 23; 24 1 
967 1077  Features 11; 12 2 
973 1077  FS 14 2 
973 1077 3 Midden 2 
972 1072 3 Midden 2 
981 1074 2 FS 7; 10; 11; 13 3 
986 1046 2 Midden 6 
986 1060 3.5 Structure Floor (1984 unit) 4/5 
986 1066  Feature 37 3 
986 1068 4 Near Structure 3 
986 1070 3 Daub Wall 3 
986 1070 4 Wall Fall 3 
986 1072 3 Midden 3 
986 1072 3 BURIAL 5 FILL 3 
986 1076 3 Burial 5? and Midden 3 
986 1074  Feature 54 3 
986 1074 1 Feature 56 3 
986 1070 4 Wall Fall 3 
986 1084 2 Midden 7 
986 1084 3 Near Structure 7 
986 1098 2 Near Structure 9 
986 1100  Feature 29 9 
988 1100 2 Feature 55 9 
988 1064 5 Feature 71 3 
988 1094  Feature 52 8 
988 1072  Burial 5 fill 3  
986 1046 2 FS 38 6 
988 1090  Feature 64 8 
1001 1062 6 Feature 10 Y 
1001 1062 5 Feature 10 Y 
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occurred over the entirety of the site. Auger testing also failed to provide an initial subsurface 

survey because of the amount of gravel in the soil along Hatchet Creek (Nelson 2019; Wilson 

1987:11). The surveyors decided to use soil resistivity rather than magnetometry due to the 

presence of metal objects throughout the site. Knight (personal communication) reported that the 

owner of the property from the 1960s to the 1980s would allow families to come out to his 

pasture with metal detectors and loot Indian burials that they would find. Thus, Wilson and his 

colleagues chose to use soil resistivity in order to find subsurface features before digging. 4 

Soil resistivity is a survey method that pushes electric currents through the soil matrix in 

order to find possible man-made features by reading the resistance and receptance to these 

injected electrical currents. A resistivity devise consists of probes that push the electric current 

into the ground and a resistance meter that measures the flow of that electric current (Somers 

2006). The data are collected in a grid pattern. The probes are placed in the ground at 

predetermined depths and equal distances apart. Measurements of electrical resistance are 

measured in ohms (Ω). This data are then uploaded to geophysical software that can read the 

data and render a digital image that shows patterns along the surface. Man-made and natural 

features will appear as a contrast to the background resistance of the natural undisturbed soil 

matrix (Somers 2006:112). Data resolution is determined by the number of samples taken within 

a 1 m2 area; the more samples gathered the better the data resolution.  

At the Hightower Village site, Walling (1985) used a Williams Model 103 Soil 

Resistivity Devise with four probes inserted one meter apart and 10cm below the surface (Figure 

4.1). The survey used 13 20m2 blocks and one 11m X 20m block. The data were not recorded  

 
4 Nelson (2019) reports the results from the 1984 soil resistivity survey along with the 1984 and 1985 
excavations. I only present part of the data here in order to establish contextual information for the ceramic 
assemblage.  
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Figure 4.1. Photo of the soil resistivity survey in progress at the Hightower Village site (used with 
permission Alabama Museums). 

 

digitally, but written on grid sheets marked with coordinates (Figure 4.2). Once the data were 

collected, it was processed using an Apple II computer, rendering an image that was examined 

for possible archaeological anomalies. Test units in 1984 and 1985 were placed using this 

resistivity data. To improve image quality for my own interpretive needs, I reentered the 

available data in Microsoft Excel and imported it into Archaeofusion, a software tool that 

processes remote sensing survey data and produced subsurface maps for locating archaeological 

features. The map in Figure 4.3 shows the results of the Hightower Village resistivity survey 

without excavations or structure features outlined. The differences in gray and black coloring 

indicate differences in electrical resistance. Different areas of interest, called anomalies, were 

then excavated in 1984 and 1985 to determine if these anomalies were anthropogenic or natural. 
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The 1987 excavations did not follow the same grid pattern or sampling method but roughly 

followed  

 

Figure 4.2. Example of the resistivity data sheets used at the Hightower Village site (from Walling 1985:28). 
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Figure 4.3. Resistivity survey map of the Hightower Village Site. 
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the same orientation. The 1987 excavations helped confirm some of the conclusions from the 

1984/85 field seasons while also finding at least two more structures, indicated by sandy floors,  

post hole patterns, and daub wall debris (Lessley 1987). The details about excavation and more 

results from the resistivity survey can be found in Appendix A. Here, I will explain how I justify 

breaking the ceramic sample into smaller micro-assemblages labeled by house structures. Figure 

4.4 shows the same resistivity map as before but with possible structure anomalies outlined. 

Excavations in 1984 and 1985 confirmed these as structures. The excavation trench from 1987 

found at least 3 more structures and corresponding structure middens which are outlined in 

dashes in Figure 4.5.  Each structure was labeled with a number or letter. Structure X and 

Structure Y are not drawn because they did not show up clearly in the resistivity map but were 

found in excavation. Structure Y is represented by a deep pit that was found in excavation unit 

N1001 E1090 that also contained some glass beads within the midden. The pit is associated with 

the dark colored anomaly seen to the Northwest of the unit, as evidenced by postholes found in 

that section of the unit. The solid outlines within the survey area outline possible anomalies 

found in the resistivity survey. The structures outlined with dashes are further estimates that 

follow wall debris, post holes, and midden features in units excavated in 1987. Further 

information on the context of the ceramic assemblage will be provided in the appendix. 

 The ceramic assemblage I used from the Hightower Village site came from multiple 

contemporaneous contexts that provide a synchronic view of ceramic manufacturing practices at 

the site during the late 16th and early 17th centuries.5 I will describe the assemblage as a whole 

and then discuss relevant intra-site similarities and differences between micro-assemblages. In  

 
5 The statement that the ceramic assemblage comes from all contemporaneous contexts is primarily an 
assumption, but is based on an analysis of glass bead data discussed in Chapter 4.  
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Figure 4.4. Resistivity map with proposed structures found during the 1984/1985 field seasons. 



70 
 

 

Figure 4.5. Resistivity map with excavations and possible structures labeled. 
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the methods chapter, I described each variable and how it was collected. Here, I will go through 

the variables again, but offer descriptions of their frequencies at the Hightower Village site. 

These whole-site frequencies will later be compared to other Kymulga phase sites and to the 

Woods Island site ceramic assemblage.  

 

Morphology 

 

The majority of the ceramic sample from the Hightower Village site consists of body 

sherds (83.82%) (Table 4.2). The next most common is rim sherds, but they only make up about 

nine percent of the sample. The relative frequency of rim sherds could go up slightly if proximal 

rim sherds are added to the rim sample. However, I use the term proximal rim to refer to sherds 

that were clearly at the rim of a vessel but are just missing the very edge of the lip. Thus, these 

could be subsumed under the body or shoulder count. I mainly use the term body sherd to refer 

to sherds that are clearly not rim or base pieces and cannot be fully established as shoulder 

pieces. Thus, shoulder, base, and rim proximal could all refer to more specific body pieces and 

put under the larger umbrella term of “body” sherd if one wishes. Within my site wide sample, I 

also had nine discoidals and six vessel handles.  

Table 4.2. Sherd morphology frequency from the Hightower Village site. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

MORPHOLOGY COUNT 
BODY 1911 (83.82) 
RIM 200 (8.77) 
NECK 67 (2.94) 
SHOULDER  49 (2.15) 
RIM PROXIMAL 21 (0.92) 
BASE 17 (0.75) 
DISCOIDAL 9 (0.39) 
HANDLE 6 (0.26) 
TOTAL 2280 (100) 
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Ceramic Paste Variables 

Temper Type 

 Just as Knight et al. (1984) and Walling (1993) describe for the general Kymulga phase, 

the Hightower village site ceramic assemblage has a large diversity of temper types but is 

dominated by grit, shell, and shell/grit combination tempers (Table 4.3). Over half the ceramics 

are tempered solely with grit (about 59%). The next most common temper is shell, which is 

about 23% of the assemblage, with a shell/grit combination making up about 11% of temper type 

frequency. The minority temper types at the site are, in order of descending prevalence, 

shell/grog, grit/grog, and shell/grit/grog. One lone temperless sherd was also identified during 

analysis.  

Table 4.3. Raw frequency of temper type at the Hightower Village site. 

TEMPER TYPE FREQUENCY (% OF 
TOTAL) 

GRIT 1341 (58.74) 
SHELL 526 (23.04) 
GROG 20 (0.88) 
SHELL/GRIT 245 (10.73) 
SHELL/GROG 86 (3.77) 
SHELL/GRIT/GROG 17 (0.74) 
GRIT/GROG 47 (2.06) 
TEMPERLESS 1 (0.04) 
TOTAL 2283 (100.00) 

 

Temper Size 

 Temper size was calculated on a visual basis compared to a temper size and density chart 

(Orton and Hughes 2013:Appendix I). The differences between the category counts is not very 

drastic. The most common temper size is medium coarse tempers (.5-2mm) which makes up 

42% of the assemblage. The next most common is fine tempers (.5-1mm) at about 35% (Table 

4.4).  
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Table 4.4. Frequency of temper size at the Hightower Village site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Temper Density 

 Temper density was also calculated on a visual basis using the density chart provided by 

Orton and Hughes (2013:Appendix I). The most frequent density found in sherd pastes is 10% 

temper density. Most sherds hover around the 5% and 20% density ranges (Table 4.5). There 

does seem to be a relationship between density and size, which is not too surprising since I used 

the same chart for calculating both temper variables (χ2=166.28, d.f.=6, ρ<.000). A relationship 

may also exist between temper type and temper density; however, it seems to be a weak 

relationship as the most frequent temper densities are 10% and 20% in all temper types. This 

argument is further supported by the Cramer’s V found when a chi-square test is performed on 

the relationship between temper type and temper density. The test is highly significant (p<.000); 

however, the Cramer’s V value is 0.14115, a weak value in a test that provides a metric on the 

strength of the proposed relationship.   

Table 4.5. Frequency of temper density at the Hightower Village site. 

DENSITY (IN PERCENT) FREQUENCY (%) 
0 1 (0.04) 
5 444 (19.45) 
10 999 (43.76) 
20 590 (25.84) 
30 249 (10.91) 
TOTAL 2283 (100.00) 

 

 

TEMPER SIZE FREQUENCY (%) 
0 1 (0.04) 
.5-1 791 (34.65) 
.5-2 955 (41.83) 
.5-3 536 (23.48) 
TOTAL 2283 (100.00) 
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Core Color and Configuration 

 I combine core color and configuration in this description because they pretty much 

describe the same thing. The core colors were the first variables I recorded on the color of the 

paste between the interior and exterior surfaces (Table 4.6). This could be highly variable with 

multiple colors in a diverse array of orders.  

Core configuration is a simplification of core paste color down to whether the color 

indicated was from a reduced or oxidized atmosphere. The atmosphere that ceramics are fired in 

can be reduced, meaning no oxygen is getting to the ceramics due to either the fire being covered 

with materials that cause the fire to burn away all the available oxygen, or the fire getting so hot 

around the ceramic that all oxygen is deplete within and around the ceramic paste (Orton and 

Hughes 2013; Rye 1981). The core configurations were more complex than anticipated when 

labeling every color as either reduced or oxidized. Sometimes, a paste core had multiple oxidized 

or reduced colors in quick succession. Thus, if a core had, from interior to exterior, orange then 

tan colors, then the core was classified as “OO.” Two sherds were classified as “RR” and had 

core colors that went from black to gray. The four most common configurations in descending 

order are R, O, RO, and ORO which together make up about 98% of the assemblages (Table 

4.7). The other configurations seem to be outliers. About half of all ceramics are fully reduced in 

the core, meaning no oxygen stayed within the core during firing.  

Table 4.6. Core color of the Hightower Village site ceramic sample. 

CORE COLORS 1 COUNT 
BLACK 269 (11.78) 
BLACK/BROWN 12 (0.53) 
BLACK/BROWN/BLACK 1 (0.04) 
BLACK/BROWN/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
BLACK/BROWN/TAN 1 (0.04) 
BLACK/BUFF 9 (0.39) 
BLACK/GRAY 3 (0.13) 
BLACK/ORANGE 9 (0.39) 
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BLACK/RED 4 (0.18) 
BLACK/TAN 47 (2.06) 
BLACK/TAN/BLACK 1 (0.04) 
BROWN 245 (10.73) 
BROWN/BLACK 2 (0.09) 
BROWN/ DARK BROWN/ 
BROWN 

1 (0.04) 

BROWN/BLACK/BROWN 1 (0.04) 
BROWN/GRAY 3 (0.13) 
BROWN/GRAY/BROWN 19 (0.83) 
BROWN/GRAY/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
BROWN/GRAY/TAN 3 (0.13) 
BROWN/ORANGE 2 (0.09) 
BROWN/RED 1 (0.04) 
BROWN/TAN 9 (0.09) 
BUFF 79 (3.46) 
BUFF/BLACK/BUFF 3 (0.13) 
BUFF/DARK BROWN 1 (0.04) 
BUFF/GRAY 2 (0.09) 
BUFF/GRAY/BROWN 1 (0.04) 
BUFF/GRAY/BUFF 17 (0.74) 
BUFF/GRAY/ORANGE 2 (0.09) 
BUFF/LIGHT GRAY 1 (0.04) 
BUFF/TAN 2 (0.09) 
DARK BROWN 9 (0.39) 
DARK BROWN/GRAY/TAN 1 (0.04) 
DARK BROWN/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
DARK BROWN/TAN 1 (0.04) 
DARK GRAY 37 (1.62) 
DARK GRAY/BUFF 1 (0.04) 
DARK GRAY/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
DARK GRAY/TAN 1 (0.04) 
GRAY 810 (35.48) 
GRAY/BLACK/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/BROWN 40 (1.75) 
GRAY/BROWN/GRAY 4 (0.18) 
GRAY/BROWN/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/BROWN/RED 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/BROWN/TAN 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/BUFF 21 (0.92) 
GRAY/DARK BROWN 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/LIGHT GRAY/RED 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/ORANGE 24 (1.05) 
GRAY/ORANGE/GRAY 2 (0.09) 
GRAY/RED 7 (0.31) 
GRAY/DARK BROWN 1 (0.04) 
GRAY/TAN 134 (5.87) 
GRAY/TAN/ORANGE 3 (0.13) 
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LIGHT BROWN 3 (0.13) 
LIGHT BROWN/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
LIGHT GRAY 16 (0.70) 
LIGHT GRAY/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
LIGHT GRAY/ORANGE/GRAY 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE 42 (1.84) 
ORANGE/BLACK/ORANGE 6 (0.26) 
ORANGE/BROWN 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/BROWN/ORANGE 4 (0.18) 
ORANGE/BROWN/TAN 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/BUFF 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/BUFF/ORANGE 3 (0.13) 
ORANGE/GRAY 3 (0.13) 
ORANGE/GRAY/BUFF 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/GRAY/ORANGE 13 (0.57) 
ORANGE/GRAY/TAN 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/GRAY/TAN/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/RED 1 (0.04) 
ORANGE/TAN 4 (0.18) 
ORANGE/TAN/ORANGE 2 (0.09) 
ORANGE/TAN/BLACK 1 (0.04) 
RED 27 (1.18) 
RED/GRAY 1 (0.04) 
RED/GRAY/RED 2 (0.09) 
REDDISH BROWN 3 (0.13) 
REDDISH 
BROWN/BROWN/REDDISH 
BROWN 

1 (0.04) 

TAN 220 (9.64) 
TAN/BLACK 2 (0.09) 
TAN/BLACK/TAN 6 (0.26) 
TAN/BUFF/TAN 1 (0.04) 
TAN/GRAY 7 (0.26) 
TAN/GRAY/ORANGE 1 (0.04) 
TAN/GRAY/TAN 44 (1.93) 
TAN/GRAY/TAN/GRAY 1 (0.04) 
TAN/ORANGE 3 (0.13) 
YELLOW 1 (0.04) 
TOTAL 2283 

 
Table 4.7. Core configuration of the Hightower Village site ceramic sample. 

CORE 
CONFIGURATION 

FREQUENCY (% 
OF TOTAL) 

O 619 (27.13) 
R 1153 (50.48) 
RO 331 (14.50) 
OR 14 (0.61) 
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Interior Paste Color 

 Like core colors, the paste color on the interior and exterior of vessels can give some 

indications of manufacturing and post-manufacturing processes (Orton and Hughes 2013; Rye 

1981). The colors can provide indirect evidence of the firing process, once again indicating fire 

temperatures, length of the firing process, and whether the firing atmosphere was reduced or 

oxidized. Post manufacturing processes, processes that occurred during the use-life of a vessel 

can obscure manufacturing evidence. For instance, if the vessel was cooked in and the organic 

matter within it was burnt or caked onto the walls and then decayed after the vessel was 

discarded, then the walls may be darker than the original vessel walls right after manufacture. 

Still, paste color from the interior of vessels can be important for understanding the use of 

vessels (cooking versus non-cooking functions), and firing processes, especially if this evidence 

follows certain patterns at the site that correspond with other variables such as decoration, other 

surface treatments, temper, or vessel shape.  

 The colors recorded in the data table provided for the interior paste color (Table 4.8) of 

sherds from the Hightower Village site are basic colors that can be arranged in a spectrum from 

lightest to darkest. These basic color descriptions correspond to Munsell color descriptions. I 

chose to lump certain Munsell colors together as they are very similar in color. One problem that 

OO 3 (0.13) 
RR 3 (0.13) 
ORO 135 (5.92) 
ROO 6 (0.26) 
ROR 7 (0.31) 
OOO 8 (0.35) 
OOR 1 (0.04) 
OROO 1 (0.04) 
OROR 1 (0.04) 
RRO 1 (0.04) 
TOTAL 2282 (100.00) 
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occurred is that pastes are not always uniformly colored. Thus, some color combinations were 

included in the data. These include Red/Brown, Tan/Brown, and Tan/Orange. However, they are 

only minority color combinations that make up less than one percent of the data sample. The four 

most common interior colors are gray (23.61%), tan (22.20%), black (19.45%), and brown 

(16.64%). These four colors make up almost 82% of the sample. Two of these main colors (gray 

and black) come from a reduced firing atmosphere; while, brown and tan come from an oxidized 

firing atmosphere. Moreover, they may indicate a difference in firing temperature (Rice 1987; 

Steponaitis 2009).  

Table 4.8. Frequency of interior vessel color from the Hightower Village site. 

INTERIOR COLOR COUNT (%) MUNSELL EQUIVALENTS 
BLACK 444 (19.45) 5YR 2.5/1 
BROWN 380 (16.64) 5YR 4/3, 4/4, 4/6 
BUFF 196 (8.59) 2.5YR 7/1, 8/1 
DARK BROWN 26 (1.14) 5YR 3/3, 3/4, 2.5/3, 2.5/2 
DARK GRAY 21 (0.12) 2.5YR 4/1, 4/2 
GRAY 539 (23.61) 7.5YR 5/1, 6/1 
LIGHT BROWN 1 (0.04) 7.5YR 6/3, 6/4 
LIGHT GRAY 10 (0.44)  
ORANGE 127 (5.56) 7.5YR 7/8  
PINK 1 (0.04) 7.5YR 7/4 
RED 23 (1.01) 2.5YR 3/6 
RED/BROWN1 1 (0.04) 2.5YR 4/6, 4/8 
REDDISH BROWN 2 (0.09) 2.5YR 4/3, 5/3 
TAN 508 (22.2) 2.5YR 6/8, 5YR 6/6 
TAN/BROWN 1 (0.04) 2.5YR 5/6 
TAN/ORANGE 2 (0.09) 7.5YR 8/6 
YELLOW 1 (0.04) 10YR 8/8 

TOTAL 2283 (99.14)  
Note:  The two colors with a slash indicate the surface had two colors that interchanged.  
 

Exterior Paste Color 

 The exterior paste color shows more diversity than interior color. This may be because 

the firing atmosphere is easier to control for exterior colors. Paste color here has a similar 

problem, though, to interior paste color. Color can be diverse over a single vessel and this 
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diversity may or may not be apparent on single sherds. However, I still think this variable can 

represent actions taken during manufacturing and use processes. The four most common exterior 

colors are tan (35.35%), brown (22.12%), gray (12.13%), and black (10.99%). These four colors 

make up about 81% of the data sample.  Interestingly, the order of oxidized (tan and brown) to 

reduced (gray and black) firing atmosphere colors is slightly different than the interior, with 

oxidized colors making up most of the sample. Brown and Tan make up about 58% of the 

sample. When all colors that indicate oxidation are combined, they make up about 75% of the 

sample while colors that indicate a reduced atmosphere are about 25% of the sample. If post 

firing paste color can be an indicator of part of manufacturing and use practices, then we can 

definitely say that the majority of sherds indicate that the exterior of vessels were left in open 

fires during the firing process and were not further reduced or sooted during their use-lives.  This 

is in contrast to the interior of pots which may indicate the cooking of organic matter that might 

darken vessel interiors; or maybe that the vessels were fired upside down, allowing oxygen to be 

burned off in the interior of the pot, creating a difference in color compositions between interior 

and exterior surfaces. Like with interior colors, most of my color designations have been coupled 

with equivalent Munsell colors (Table 4.9).  

Table 4.9. Exterior paste color frequency from the Hightower Village site. 

EXTERIOR COLOR 
 

COUNT (%) MUNSELL COLOR 
EQUIVALENTS 

BLACK 251 (10.99) 5YR 2.5/1 
BROWN 505 (22.12) 5YR 4/3, 4/4, 4/6 
BUFF 170 (7.45) 2.5YR 7/1, 8/1 
DARK BROWN 27 (1.18) 5YR 3/3, 3/4, 2.5/3, 2.5/2 
DARK GRAY 14 (0.61) 2.5YR 4/1, 4/2 
GRAY 277 (12.13) 7.5YR 5/1, 6/1 
GRAY/BROWN 1 (0.04)  
GRAY/TAN 3 (0.013)  
LIGHT BROWN 2 (0.09) 7.5YR 6/3, 6/4 
LIGHT BROWN/RED 1 (0.04)  
LIGHT GRAY 8 (0.35)  
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ORANGE 169 (7.40) 7.5YR 7/8 
ORANGE/TAN 5 (0.22) 7.5YR 6/8, 7/8 
RED 21 (0.92) 2.5YR 3/6 
RED/BROWN 6 (0.26) 2.5YR 4/6, 4/8 
RED/TAN 2 (0.09)  
REDDISH BROWN 4 (0.18) 2.5YR 4/3, 5/3 
TAN 807 (35.35) 2.5YR 6/8, 5YR 6/6 
TAN/BROWN 2 (0.09) 2.5YR 5/6 
TAN/ORANGE 4 (0.18) 7.5YR 8/6 
TAN/RED 2 (0.09)  
YELLOW 1 (0.04) 10YR 8/8 
NOT AVAILABLE (EXTERIOR ERODED) 1 (0.04)  
TOTAL 2283 (99.99)  

Note. The order of the colors is indicative of their order in the core of the vessel paste. They go from interior 
to exterior.  
 
 

Wall Thickness 

 Wall thickness of each sherd was calculated using digital calipers along a midpoint of the 

sherd and measured in millimeters. No differences in average wall thickness were detected 

between temper types, decoration, or house features (Figure 4.6 and Figure 4.7). Vessel shape 

showed slight differences in wall thickness, but there were no significant differences between 

vessel shapes. The difference in wall thickness between vessel shapes is more about the range of 

thicknesses. The jars had wider wall thickness ranges than the bowls. The average wall thickness 

for all sherds is 6.77mm with a range of 2 to 17mm (Figure 4.8 and Table 4.10). There are a few 

outliers that are 15 to 16mm thick, but these are few and most likely bases rather than body 

sherds. The fairly homogenous nature of wall thickness across the site and within temper, 

decoration, and other vessel categories indicates that, within the diversity across the site in regard 

to ceramics, wall construction is not part of a process that differentiates communities of practice.  
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Figure 4.6. Average wall thickness by temper type.  
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Figure 4.7. Average wall thickness by house feature.  
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Figure 4.8. Wall thickness (mm) distribution in the Hightower Village site sample.
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Table 4.10. Wall thickness descriptive statistics. 

N 2277 
Minimum 2.71 
Maximum 17.3 
Mean 6.769697 
Standard Error 0.03 
Variance 2.276732 
Standard Deviation 1.520952 
Median 6.72 
Skewness 0.7629168 
Kurtosis - 59.76297 

 

Surface Treatment 

  

In this section, I combine five variables under the term surface treatment: decorative 

mode, motif, secondary surface treatments (smoothing and burnishing), land widths and groove 

widths. In methods I explained that one of my measurements was design element spacing, but 

that only pertained to a handful of sherds (n = 16). Most incised designs are continuous designs 

with no clear delineations, or are stamped sherds with overlapping paddle designs, effectively 

making the design element spacing zero on most stamped sherds. Punctations are really the only 

design with usual design element spacings and can only be counted if multiple punctations are 

found on a single sherd. As discussed in my methods chapter, most of the surface treatment 

variables are dependent on decorative mode. For instance, land and groove widths can only be 

measured on incised and stamped sherds. Motifs were only recorded for incised and stamped 

sherds as these can have multiple different designs that may or may not distribute differently at 

the Hightower Village site. Secondary surface treatments are design elements that can usually be 

associated with multiple decorative modes. While stamped sherds may not be burnished, both 

plain and incised sherds were commonly burnished, or at least smoothed to a degree, closing the 

pores on at least one surface of the ceramic sherd.  
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The majority of the sherd sample of 2,270 sherds was plain (76%), leaving only about 

24% of the sample to be distributed over 13 different decorative modes (Table 4.11). The most 

ubiquitous decorative techniques found in the sample are complicated stamped (9.56%), incised 

(5.77%), slipped (3.35%), unidentified stamped (1.89%), and brushed (1.10%). All other 

decorative techniques represent less than one percent of the sample, respectively. Complicated 

stamped could also be combined with UID Stamped since both are types of complicated 

stamped. UID stamped is mainly sherds that were roughened beyond any recognition. Incised 

subsumes a lot of different motifs and secondary surface finishing, mainly a difference between 

burnished and unburnished. Brushed seems to be a very minor decorative technique, despite 

being the most common technique in the late 17th and early 18th centuries at Creek Indian sites in 

the Coosa River valley (DeJarnette and Hanson 1960; Smith 2015). The check stamped sherds 

(only 0.66% of the sample) are probably a small intrusion from an earlier woodland component 

that is not fully situated under the historic component of the Hightower Village site, but just to 

the west. 

Table 4.11. Decorative mode in the Hightower Village site sample. 

DECORATIVE MODE COUNT 
PLAIN 1726 (76.04) 
COMPLICATED STAMPED 217 (9.56) 
INCISED 131 (5.77) 
SLIPPED 76 (3.35) 
UID STAMPED 43 (1.89) 
BRUSHED 25 (1.10) 
CHECK STAMPED 15 (0.66) 
INCISED & PUNCTATED 10 (0.44) 
SIMPLE STAMPED 9 (0.40) 
CORDMARKED 6 (0.26) 
FABRIC IMPRESSED 4 (0.18) 
PUNCTATED 4 (0.18) 
ADORNO 2 (0.09) 
COB MARKED 2 (0.09) 
TOTAL 2270 (100) 
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Plain 

 Plain and certain decorated ceramics can be further subdivided by secondary surface 

treatments and specific motif designs. The plain was further divided by whether the surfaces 

(both interior and exterior) were burnished or not burnished. Out of the 1726 plain sherds from 

the Hightower Village site, almost 60% were not burnished at all, while almost an equal number 

were either burnished on all surfaces (20.80%) or just burnished on the outside (20.68%).  When 

plain sherds are broken down by temper type, burnishing does not show any clear pattern or 

exclusivity to certain tempers (Table 4.12). However, there is some unique patterning when 

looking at the distribution of sherds that are burnished on both surfaces versus sherds that are 

only burnished on exterior surfaces (Table 4.13). While more grit tempered plain sherds were 

burnished on both interior and exterior surfaces, all temper types that include shell are more 

likely to be burnished only on exterior surfaces, demonstrating a clear difference between 

secondary surface treatments on plain grit sherds and sherds that contain shell (χ2 = 30.34, d.f. = 

1, ρ = <.000). The interior of vessels with exterior burnishing may show signs of smoothing, but 

the interiors do not have the same light reflective quality that defines burnished surfaces (Rice 

1987:138).   
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Table 4.12. Frequency of burnished sherds by temper. 

TEMPER BURNISHED ON ALL 
SURFACES (ROW %) 

BURNISHED ON 
EXTERIOR 
ONLY (ROW %) 

BURNISHED ON 
INTERIOR ONLY  
(ROW %) 

NOT BURNISHED 
(ROW %) 

TOTAL 

GRIT 218 (22.40) 146 (15.01) 2 (0.21) 607 (62.39) 973 

SHELL 79 (18.08) 97 (22.20) 2 (0.46) 259 (59.27) 437 

SHELL/GRIT 39 (20.42) 78 (40.84) 1 (0.52) 73 (38.23) 191 

SHELL/GROG 11 (17.74) 22 (35.48) - (-) 29 (46.77) 62 

GRIT/GROG 10 (28.57) 6 (17.14) - (-) 19 (54.29) 35 

GROG 2 (14.29) 3 (21.43) - (-) 9 (64.29) 14 

SHELL/GRIT/GROG - (-) 5 (38.18) - (-) 8 (61.54) 13 

TOTAL 359 (20.81) 357 (20.70) 5 (0.29) 1004 (58.20) 1725 

 

Table 4.13. Plain surface treatment frequency in the Hightower Village site ceramic sample. 

PLAIN SURFACE TREATMENT FREQUENCY RELATIVE FREQUENCY 
NOT BURNISHED (MISSISSIPPI 
PLAIN) 

1005 58.23% 

BURNISHED INTERIOR ONLY 5 <1.00% 
BURNISHED EXTERIOR ONLY 357 20.68% 
ALL SURFACES BURNISHED ( 359 20.80% 
TOTAL 1726 100.00% 

 

 If the plain sherds were to be put into general type categories, the grit tempered plain 

wares that are not burnished would be most closely related to Lamar Plain. The coarse shell 

tempered plain would be Mississippi Plain, and burnished shell tempered plain would be Bell 

Plain if borrowed from typologies used further west. However, I am not sure of any type name 

for burnished grit tempered plain wares. Steponaitis (2009) and Jenkins (2009) do subdivide non-

burnished plain shell tempered pottery by the presence of grog. Mississippi Plain, variety 

Warrior is an unburnished, coarse shell-tempered ware while Mississippi Plain, variety Hull 

Lake includes coarse grog. However, these types would exclude the many sherds from the 

Hightower Village site that also include grit in the paste, along with shell and grog. However, 
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these are just musings that will allow future comparisons to assemblages from other sites. While 

a type-variety system may have been utilized to answer the research questions I propose, I would 

have had to pick and choose from multiple type-variety systems from other regions and even 

these may not fully help in understanding the ceramic diversity at the Hightower Village site, or 

the possible relationship between temper and decoration (Adams and Adams 1991; Knight 1998; 

Phillips et al. 1951; Rice 1987; Rouse 1953, 1970; Walling 1993; Willey and Phillips 1958). 

Moreover, the identification of plain sherds by types is not too helpful when comparing to other 

research from sites in the Coosa River valley because most authors tend to just identify 

specimens under ubiquitous terms like “Plain Shell” or “Plain grit”  (DeJarnette and Hanson 

1960; DeJarnette et al. 1973; Morrell 1965).  

Stamped Decorations  

Paddle stamping designs were broken down into four decorative modes: complicated stamped, 

check stamped, simple stamped, and unidentified stamped. These categories include 284 ceramic 

sherds, or 12.51% of the overall Hightower sample (n=2270). Of these four, complicated 

stamped is the most prevalent (n=217). The check stamped and simple stamped sherds are 

probably the result of admixture from site 1Ta152 (the Hightower Mound), which was on the 

same side of Emauhee Creek as the Hightower Village site (Johnson 2019; Knight et al. 1984).  

According to the former owners of the land, the Woodland burial mound was within view of the 

Hightower Village site but was flattened in 1959 by looters (Knight et al. 1984:100). However, 

the check stamped and simple stamped sherds are a very small proportion of the overall 

Hightower sample (Table 4.14). Also, there are examples of simple and check stamped pottery 

occurring in late Mississippian and Historic contexts (Brown 1982:27)  In fact, when examining 

motifs or secondary stamping information within the data, the majority of stamped sherds could 
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be placed into the type Lamar Complicated Stamped var. unspecified (Figure 4.9). This is 

typically a sort of catch-all category when the motifs or any variety cannot be specified. Here, it 

is used to distinguish identifiable complicated stamped motifs versus the over stamped, or rough, 

complicated stamped sherds that are a characteristic of late Lamar phases (Hally 1994; Moore 

2002:166-167). Lamar Complicated Stamped, var. unspecified in Table 4.15 makes up 63.31% 

of the complicated stamped sherds. The two most common identifiable motifs are concentric 

circles and filfot cross motifs (Figures 4.10 and 4.11). These two motifs are very similar and 

difficult to differentiate on smaller sherds. However, if I could not differentiate between the two, 

then I placed the sherd into the unidentified-curvilinear category.  

Both motifs (filfot cross and concentric circles) are distributed over multiple house sites, 

more so than the other motifs found on complicated stamped sherds (diamond, line block, 

oblique lines). When placed into a correspondence analysis (CA), specific motif designs seem to 

cluster around specific structure contexts. This CA explains 90% of the variance on the first two 

axes and shows patterning in Lamar Complicated Stamped motifs across the Hightower Village 

site, which may indicate a form of community of practice differences represented at different 

structures. This will be further discussed below when addressing intra-site comparisons.  

Table 4.14. Frequency of stamped designs in the Hightower Village site sample. 

DECORATION FREQUENCY RELATIVE FREQUENCY 

COMPLICATED STAMPED 217 76.41% 

UID STAMPED 43 15.14% 

CHECK STAMPED 15 5.28% 

SIMPLE STAMPED 9 3.17% 

TOTAL 284 100% 
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Table 4.15. Lamar Complicated Stamped motif frequencies at the Hightower Village site. 

MOTIFS COMPLICATED 
STAMPED 
(COLUMN %) 

UID STAMPED 
(COLUMN %) 

TOTAL (COLUMN 
%) 

CONCENTRIC 
CIRLCES 

28 (11.52) - 28 (10.81) 

DIAMOND 1 (0.41) - 1 (0.39) 

FILFOT CROSS 13 (5.35) - 13 (5.02) 

LINE BLOCK 4 (1.65) - 4 (1.54) 

OBLIQUE LINES 1 (0.41) - 1 (0.39) 

ONE LINE - 1 (6.25) 1 (0.39) 

VAR. UNSPECIFIED 154 (63.31) - 154 (59.43) 

UID SMOOTHED 6 (2.47) 4 (25.00) 10 (3.86) 

UID CURVILINEAR 31 (12.76) 1 (6.25) 32 (12.36) 

UID PARALLEL 
LINES 

2 (0.82) 3 (18.75) 5 (1.93) 

UID RECTILINEAR 3 (1.23) - 3 (1.16) 

UID - 7 (43.75) 7 (2.70) 

TOTAL 243 (100.00) 16 (100.00) 259 (100.00) 

Figure 4.9. Lamar Complicated Stamped, var. unspecified from the Hightower Village site. Scale equals 2 
cm. 
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Figure 4.10. Hightower Village site Lamar Complicated Stamped, filfot cross motif. Scale is 1 cm. 

 

 

Figure 4.11. Hightower Village Site Lamar Complicated Stamped, concentric circle motif. Scale is 1 cm. 
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Incising and Punctation 

I combine incising and punctation together because these two have a small overlapping 

category; thus, three categories of decorative mode will be discussed in this section: incised, 

incised and punctated, and punctated. Incising is the second most common decorative mode in 

the Hightower sample (n=137) (Table 4.16). Incising with punctation and punctation are 

negligible decorative modes, each representing less than one percent of the overall Hightower 

sample. I will first discuss the incised and incised and punctated sherds together.  

 

Table 4.16. Hightower Village site incised and punctated sherds. 

Decoration Grit Shell Shell/Grit Shell/Grog Grit/Grog Grog Shell/Grit/Grog Total 

Incised 46 53 16 10 2 1 3 131 

Incised and 
Punctated 

3 2 2 2 1 - - 10 

Punctated 2 2 - - - - - 4 

Total 51 57 18 12 3 1 3 145 

  

Incised sherds are not as temper specific as complicated stamped designs, but there are 

more shell tempered incised sherds than grit tempered incised sherds. There is a significant 

difference between not incised and incised sherds in regard to shell and not shell tempered 

groups (χ2 =97.45, d.f. = 1, p < .000), demonstrating that incising is more associated with shell 

tempering than pastes without shell. Among incised/punctated ceramics, there are almost 50% 

more specimens with shell in the paste than without shell included in the paste. Compared to 

other decorated ceramics (n=396), where less than 18% have any shell temper, there seems to be 

a preference for shell with incising. A simple comparison between complicated stamped and 
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incised ceramics show specific associations between decorative mode and paste composition; 

complicated stamped sherds are overwhelmingly grit tempered while incised sherds tend to be 

shell tempered, in some capacity. This is simplifying the problem a little bit, because it does 

combine multiple temper groups into a binary opposition : shell in paste or no shell in paste, 

meaning that any shell/grit tempered sherds and any shell/grit/grog tempered sherds are 

subsumed under the shell tempered category.  Both decorative techniques, complicated stamping 

and incising, show that specific choices were made by the potters during the manufacturing 

process starting as early as choosing what ingredients went into the paste. There is some 

connection between the unseen structural style of pottery (i.e. temper that is not always obvious 

from the surface) and decorative style that is seen from the exterior surface of a vessel.  

 While we can see that there is some patterning when comparing temper across decorative 

styles, the next step is to see if there is any patterning within incised decorated pottery like that 

seen in complicated stamping. Like with the complicated stamped decorations, the incised sherds 

were also identified by motif (when possible). As discussed in the methods chapter, many of the 

motifs were identified and labeled using Smith’s (1989a:Figure 2) and Knight’s (1985) analyses 

of pottery, specifically incising, at the Woods Island site and the Tukabatchee site respectively. 

A very small group of incised sherds (n=3) were typed using the Moundville ceramic typology 

(Knight 2010; Steponaitis 2009) and others held some very similar motifs to these; however the 

tempering was not exclusively shell and were not typed as Carthage Incised or Moundville 

Incised types (Table 4.17).  Unfortunately, over half of the incised sherds could not be positively 

identified with any specific motif. This is mainly due to the size of the sherds in the sample, but 

also includes some that broke inconveniently along parts of motifs that were mainly straight 

lines. The most common motif was the spiral motif (n=24), which is very similar to the swirl 
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motif found on Carthage Incised, variety Carthage ceramics and to a common spiral motif found 

in Atasi phase contexts at the Tukabatchee site (Figure 4.12) (Knight 1985). This is the same 

motif drawn in Smith (1989:Figure 2n) describing motifs found on pottery from upriver. The 

next most common motif is the line-filled triangle motif (Figure 4.13) followed by a running, or 

interlocking guilloche which is very similar to the one seen in Figure 4.14 (Knight 1985:Figure 

A.2). One of the circle and bracket motifs found on Upper Coosa River sites was also found at 

the Hightower Village site in small amounts, along with the flattened loop motif that is more 

common in the Atasi Phase at the Tukabatchee site in the Tallapoosa River valley (Figure 4.15) 

(Knight 1985:Table A.39). The minority motifs represented at the Hightower Village site include 

motifs found upriver at the Woods Island site, earlier 16th and 17th century sites in the upper 

Coosa River valley, the middle Tallapoosa River valley, and the Black Warrior River valley. 

Most of the ceramic decorations reminiscent of the Black Warrior River valley are similar to 

Carthage Incised varieties, such as Carthage Incised, var. Poole (Figure 4.16).  

Table 4.17. Count of incised motifs at the Hightower Village site. 

MOTIF COUNT (%) 
N 24 (17.52) 
A 8 (5.84) 
F 5 (3.65) 
E 5 (3.65) 
M 5 (3.65) 
B 4 (2.92) 
CARTHAGE INCISED, VAR. 
CARTHAGE 

2 (1.46) 

H 2 (1.46) 
I 2 (1.46) 
G 2 (1.46) 
CARTHAGE INCISED, VAR. 
POOLE 

1 (0.73) 

MOUNDVILLE INCISED, 
VAR. MOUNDVILLE 

1 (0.73) 

P 1 (0.73) 
UID 75 (54.74) 
TOTAL 137 (100.00) 
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Figure 4.12. Lamar Incised with a guilloche design. Scale is 1 cm. 

 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4.13. Incised carinated bowl with line-filled triangle motif. Not to scale. 
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Figure 4.14. Incised carinated bowl with the guilloche motif. Not to scale. 

 

 

Figure 4.15. Incised rim with a flattened loop motif. Scale is 1 cm. 



97 
 

 

Figure 4.16. Carthage Incised, variety Poole from Hightower Village site. Scale is 1 cm. 

  

Regarding secondary surface finishing, most of the incised sherds are not burnished. If 

they are burnished, then they are almost always burnished on both the interior and exterior 

surfaces Table 4.18. While more burnished sherds are incised versus complicated stamped, it is 

not a significant difference when comparing burnished/not burnished incised sherds to the 

overall sherd sample. However, that may be because plain sherds run the gamut in every 

category. When compared with only other decorated sherds, there is a significant difference in 

frequencies of burnished ceramics (χ2 = 28.087, d.f. = 1, p<.000). Interestingly, the only 

decorated sherds that seem to be burnished on the exterior and interior surfaces are incised 

sherds. If other decorated sherds are burnished, it is only on the interior or not at all. Still, 

burnishing is not exclusive to any set incised motif and is associated more with vessel form than 

with decorative technique or design motif choices.  

 There also does not seem to be a clear pattern between temper types and incised motifs 

(Table 4.19). Many of the most ubiquitous motifs found in the Hightower Village site collection 
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are found in multiple temper categories, mostly shell and grit. The spiral motif is the most 

diverse in terms of temper, along with the line-filled triangle motif. The two most common and 

standard temper types are shell and grit, with shell and grit coming in at a close third. If an 

incised design is going to appear on a vessel, the motif could be on shell or grit, or a mix of those 

two, but less likely on another combination that includes grog. What is interesting about the 

distribution of incised motifs across temper groups is that it highlights that incising is more 

diverse in regard to vessel construction than complicated stamping. Even though incising is 

slightly more common on shell, as discussed above, when broken down into more specific 

temper categories, incising motifs do not seem to be exclusive to any specific paste ingredients. 

In grit tempering, incised motifs tend to be medium grit or fine grit. In shell tempering, they tend 

to be fine to medium sized shell. Temper density in incised sherds tend to range from 5% to 10% 

temper density regardless of temper type.  

Table 4.18.  Frequency of burnishing in incised motifs. 
Motif Not Burnished Burnished 
UID 65 14 
A 7 1 
B 4 0 
E 4 1 
F 3 2 
G 2 0 
H 1 1 
M 4 1 

Moundville Incised 1 0 
N 16 9 
P 1 0 

Carthage Incised, var. Carthage 0 2 
Carthage Incised, var. Poole 1 0 

I 2 0 
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Table 4.19. Distribution of incised motifs by temper.  
Motif Shell Grit Shell and Grit Grog combinations 
A 3 2 2 1 
B 2 2 0 0 
E 1 3 0 1 
F 3 1 0 1 
G 0 1 0 1 
H 0 0 2 0 
M 2 2 0 1 
MOUNDVILLE 
INCISED, VAR. 
MOUNDVILLE 

1 0 0 0 

N 5 7 7 5 
P 1 0 0 0 
CARTHAGE 
INCISED, VAR. 
CARTHAGE 

2 0 0 0 

CARTHAGE 
INCISED, VAR. 
POOLE 

1 0 0 0 

I 1 0 1 0 
TOTAL 22 18 12 10 

Note. The "Grog combinations" category is a combination of all temper types that contain grog (Grog, 
Shell/Grog, Grit/Grog, and Shell/Grit/Grog). 
 

 Land and groove widths were also not too different across motifs. The widest incised 

lines are found on line-filled triangle motifs and flattened loops. Most motifs are around three 

millimeters in line width. The average land width is about 2.07 mm. The largest average land 

width is on open triangle motifs, followed by line-filled triangles and bracket-and-circle motifs. 

At the Tukabatchee site, Knight (1985:56-57) found that incised line width correlates with time. 

He found that incised line width and spacing decreased over time in Creek contexts between 

A.D. 1600 and 1836 in the Tallapoosa valley. However, there is not enough information on the 

Kymulga phase contexts to make such a claim in the Coosa River valley.  
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Slipped 

 The third most common decorative technique found in the Hightower Village site sample 

is slipped pottery. I will admit, for my previously untrained eye, I often had a difficult time 

distinguishing slipping from highly burnished plain sherds. The main differentiating factor was 

examining the thin layer of slip that can be seen at the edge of a break in the sherd. None of the 

slipped sherds fit a type that is known for the historic period of the Coosa River valley. One 

slipped sherd looked similar to the descriptions of Kasita Red Filmed; however, it is tempered 

with medium sized shell, not grit (Figure 4.17). It is only slipped on the exterior and has a rough 

gray interior surface and gray core. In total, 60 sherds are slipped only on their exterior surfaces 

(Table 4.20). Most exterior slip colors are tan, brown, or buff.  The slip is generally very thin and 

is flaking off. The three sherds slipped on the interior are buff, light brown, and red. Thirteen 

sherds are slipped on both interior and exterior surfaces. The most common color is tan, much 

like that of the exterior slipped sherds (Table 4.21) Another sub-category of slipped sherds is 

also stamped (n=5). These particular sherds are slipped on the interior, usually with tan or brown 

clay, and are either check stamped (n=2) or Lamar Complicated Stamped, var. unspecified, or 

roughened (n=3). In these instances, the slip seems to be a primarily functional choice. However, 

it only occurs on a minority of stamped vessels, like interior burnishing on complicated stamped 

vessels (n=16).  

 The frequency of slipped sherds in regard to temper type is a little different than that seen 

in other decorated ceramics at the Hightower Village site (Table 4.22). Grit, as expected, is the 

most common temper type (55.26% of all slipped sherds, n=76). However, shell is not the 

second most common temper type. More shell/grit tempered sherds are slipped than ones that are 

exclusively shell. If this is a meaningful difference from the rest of the decorated sherds, then 
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slipped pottery at the Hightower site does not fit the regular pattern of the rest of the decorated 

pottery. According to the Chi-square test, it is a significant difference (χ2=4.8004, d.f.=1, 

p<0.028), showing that slipped pottery is more likely to be shell/grit tempered rather than just 

shell. Grit seems to be the main factor of importance in what is going to be the most common 

paste ingredient choice for slipped pottery. This could be because of a choice in using clay that 

naturally contains an abundance of grit inclusions or may indicate conscious choice to include 

both shell and grit in the paste for vessels that are slipped. The potters may be creating a sort of 

hybrid of two different manufacturing traditions, one based on grit tempered pastes and one 

based on shell tempered pastes. This pattern, and explanation for the abundance of temper 

combinations will be further explored when we examine the site assemblage as sets of micro-

assemblages based on structure features. For now, I continue the examination of decorated 

pottery at the Hightower Village site with the descriptions of minority decorating techniques 

found at the site. 

 

Figure 4.17. Red slipped sherd from the Hightower Village site. Scale is 1 cm. 
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Table 4.20. Color frequencies of sherds that are slipped only on the exterior surface. 

Color of Exterior Surface Frequency 
Tan 24 
Brown 11 
Buff 10 
Orange 6 
Red 2 
Gray 2 
Dark Gray 2 
Black  2 
Dark Brown 1 
Total 60 

 
 
Table 4.21. Colors found on sherds that are slipped on both the interior and exterior surfaces. 
Interior Colors Frequency Exterior Colors Frequency 
Tan 4 Tan 4 
Orange 3 Orange 2 
Gray 2 Gray 2 
Brown 2 Brown 1 
Buff 1 Buff 2 
Black 1 Black 1 
  Red 1 
Total  13 Total 13 

 
 
Table 4.22. Temper frequency of slipped ceramics. 

 

Brushed 

 After stamped, incised, and slipped sherds; brushed is the fourth most common 

decorative technique found in the Hightower Village site sample (Figure 4.18). Still, that is only 

Temper Frequency (%) 
Grit 42 (55.26) 
Shell/Grit 12 (15.79) 
Shell 8 (10.53) 
Shell/Grog 6 (7.89) 
Grit/Grog 4 (5.26) 
Grog 3 (3.95) 
Shell/Grit/Grog 1 (1.32) 
Total 76 
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25 sherds out of 2,270 (1.10%). This decorative technique was not differentiated by motifs and 

will only be discussed in this section with regards to temper (Table 4.23). Surprisingly, shell is 

the overwhelming temper choice for brushed pottery, making it an outlier from most other 

decorative techniques (χ2=18.095, d.f.=1, p<.000). While incising also had more shell types, grit 

was still very well represented; unlike with the current decorative technique where shell is over 

half of the sample. Granted this is a minority sample within the site. The shell tempered brushed 

could be categorized as McKee Island Brushed, a type that appears at post contact sites in the 

Coosa River valley and then increases in frequency through time. The grit tempered brushed 

pottery may be similar to Chattahoochee Roughened, the predominant type of decorated pottery 

found at the 18th-century Childersburg site (DeJarnette and Hanson 1960).  

 

Figure 4.18. Brushed decorative technique. Scale is 1 cm. 
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Table 4.23. Temper distribution in brushed sherds. 

 

 
 
 

 

 

Other Minority Decorations 

 Other decorative techniques found in the Hightower Village site sample include sherds 

that are cord marked, fabric impressed, and cob marked (Table 4.24). Additionally, two adornos 

were found in structure features and were included in the over-all sample for some analyses. 

Each of these decoration categories makes up less than 1% of the sample. Combined, they only 

create 0.8% of the sample. I will discuss and describe each one separately in this section.  

Table 4.24. Temper distributions of minority decorative techniques. 
Decorative 
Technique 

Grit Grit/Grog Shell Shell/Grog Total 

Cord Marked 4 - 1 1 6 
Fabric Impressed 4 - - - 4 
Adorno 1 - 1 - 2 
Cob Marked 1 1 - - 2 
Total 10 1 2 1 14 

  

Cord marking is a decorative technique where the exterior surface of a vessel is 

impressed or hit with a cord wrapped paddle or dowel (Figure 4.19). In the post-contact Coosa 

River valley, this decorative technique stands out due to its rarity and possible connections to 

other river valleys, such as the Guntersville Basin portion of the Tennessee River (Fleming and 

Walthall 1978; Morrell 1965; Smith 1987, 1989a, 2015). However, cord marking found in other 

regions of the Coosa River valley are shell tempered, as with McKee Island Cord marked. Most 

Temper Frequency (%) 
Shell 16 (64.00) 
Grit 6 (24.00) 
Grit/Grog 1 (4.00) 
Shell/Grit 1 (4.00) 
Grog 1 (4.00) 
Total 25 
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of the cord marked sherds found at the Hightower Village site are grit tempered (n=4) with only 

two that could be classified as McKee Island Cord Marked.  

 
Figure 4.19. Grit tempered cord marked sherd. Scale is 1 cm. 

 

Fabric Impressing is when a piece of fabric has been pressed into the surface of the 

vessel. This is sometimes the result of a molding technique, but may also be from a similar 

technique as cord marking, but with fabric on a paddle rather than cordage, or by using a fabric 

wrapped paddle dowel that is then rolled across the vessel. Most fabric impressed pottery seems 

to date to the Woodland period; however, I cannot positively identify Hightower grit tempered 

fabric impressed sherds as a specific type. The closest type identification I can make is Saltillo 

Fabric Marked, variety Tombigbee but that type usually has a finer sand temper than what is 

found in some of my fabric impressed sherds and dates from about 100 B.C. to A.D. 700 in the 

Gainesville Lake area (Jenkins 1981:140). But even trying to identify fabric impressed ceramics 

as this Tombigbee River valley type is dubious at best because these particular sherds are fairly 

small and do not show a lot of the surface decoration (Figure 4.20).  

 Two cob marked sherds were also found at the site, one grit tempered and one grit and 

grog tempered (Figure 4.21) They were both found in the northern part of the site in house 

features two and three (which will be discussed more below). I am not sure about any instances 

of cob marking on the middle or upper Coosa River associated with post-contact contexts. 
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However, they could be the result of admixture from earlier components that, while not at the 

Hightower Village site, may have been in the area. The Mississippian and Woodland periods are 

not well understood for this area of the Coosa River valley due to a lack of known sites dating to 

these time periods and the destruction of the nearest woodland site next to the Hightower Village 

site, leaving a dearth of information about the full culture-history of this part of the Coosa River 

valley (Knight 1998; Knight et al. 1984).  

 
Figure 4.20. Grit tempered fabric impressed sherd. Scale is 1 cm. 

 

 
Figure 4.21. Grit tempered cob marked sherd. Scale is 1 cm. 

  

The two adornos are identified as effigies. One is an effigy on the side of a grit tempered 

clay pipe bowl (Figure 4.22). This pipe fragment was found in the contexts of House Feature 3 

and is made with a fine grit tempered paste. Effigy identification is unknown for this pipe. The 

orientation was determined by the presence of the hole where a pipe stem would have been 

located. The other effigy appears to be a human adorno from the rim of a bowl. The head looks 

like it was on the edge of a bowl, facing outward, due to the way the rim on the back of the 
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effigy curves (Figure 4.23). This effigy head was found in the contexts of House Feature 1 and is 

fine shell tempered, black, and burnished. I liken the paste to a Bell Plain, var. unspecified, much 

like the effigy bowls described by Knight (2010:Figure 5.33K) and Steponaitis (2009:74-75).   

 
Figure 4.22. Effigy pipe fragment. Scale is 1 cm. 

 
Figure 4.23. Human effigy head. Scale is 1 cm. 
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Summary and Discussion 

  

My rationale for having offered a lengthy description of the overall ceramic sample from 

the Hightower Village site is that no set typology has been developed for the Kymulga phase. 

And even though typologies may have helped answer some of my research questions, it would 

have been a makeshift typology made up of multiple types from other regions. A typology 

method may have also masked some of the diversity within paste composition. The main forms 

of diversity seen in the site are in temper type, decoration, and decorative motif which, of course, 

ignores any diversity that may be seen in rim modes because those will be covered in the next 

section.  

 With so many variables, it is difficult to see any patterns through the noise when just 

examining each component separately. That is why each category was broken down slightly, at 

least in terms of temper, extra decorative techniques (such as land and groove width, motif, 

burnishing), and basic decorative techniques. Overall, there is much diversity in ceramic 

manufacturing processes across the site. Most of the ceramics were fired in a reduced 

atmosphere. However, the primary exterior color of vessels is brown (Munsell colors 5YR 4/3, 

4/4, and 4/6), indicating the vessels were mostly fired with a reduced atmosphere on the interior 

of vessels but an oxygenated atmosphere on the exterior of vessels. In core configuration, which 

may indicate firing time and temperatures, the most common colors indicate reduction within the 

core, meaning that the vessel was fired long enough and at hot enough temperatures to burn off 

any remaining oxygen within the paste walls, creating a dark colored core configuration.  
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 The most common decorative techniques at the site are complicated stamping and 

incising. Complicated stamping had multiple motifs such as filfot cross, concentric circles, line 

blocks, and diamonds. However, the most ubiquitous is Lamar Complicated Stamped, variety 

Unspecified which, in other literature, has been described as Lamar Roughened or over stamped 

(Hally 1994:144; Johnson 2019:371). These do seem to separate by temper when examining 

them as shell versus not shell tempered (χ2=129.55, df=1, ρ<.000). Incised sherds are more likely 

to be shell tempered than complicated stamped sherds. Burnishing shows a similar pattern. This 

secondary surface finishing appears on plain vessels and on decorated vessels, primarily with 

incising. The observation is fairly obvious, though, since burnishing the exterior of a complicated 

stamped vessel would virtually erase any signs of the complicated stamping. Burnishing does 

appear on more grit tempered pastes than shell tempered pastes. However, there is still a 

significant difference between groups of shell and not-shell tempered sherds (χ2=26.698, df =1, 

ρ<.000). Shell tempered sherds, including plain and decorated specimens, are almost split in half 

by burnished and not burnished categories. What I think this is indicating is that while shell 

tempered sherds can be either burnished or not burnished, grit tempered sherds are 

overwhelmingly going to have a rougher exterior surface. I am hesitant to presume if this was 

just an aesthetic choice or served some functional purpose, especially since this is dealing with 

all the sherds and not exclusive to rim sherds that can be used to identify vessel shape. Other 

important, but less represented decorative techniques seen at the Hightower Village site are 

brushed, cord marked, and cob marked ceramics. The brushed ceramics are overwhelmingly 

shell tempered and could be categorized as McKee Island Brushed. However, there are seven 

examples of grit tempered brushed (or grit with grog) that could be typed as Chattahoochee 

Roughened, variety Chattahoochee, which also appears in the Atasi and Tallapoosa phases of the 
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Tukabatchee site along the Tallapoosa River (Knight 1985:188). Cord marking at the Hightower 

Village site is almost exclusively grit tempered, unlike upriver where, if cord marking is present, 

it is on shell tempered vessels (McKee Island Cord Marked). I do not know a specific type that 

this could be placed in and seems to be a distinctive characteristic of Kymulga phase sites when 

compared to other post-contact phases in the Coosa River valley, such as the Woods Island phase 

or the earlier Weiss phase (Morrell 1965; Smith 2015).  

 Overall, the attribute analysis of ceramics from the Hightower Village site reinforce 

many of the ceramic descriptions provided by the few people that have attempted to characterize 

the Kymulga phase (Knight 1998; Knight et al. 1984; Little 2008; Walling 1993; Wilson 1987). 

Kymulga phase ceramic assemblages are a complex amalgam of temper types and decoration. 

Most ceramics are grit or shell or some combination of those with grog. Plain ceramics are the 

most prolific. In decorated pottery, complicated stamping, specifically over stamped or 

roughened, designs are most common. If complicated stamped motifs can be determined, most 

are curvilinear such as filfot cross or concentric circles. Incising is also common and appears on 

shell and grit tempered vessels. Incised designs include triangular motifs or curvilinear designs, 

including scrolls, guilloches, and festoons. Some minority incised sherds can also be placed in 

the Moundville type-variety system, mostly as late varieties of Carthage Incised. Along with 

these decorated ceramics are clay effigy pipes and effigy bowl pieces. While some intra-site 

patterning has been discussed for some attributes, I will further explore any distributions or 

patterns of ceramics at the Hightower Village site below. Do certain technological or decorative 

styles cluster in specific portions of the site? In other words, do the distributions of certain 

ceramics at the Hightower Village site demonstrate the presence of multiple communities of 

practice in one area? 
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Ceramic Differences between House Features 

  

The focus for undertaking an attribute analysis of the Hightower Village site ceramic 

assemblage was to understand the manufacturing and decorative choices made by the 16th/17th-

century inhabitants. While a type-variety system may have been simpler, no adequate type-

variety system has yet been made for the complex ceramic diversity that makes up Kymulga 

phase assemblages. But then how can we go about trying to find patterns amongst the noise that 

inevitably comes with separating out each stylistic attribute on every ceramic sherd? To answer 

this, I turn to a statistically analytical and display technique called correspondence analysis (CA). 

This statistical method uses chi-square distances from raw counts on data placed in cross 

tabulations to form a two-dimensional scatterplot between row categories and column categories. 

The scatter plots provided by a correspondence analysis are very beneficial for understanding 

any structure or patterning between two or more variables within a large data set (Greenacre 

1993; Marcoux 2010b; Shennan 1997). A more detailed description can be found in Chapter 3. 

 This form of analysis relies heavily on a visual display of data in a two-dimensional 

space, plotting rows and columns within the same scatter plot. To introduce this concept, I 

present a correspondence analysis of something we have already discussed at length, the 

relationship of temper and decoration (Table 4.25). While decorative techniques do span multiple 

temper categories, I have shown that some decorations are more common on specific pastes than 

others, such as stamping being almost exclusively on grit tempered pastes and incising mostly 

associated with ceramic pastes that contain shell. All the stamped designs are on the negative 

side of the x-axis, brushed and incised the farthest along the positive x-axis. Grit and shell 
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tempering categories are on the negative side of the y-axis while grog and temper combinations 

are on the positive y-axis. Figure 4.24 graphically shows what was discussed about the 

relationship between temper and decoration. I tend to use multiple correspondence analyses to 

first understand if there are any underlying patterns within the data. The potential patterns seen in 

the scatter plots are then tested using chi-square tests in PAST 3.2, a free statistically software 

package specifically made for paleontological and geological studies (Hammer et al. 2001). It 

also works well for archaeological collections. 

Table 4.25. Temper types separated by decorative mode. 
Decorative 
Mode 

Grit 
(%) 

Shell Shell/Grit Shell/Grog Grit/Grog Grog Shell/Grit/Grog Total 

Wall Thickness 
(avg in mm) 

6.903 6.411 6.741 6.555 7.348 6.621 7.473 6.770 

Plain 973 
(42.92) 

437 
(19.28) 

192 
(8.47) 

62 
(2.73) 

35 
(1.54) 

14 
(0.62) 

13 
(0.57) 

1726 
(76.14) 

Complicated 
Stamped 

221 
(9.75) 

1 
(0.04) 

16 
(0.71) 

2 
(0.09) 

2 
(0.09) 

1 
(0.04) 

- 243 
(10.72) 

UID Stamped 15 
(0.66) 

- 1 
(0.04) 

- - - - 16 
(0.71) 

Check 
Stamped 

12 
(0.53) 

- - 2 
(0.09) 

1 
(0.04) 

- - 15 
(0.66) 

Simple 
Stamped 

5 
(0.22) 

- 3 
(0.13) 

1 
(0.04) 

- - - 9 
(0.40) 

Incised 46 
(2.03) 

53 
(2.34) 

16 
(0.71) 

10  
(0.44) 

2 
(0.09) 

1 
(0.04) 

3 
(0.13) 

131 
(5.78) 

Incised and 
Punctated 

3 
(0.13) 

2 
(0.09) 

2 
(0.09) 

2 
(0.09) 

1 
(0.04) 

- - 10 
(0.44) 

Slipped 42 
(1.85) 

8 
(0.35) 

12 
(0.53) 

6 
(0.26) 

4 
(0.18) 

3 
(0.13) 

1 
(0.04) 

76 
(3.35) 

Brushed 6 
(0.26) 

16 
(0.71) 

1 
(0.04) 

- 1 
(0.04) 

1 
(0.04) 

- 25 
(1.10) 

Cord Marked 4 
(0.18) 

1 
(0.04) 

- 1 
(0.04) 

- - - 6 
(0.26) 

Fabric 
Impressed 

4 
(0.18) 

- - - - - - 4 
(0.18) 

Punctated 2 
(0.18) 

2 
(0.09) 

- - - - - 4 
(0.18) 

Cob Marked 1 
(0.04) 

- - - 1 
(0.04) 

- - 2 
(0.09) 

Total 1334 
(58.84) 

520 
(22.94) 

243 
(10.72) 

86 
(3.79) 

47 
(2.07) 

20 
(0.88) 

17 
(0.75) 

2267 
(100.0) 
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 Along with a scatter plot that can display multiple axes of chi-square distances, 

information is given on the overall inertia of each axis and how much variance of the data is 

explained by each axis. The inertia is a weighted average of squared chi-square distances, 

indicating the amount of weight given to each axis. This weight is then used to help determine 

the overall variance that is explained. When a CA is run on a crosstabulation of decoration by 

temper, the first two axes explain 85% of the variance. The first axis has a much higher inertia 

than the second axis; thus, it explains most of the variance. In other words, more weight is given 

to axis 1, than to axis 2. In the scatter plot provided in Figure 4.24, the x-axis represents axis-1 of 

the CA. One of the most noticeable characteristics is the distance between shell tempering and 

grit tempering, mostly along the x-axis. Moreover, temper is separated into three of the 

quadrants, grit and shell are separate while grog and temper mixtures are more associated with 

each other. The presence of grit seems to be the deciding factor along the y-axis while the 

presence of grog seems split between the x and y axes. The decorative techniques seem to 

naturally cluster in rough categories of stamping, then incising and other. All stamping is close to 

grit tempering, showing a possible association between these whereas incising, punctation, and 

brushing are more associated with shell and shell mixtures. We have already seen that there is a 

statistically significant association between certain decorative techniques and temper based on 

the presence of shell, reinforcing that this CA scatter plot is illustrating a statistically significant 

phenomenon.  

 I now turn to examining multiple correspondence analyses to understand if there is any 

site-wide patterning of ceramic attributes among certain structure features. In these analyses, the 

structure features that were identified at the site are labeled and numbered as houses because 

“houses” was the term used in the original field notes. I recognize that this is problematic for 
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multiple reasons. I am assuming these are domestic debris, each possibly representing where 

different potting practices may or may not have taken place. I do think evidence points to these 

being parts of domestic structures due to the evidence of walls from posts and daub debris (so 

not square ground arbors), along with hearths, and some food and rodent debris found in some of 

the midden contexts. When a CA is run on 



115 
 

 

Figure 4.24. Scatter plot of the correspondence analysis of decoration by temper. 
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structure features when ceramics are tabulated specifically on temper, the first two axes are fairly equal and 

explain about 70% of the variance in the data. When examining the placement of tempers in the scatterplot, 

we once again see that grit and shell are on opposite sides, shell is closer to grog, and then the mixtures are 

far to the right (Figure 4.25). Many of the houses are clustered together around the origin (where the axes 

intersect) near House 1, which has the most diversity in ceramics. What may be happening is that the houses 

with very small sample sizes, which also have the least amount of diversity, are skewing the data, making 

other houses that are not that similar to fall close to the origin. The differences in sample size could mean 

that some of the structures were not houses, but could also be a problem with sampling, as not every house 

was excavated equally. 

In an attempt to take care of the noise, I focus my efforts on house features with more 

than 100 sherds in their micro-assemblage and combine the temper types into four categories 

(grit, shell, grog, and mixed). I chose these groupings because in the past two CA scatter plots, 

the mixed tempers always seem to stay together while the shell, grit, and grog are dispersed into 

separate parts of the graph (Figure 4.26). A difference in houses with mostly shell versus grit is 

still seen along the x-axis. Grog and mixed temper groups are still in quadrant one. Houses with 

mostly grit seem to be in the second quadrant while houses with slightly more shell are in the 

fourth quadrant. There seems to be at least two groupings within the house features. This is 

further seen when a log function is performed on the x-axis: Houses 1, 2, and 9 cluster on the 

negative end of the x-axis while Houses 3, 4/5, 7, and Y cluster on the positive end of the axis. 

To test whether this is a significant difference, a chi-square test was performed on the two 

proposed groups with all four temper categories. The difference between the two groups seems 

to be statistically significant (χ2=45.694, d.f.=3, ρ<.000). However, the difference is not in the 

presence or absence of any specific temper type, but more about the proportion of certain  
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Figure 4.25. Correspondence analysis of house features by temper type. 
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tempers within the assemblages. Group 1 (Houses 1, 2, and 9) is made up of over 63 % Grit 

whereas Group 2 (Houses 3, 4/5, 7, Y) is made up of only 49.28% Grit. Group 2 also has 8 

percent more sherds with mixed tempers and about 5% more shell. Grog seems to be fairly equal 

among the two groups (Figure 4.27).   

 A CA of Houses by decoration (excluding plain) and temper shows an interesting pattern 

for ceramic distributions at the Hightower site (Figure 4.28). The correspondence analysis of 

decorative technique only explains about 60% of the variance on the first two axes, which all 

hover close to the x-axis. Houses 3, 7, and Y are all on the same side of the y-axis as when 

examining temper. However, House 4/5 and House 1 swapped places. House 1 seems to be 

closer in association with Houses 3 and 7 than Houses 2 and 9. In regard to decorative technique, 

complicated stamping and incising are once again on opposite sides of the graph. However, 

minority stamping techniques (check stamped, simple stamped, and UID stamped) are separated 

from all other decorative techniques. Other underlying forces structure the data and are not 

visible in this analysis. Decoration, the most visible and communicable attribute of a ceramic 

vessel, is more ubiquitous across the site than temper type. All decorative techniques are found 

in all houses with no clear patterns between houses. Temper type, on the other hand, made clear 

groupings between structures in the correspondence analysis. When you combine temper and 

decoration, two clusters may still be seen, but are not as obvious as when exclusively examining 

temper. Moreover, the lack of house clusters in this CA emphasizes the fact that most 

decorations can be found on multiple temper types. Statistically, the two groups found from 

examining temper types do not hold up when examining decorative technique (χ2=17.035, 

d.f.=11, ρ<.107).  
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Some interesting patterns also occur when examining only complicated stamped motifs 

through correspondence analysis, which explains 90% of variance in the data (Table 4.26). While 

the two groups found earlier do not appear to match the pattern seen in complicated stamped 

motifs and house contexts, this CA demonstrates that certain houses are more likely to have 

certain complicated stamped motifs than others (Figure 4.29). While the sample size is rather 

small, a chi-square test shows that the associations are most likely not random (χ2=74.086, 

d.f.=28, Fisher’s exact ρ<.003). So, while all decorative techniques are found in most 

households, there may have been certain preferences within each house for certain complicated 

stamped motifs. This pattern does not exist for any other decorative technique when motifs were 

considered. Incised designs, unlike the complicated stamped motifs, do not seem to cluster 

around specific house features. House 1, the largest sub sample I had available, has multiple 

representations of almost all motifs. Some motifs that only have one or two representations are 

found in this house. Moreover, when incised decorations are separated by temper type, there are 

still no clear differences between households that explain an adequate amount of variance in 

motif diversity. When entered into a correspondence analysis, the motifs only explain about 63% 

of the variance between households. The explained variance only increases to 67% when incised 

motifs are further divided by temper type. While some motifs are only found in specific houses, 

the sample size is not sufficient to interpret confidently any meaningful patterns from it. Unlike 

with the complicated stamped designs, incised motifs seem to mostly occur all over the site and 

over a diverse array of ceramic pastes. That being said, an interesting occurrence is that three of 

the four Moundville type sherds (one Carthage Incised, variety Carthage, the single Carthage 

Incised, variety Poole, and the single Moundville Incised, variety Moundville) occur in the 

southern portion of the site. They are associated with structural features labeled House 1 and 
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House 2. However, the overall distribution of incised sherds across the site are not different from 

each other.  

 What these tests tell us thus far are threefold: 1) technological style preferences may have 

been different between two groups of households at the Hightower Village site, creating two 

communities of practice; 2) this difference in technological style does not translate to decorative 

technique; and 3) the separation of households by complicated stamped motif does not translate 

to the technological style groups, but does show preferences within single households. The data 

show a nesting set of complex ceramic manufacturing practices. Complicated stamped motifs 

show individualism at the house feature level, temper proportions show two groupings of house 

features at the site, indicating at least two communities of practice based on technological style. 

However, these communities of practice are not obvious if one were to look at decoration 

exclusively, indicating these two groups may not have functioned to communicate differences 

within material culture, but instead emphasize some form of unity. Two communities of 

practices are still seen when temper types and decorations are combined. Two groups seem 

evident along the x-axis once again. For this analysis, I limited myself to the same house features 

used in the previous correspondence analyses. The grog and mixed temper categories were also 

of little consequence, so to limit the noise in the graph, they have been removed. When 

examining grit and shell tempering at the site, we already know that they show a significant 

difference between certain parts of the site. Once decoration is added into the same analysis, the 

groups change composition slightly. Back in Figure 4.28, the CA explains about 74% of the 

variance. Now one group (Houses Y, 2, 4/5, and 9) is on the negative side of the x-axis, and a 

second group (Houses 1, 3, and 7) is on the positive side of the x-axis. The negative x-axis group 

seems more associated with grit stamping and grit brushing. Grit and shell incising are on the 
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opposite end of the x-axis from grit stamped and brushed. Incising, along with grit slipped 

pottery seem to be the most weighted categories on the x-axis. The groups seem to be 

significantly different in the CA (χ2=40.832, d.f.=10, ρ<.000). When the raw and relative 

frequencies of grit and shell tempered decorated sherds are compared between these two groups, 

a difference in assemblage composition becomes evident. Group 1 (House Y, 2, 4/5, and 9) have 

no shell tempered stamped, cord marked, or punctated sherds while Group 2 (Houses 1, 3, and 7) 

do contain shell tempered stamped, cord marked, and punctated sherds (albeit is extremely small 

amounts, n=5). While both groups are majority grit tempered, Group 2 is only about 75% grit 

tempered versus Group 1 being 91% grit tempered. Thus, Group 2 is more likely to have shell 

tempering than Group 1 (χ2=19.09, d.f.=1, ρ<.000). This may seem to be grasping at straws, but 

a 16% difference in tempering composition between the two groups should not be ignored. Not 

only does this show a significant difference in ceramic assemblages between two feature groups 

at the same site, but also emphasizes a difference between decoration within the two groups. One 

group is more likely to have shell tempered decorated pottery than the other. Two groups of 

structure contexts at the same site could be the result of several factors that must be considered. 

The two groups could be differences in function of space. Perhaps shell tempered ceramics were 

used exclusively for certain tasks while grit tempered ceramics were used for other tasks. If so, 

then one would expect a difference in vessel shape between shell tempered and grit tempered 

ceramics. That possibility will be discussed below through an analysis of rim modes. Another 

possibility is that the two groups are separated chronologically. The two different groups may 

distinguish a diachronic change at the site with a shift in ceramic manufacturing practices by the 

same people. This possibility will be considered further in Chapter 5 with an analysis of glass 

bead data from the Hightower Village site. If the two groups are not separated by vessel shape, 
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and are not separated by time, then these two groups may represent two different communities of 

potters living together at the Hightower Village site. If the 17th century was a time of flux and the 

beginnings of coalescence, then the Hightower Village site may be a site that captures a glimpse 

of multiple groups physically combining at the same site, coalescing to become part of the future 

Creek Confederacy. 
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Figure 4.26. Correspondence analysis of house features by redefined temper categories. 
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Figure 4.27. Relative frequencies of temper categories among two house groups. 
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Figure 4.28. Correspondence analysis of house features by temper and decoration. 
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Table 4.26. Complicated stamped motifs separated by structure feature. 
Motifs House 

1 
House 
2 

House 
3 

House 
4/5 

House 
7 

House 
8 

House 
9 

House 
X 

House 
Y 

Grand 
Total 

Concentric 
Circles 

7 6 - 2 1 - 12 - - 28 

Diamond - - - - - - - - 1 1 

Filfot Cross 4 1 5 - - - 2 1 - 13 

Line Block 2 2 - - - - - - - 4 

Oblique 
Lines 

1 - - - - - - - - 1 

Roughened 59 26 18 8 6 1 28 - 8 154 

Grand Total 73 35 23 10 7 1 42 1 9 201 

 

 

Rim Modes 

  

The rim variables were recorded in order to understand vessel shape and possible vessel 

function in relationship to temper and decoration categories. This is important for understanding 

the ceramic distribution at the site and any possible patterning that might be seen in house 

features. The correspondence analyses seen above indicate some possible form of house 

groupings based on ceramic temper-decoration proportions found in each household. However 

ceramic diversity could also be due to vessel function or chronological differences. The question 

of chronology will be primarily addressed in the next chapter about the glass bead assemblage 

analyzed from the Hightower Village site. Rim variables, such as lip profile, directness, and 

curvature allow an identification of vessel shape that may show differences in vessel function. 

Moreover, many rims have folds or appliqués that are pinched or notched. If the differences in 

these rim elaborations cluster in specific parts of the site like other forms of decorative styles, 
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then we may see rims as carrying some form of emblemic style. On the other hand, these folds 

could be associated with specific vessel types rather than specific contexts, be homogenous 

across the site, and imply a single community of practice with multiple ways to create a ceramic 

pot. 

 In total, measurements were taken on 188 rim sherds (Table 4.27). Of these, 150 were 

identified by specific vessel shape, which took into account rim mode variables such as profile, 

curvature, and directness. The most common vessel form is the standard jar, a Mississippian 

globular jar with a straight to slightly excurvate rim. Other jar forms include the neckless jar, 

described by Steponaitis (2009:68), as a jar with a slightly excurvate rim that connects right to 

the body of the vessel; and one collared jar, a high-necked jar with an excurvate rim (Johnson 

2019:48). The other general vessel form found at the Hightower Village site is bowls.  

Table 4.27. Vessel shape frequency based on rim sherd analysis. 
VESSEL SHAPE FREQUENCY (%) 

STANDARD JAR 50 (26.60) 
SIMPLE BOWL 32 (17.02) 

RESTRICTED BOWL 23 (12.23) 
NECKLESS JAR 21 (11.17) 

CARINATED BOWL 11 (5.85) 
SHORT-NECK BOWL 6 (3.19) 
FLARING RIM BOWL 4 (2.13) 

COLLARED JAR 1 (0.53) 
CYLINDRICAL BOWL 1 (0.53) 

BOTTLE 1 (0.53) 
UNIDENTIFIABLE 38 (20.21) 

TOTAL 188 
 

Interestingly, vessel shape shows no association with specific tempers that is statistically 

significant (χ2=39.26, df=45, ρ=.713). While most vessels are grit tempered (n=77) vessels can 

also be shell (n=38), shell/grit (n=22), or mixed or grog tempered. The most common tempers, as 

with all sherds at the Hightower Village site, are grit, shell, and shell/grit in that order (Table 

4.28). Grit temper is found in all vessel shapes, while shell temper is in all vessel shapes but 
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bottles, collared jars and cylindrical bowls. Standard jars are the most diverse since at least one 

jar rim sherd is found in every temper category but grog and shell/grit/grog. Decoration is 

similar. Complicated stamped and incised designs (the most common decorative technique on 

rims) are present in relatively same amounts on jars and bowls alike. The fact that temper and 

decoration are both not exclusive to a specific vessel shape (when jar and bowl shapes are 

collapsed into two categories) demonstrates that temper and decoration, which represent two or 

more choices made in the manufacturing process, are not separated by function. Temper is 

ubiquitous when it comes to general vessel shape, which is different than what was suggested by 

Nance (1988) for the Rogers-CETA site, an earlier Kymulga phase site located between the 

Coosa and Tallapoosa rivers. Moreover, complicated stamping similar to Lamar Complicated 

Stamped designs from other late prehistoric and early historic sites, is present on jars and bowls 

rather than just jars, which is the more common vessel shape for Lamar Complicated Stamped 

vessels. However, there are other historical examples of complicated stamping appearing on 

multiple vessel shapes. Qualla pottery, a historic Cherokee type pottery, included grit tempered 

complicated stamped jars and bowls. This trend continues into the 18th-century Overhill 

Cherokee Complicated Stamped vessels, which represent multiple vessel shapes (Keel 1976:44-

45; Lewis and Kneberg 1946:97). A similar phenomenon is also found when comparing 

Pontchartrain Check Stamped vessel proportions between the Petite Anse region in Southwest 

Louisiana and those found at the Greenhouse site (16AV2). In the Petite Anse region, a high 

frequency of Pontchartrain Check Stamped bowls is markedly different than the higher 

proportion of beakers found at the Greenhouse site. Types at different sites may not always 

follow the proportions or vessel descriptions given in the original type description (Brown 

2015:74). That is one of the interesting traits found at the Hightower Village site. The 
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complicated stamping on bowls versus jars does not seem different and the difference in vessel 

shape was only noticed after examining rim sherds that also contain decoration. The data, then, 

support the notion that Kymulga phase pottery is a late Lamar variant, but with more diverse 

vessel forms associated with multiple decorative techniques than what is found in the original 

type descriptions, especially for Lamar type pottery. 

Table 4.28. Frequency of vessel shape by temper. 
Vessel 
Shape 

Grit Shell Shell/Grit Shell/Grog Grit/Grog Grog Total 

Standard 
Jar 

24 14 6 5 1 0 50 

Simple 
Bowl 

21 4 6 1 0 0 32 

Restricted 
Bowl 

15 5 2 1 0 0 23 

Neckless 
Jar 

8 5 7 0 0 1 21 

Carinated 
Bowl 

2 6 1 2 0 0 11 

Short Neck 
Bowl 

2 3 0 1 0 0 6 

Flaring Rim 
Bowl 

2 1 0 1 0 0 4 

Bottle 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Collared Jar 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Cylindrical 
Bowl 

1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 77 38 22 11 1 1 150 
 

Although no patterns are present between temper, decoration, and vessel shape, there are 

some variations found within the rim data. In jars, there are three size classes that were indicated 

by the proposed rim diameters that represented 5% or more of full rims. Small jars have orifices 

ranging from 10 to 15 cm, medium jars range from 18 to 28 cm, and large jars range from 36 to 

40 cm (Figure 4.29). There is a significant difference between the medians of each size class 

(Kruskal-Wallis H=11.43, ρ= .003, n=24).    Different sizes of jars may indicate various 

functions. The larger jars can be compared to Hally’s (1986:285) large pinched rim jars.   These 
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vessels were most likely used for long term storage of solid or liquid foodstuffs. Large amounts 

of water would be needed for processing and cooking corn hominy, acorns, and other nut 

products. Water, and then the processed food items could be stored in these jars. If needed, a 

covering could be placed over the excurvate lips, protecting their contents. The medium jars 

could be used for storage and cooking large amounts of food. The foods were most likely cooked 

in liquid and the jars were suspended  over or propped in a fire. The small jars could be used for 

cooking small amounts of food and are more portable than the medium or large jars. Cooking 

smaller amounts of food would be a suitable choice for foodstuffs that would not last for long 

periods of time (Hally 1986:286-288).  

 
Figure 4.29. Histogram of jar rim orifice sizes.
 

Although experimental tests have shown that different tempers change the amount of 

thermal stress and impact stress that a ceramic vessel can undergo, the advantages and 

disadvantages of different paste ingredients do not seem to have been a deciding factor in 

creating cooking or storage jars. The difference between shell and grit tempering in all jar size 
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classes was not significant. Shell tempered jars and grit tempered jars were of any size class and 

were thus both used for cooking and storage at the site. One difference that Hally makes in his 

study, that I did not do, is between Mississippian jars and pinched rim jars. Pinched rim jars, of 

all sizes, are described as having globular bodies, rounded bases, constricted necks, outflaring 

rims, and thickened and pinched or notched lips. The Mississippian jar also has a globular body, 

rounded base, constricted neck, a vertical to insloping rim and handles. Mississippian jars are 

usually shell tempered while pinched rim jars are usually grit tempered at the Barnett phase sites 

that Hally (1986) studied. However, their functions seemed to be the same for medium sized 

pinched rim jars and large Mississippian jars (which were of similar rim diameter sizes). One 

may be more efficient for long term cooking while suspended over a fire (the Mississippian jar), 

but both types of jars were most likely used for cooking. At the Hightower Village site, there is 

no clear delineation between a Mississippian jar and a pinched rim jar. Rim modes such as folds 

and appliques, handles, and excurvate lips appear on grit and shell tempered rim sherds alike. 

Unfortunately, I have no full vessels in the assemblage that could give adequate information 

about the globular nature of jar bases. Either way, it is safe to say that cooking and storage jars 

are represented in the site assemblage and are made of multiple tempers.  

The bowl categories also show a large amount of diversity in shape. While bowls in all 

shapes have grit tempering, shell tempering, or some mixture of shell, grit, and grog, there does 

seem to be a slight difference according to neck/lip type. Bowls with incurvate or vertical rim 

curvatures are more likely to be grit tempered whereas vessels with excurvate rims are more 

likely not to be grit tempered (i.e. some form of shell, grog, or some mixture of the two) 

(χ2=7.46, d.f.=1, ρ<.006). This separates out bowls such as simple bowls, restricted bowls with 

incurvate lips, and one cylindrical bowl as most likely being grit tempered while bowls such as 
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carinated bowls, flaring rim bowls, and short-neck bowls are more likely not to be grit tempered 

(or shell, grog or some combination of those). If we follow some of the same functional 

hypotheses put forth by Hally, then the carinated bowls were also used for cooking, like the 

Mississippian jars, medium pinched rim jars, and small pinched rim jars (Hally 1986:289). 

Unlike the jars, there are more shell than grit tempered examples of carinated bowls. Small 

rounded bowls with short necks may have also been used for warming and serving small 

amounts of food and are represented by more shell tempered examples than grit tempered 

examples. However, simple hemispherical bowls, restricted bowls with vertical or incurvate 

rims, and cylindrical bowls are all more likely to be grit tempered. These could be used more for 

storage of solid foods (except the cylinder may have been used like a bottle for liquids) and were 

probably not used over fires (Hally 1986:290). Thus, unlike jars or the over-all vessel 

assemblage, bowls do show some form of difference according to temper. However, the 

difference seems to be based on whether the bowls have excurvate lip curvatures versus vertical 

and incurvate lip curvatures. Still, grit is found in all vessel shape categories, whether the vessel 

seems to have been used more for storage, cooking, or serving.  

Although Steponaitis (2009) and Bronitsky and Hamer (1986) both demonstrate that 

paste compositions – including temper inclusions, temper densities, and temper sizes – can 

change the amounts of thermal and mechanical stress that a ceramic vessel can undergo, such 

technical knowledge was not used in deciding paste compositions at the Hightower Village site. 

As stated earlier, Nance (1988) excavated one of the earliest Kymulga phase sites found in the 

Coosa River valley (Knight et al. 1984; Little 2008; Walling 1993). This site contained the 

ceramic signatures of a Kymulga phase site, as defined by Knight in his 1984 reconnaissance 

report of the Coosa valley – such as the mixtures of shell, grit, and grog and the presence of 
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complicated stamping, incising, and brushing on multiple types of paste construction. He argues 

that these differences can be explained by function. However, that is not the case for jars at the 

Hightower Village site. Cooking and storage jars are associated with both grit and shell 

tempering or mixtures of tempers with no statistically significant association between specific 

tempers and vessel type. One could argue that the difference in temper between bowls with 

excurvate rims (more likely to be shell) and bowls with incurvate rims (more likely to be grit) is 

due to vessel function. However, this dichotomy according to rim curvature combines two bowl 

shapes that may have served slightly different purposes – carinated bowls and flaring rim bowls. 

Both have excurvate or strong excurvate rim curvatures, but carinated bowls may have been used 

for short-term cooking or reheating and serving while flaring rim bowls may have been used 

more for just serving. This is a small functional difference, but still shows that temper 

differences do not equal function at the Hightower Village site. Thus, the choices made during 

the manufacturing process were not exactly linked to mechanical advantage, even if they were 

unseen, technological style choices (i.e. paste composition).  

The temper choices were also not linked to vessel function as seen in vessel shape. Vessel 

shapes do not cluster in specific houses, thus  structure contexts do not seem to be associated 

with different functions. Temper and decoration are still the main factors that separate houses 

into two communities of practice. The two communities of practice: Group 1 (House Y, 2, 4/5, 

and 9) and Group 2 (Houses 1, 3, and 7) are primarily separated by proportions of grit tempering 

and the presence of more decorated decorative techniques in Group 2. The differences in pottery 

are statistically significant. Many of the variables that were originally made for exploring 

manufacturing practices at the site were found to have no difference between structures. Firing 

practices as seen through paste colors and core configuration were similar across the site. The 
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interior of most vessels was dark while exteriors were lighter in color, indicating oxidized 

atmospheres during firing. Wall thickness is also similar across vessel forms and across the site. 

The two most telling differences between two groups of structure contexts are temper and 

decoration proportions, creating two different communities of practice at the Hightower Village 

site. Individual structures are associated with specific complicated stamped motifs. This may be 

an indication of individuality at the domestic level, which is then nested within the two 

communities of practice. These two communities of practice could then be nested into a larger 

village identity. These interpretations are all predicated on the assumption that these two 

communities of practice are contemporaneous and not representative of two different time 

periods at the Hightower Village site. To test whether house structures are contemporaneous with 

each other, I examine a sample of glass beads from the Hightower Village site. Those data are 

presented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

GLASS BEADS AND CHRONOLOGY OF THE HIGHTOWER VILLAGE SITE 

  

The Kymulga phase is generally thought to extend from the beginning of the 16th century 

to about the middle of the 17th century. This estimation is based on the similarities between 

Kymulga phase ceramics and Barnett phase ceramics in northwest Georgia, and the presence of 

European artifacts in burial and non-burial contexts. One of the most commonly used European 

trade items for determining when a site was occupied is through the analysis of glass beads (Blair 

2017; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Good 1983; Hancock et al. 1997; Little 2010; Marcoux 

2010a; Smith 1987). Most attempts to use glass beads as chronological markers, use the Kidd 

and Kidd (1970) identification system to find frequencies of bead types. Studies have found that 

variations in bead type frequencies can be seriated and correspond to different date ranges 

(Marcoux 2010a). However, bead seriations only work well when multiple bead types that 

correspond to specific time periods are found. Some beads are ubiquitous and span multiple 

centuries. They are, thus, not very helpful when trying to date sites or specific archaeological 

contexts. Most monochrome beads fall into this category. More recently, researchers have found 

innovative ways to use glass beads in order to learn more about the contexts from which they 

come. Chemical analysis of glass bead composition has been fruitful for understanding artifact 

origins and context chronology (Blair 2015a, 2016, 2017; Burgess and Dussubieux 2007; Dalton-

Carriger and Blair 2013; Hancock et al. 1997; Moreau et al. 2011; Moreau et al. 2006) 
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 The majority of glass beads from the 16th and 17th century were made in Venice, the 

Netherlands, or Spain, mostly by Venetian bead manufacturing guilds. Each guild had records on 

how to make proper glass beads (Burgess and Dussubieux 2007; Dussubieux and Karklins 2016; 

Karklins et al. 2015). By studying these records, historians found that bead recipes changed 

through time and were slightly different between guilds. One of the main ingredients that would 

change through time were opacifiers, the material used to turn the glass from translucent to 

opaque (Blair 2015a, 2015b, 2017; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Dussubieux and Karklins 

2016; Hancock et al. 1997; Templin 2017).  

 Evidence suggests that monochrome turquoise, white, and black beads all have 

chronological markers  within their chemical composition. The key is to look for specific 

opacifier compositions and understand from past research when these opacifiers were in use. 

Other researchers have found coloring elements to be beneficial  as chronological markers. For 

instance  Moreau et al. (2011) found that glass beads dating to the 16th century contained more  

sodium while beads dating to the 1600s and 1700s seemed to be based on a calcium and 

potassium composition.  Blair (2017), however, used an alternative to the full bead chemical 

composition, focusing instead on the opacifiers. This is important for the method I chose to 

analyze bead composition.   

 I use X-ray flourescence to analyze the chemical composition of glass beads from the 

Hightower Village site. This is a  nondestructive analytical technique that uses an X-ray emitter 

and reciever. The basic way x-ray flouresence (XRF)  works is that x-rays are directed toward an 

object. The x-rays excite the atoms within the object, allowing them to emit electrons in the x-ray 

radiation that correspond to specific elements (Castillo and Strivay 2012). Some of the 

limitations of XRF is that it primarily analyzes the surface of artifacts, meaning glass corrosion 
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or multi-layered beads may not be suitable for analysis. Moreover, it is a bulk analysis of the 

target artifact; complex beads with multiple surface colors are also not very useful when using 

XRF. Oftentimes, XRF cannot detect many elements that have low atomic numbers, such as  

sodium or magnesium, unless the studied objects are placed into a vacuumed setting without an 

oxygen atmosphere.  The last draw-back to XRF is that cutsom calibrations have to be created 

from specific regions in order to gain comparable quantitative results. However, the positive 

aspects of this analytical tool outweigh the negative aspects. The instruments needed for XRF are 

becoming more popular, making costs decrease. For this study, I relied on XRF because it is 

readily available on the University of Alabama campus. Fast data collection (compared to other 

elemental analyses), the non-destructive nature of analysis and accessibility, made XRF the most 

logical tool for glass bead composition analysis for my research. I was assisted by Elliot Blair, 

who allowed me to use his portable XRF device, a Bruker Tracer III-SD portable X-Ray 

Fluorescence Spectrometer. 

 Researchers have also explored the use of frequency seriations in bead assemblages to 

create chronologies for post contact sites (Marcoux 2008, 2010a; Smith 1987). In the interior 

Southeast, Marcoux (2010), Smith (1987), and Little (2008) have gathered bead data from sites 

in Northeast Georgia, Eastern Alabama, and Eastern Tennessee and have developed 

comprehensive chronological sequences for the Coosa River valley. Before I present the 

compositional data of glass beads, I will use Marcoux’s (2008, 2010) and Smith’s (1987) 

comparative data to explore the overall site chronology. I use their seriations of bead data to first 

determine when the site was occupied overall. The seriations are then used to determine if bead 

contexts are contemporaneous. I then turn to the chemical analysis of glass beads to make sure 

that any beads from plowzone or surface collections are similar to the ones found in occupational 
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middens and burials. In this fashion, I can determine if parts of the ceramic assemblages that 

were associated with glass beads are contemporaneous or not. If they are contemporaneous, then 

the ceramic diversity seen in the Hightower assemblage is not due to diachronic changes but 

instead to multiple pottery making techniques being used at the same time or due to differences 

in ceramic function (the last two hypotheses were discussed in Chapter 4). 

 The majority of beads from the Hightower Village site are monochrome drawn beads, 

primarily opaque turquoise (type IIa40 using the Kidd and Kidd typology) and were pulled from 

multiple contexts (Table 5.1). The beads are from the surface, excavation levels above structures, 

in structures, or in burials. In total, 617 beads were classified using the Kidd and Kidd typology 

from 12 contexts. Ideally, I would have used beads from all the same exact contexts as ceramics, 

but beads were not found in or around every structure. Still, glass beads come from contexts 

ranging from the most northern contexts to  the most southern contexts. The three most common 

bead types are IIa40 (opaque turquoise or robin’s egg blue), IIa53/IIa55 (transluscent dark blue 

or ultramarine), and IIa27/IIa28  (translucent emerald green or dark green).  Almost all beads are 

of simple construction, colored some variation of blue, green, black, or white. The few complex 

beads were IVa6 (Cornaline D’Alleppo) beads  or opaque white with clear cores (IVa13). At 

least one compound blue bead with white stripes was also found. Smith (1987:47) broke his 

chronology down into four time periods. Using his descriptions, Hightower Village site fits well 

within  Time Period D, 1630-1670. This subperiod was based primarily on the analysis of  the 

Cooper Farm site. During this time, compound and complex beads almost completely disappear. 

Other European items found on sites include large brass collars, animal effigy pendants, cast 

brass bells, and iron wire bracelets (Smith 1977:155; 1987:47-48). While I did not do a full 

analysis of the burial material at the Hightower Village site, I did come across iron wire bracelets
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Table 5.1 Context and identification of Hightower Village site glass beads. 
 

 
Table 5.1. Context and identification of Hightower Village site glass beads. Continued. . .  

CONTEXT IIA50 IIA53 IIA54 IIA55 IIA56 IIA6 IIA7 IIA8 IIB70 IV18 IVA UID GRAND TOTAL 
ABOVE STRUCTURE X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 10 
STRUCTURE 1 0 1 0 0 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 24 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 47 
STRUCTURE 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 15 
STRUCTURE 2-BURIAL 3 0 159 0 4 10 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 389 
STRUCTURE 2-BURIAL 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
STRUCTURE 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 
STRUCTURE 3-BURIAL 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
SURFACE 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 15 
GRAND TOTAL 1 160 1 15 14 2 7 5 2 1 2 2 617 

 

CONTEXT IIA13 IIA15 IIA19 IIA24 IIA25 IIA27 IIA28 IIA30 IIA34 IIA39 IIA40 IIA41 IIA43 IIA47 
ABOVE STRUCTURE X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 
STRUCTURE 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 2 0 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 5 1 32 0 0 1 
STRUCTURE 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 
STRUCTURE 2-BURIAL 3 0 0 0 0 2 101 1 0 51 0 49 0 0 6 
STRUCTURE 2-BURIAL 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 1 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
STRUCTURE 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 78 3 0 0 
STRUCTURE 3-BURIAL 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 
ABOVE STRUCTURE 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
SURFACE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
GRAND TOTAL 1 1 1 1 2 101 1 2 57 2 223 3 2 8 
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 and at least one brass armband while processing burial material. Shell artifacts are also 

associated with this subperiod, including shell earpins and shell beads; two of each were found in 

Hightower burial contexts.  

A more illustrated comparison using Marcoux’s (2008, 2010) bead seriation also supports 

the notion that the Hightower Village contexts date to the mid 17th century.  He created a bead 

type frequency seriation using over 500,000 beads from burial contexts from multiple sites in the 

Southeast, including Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, and North Carolina. He first used 

correspondence analysis (explained in Chapter 3) to examine the distribution of bead types 

across burial contexts. A clear parabolic shape was seen in his CA biplots with multiple clusters. 

Using K-means analysis, he found that 6 subperiod clusters existed in the data and correspond to 

specifc bead assemblages (Marcoux 2008:146-165). Using PAST statistical software, I add my 

bead frequency data to his frequency seriation and rerun the correspondence analysis (Figure 

5.1). While the orientation changes, and the overall shape of the contexts’ distributions slightly 

shift, the overall effect is the same between Marcoux’s original CA and my CA with Hightower 

Village site beads added. The earliest assemblages, in Cluster 1, are in orange and are to the left 

in the biplot. The latest assemblages, in Cluster 6, are in blue and to the right in the biplot. 

Cluster 3, which is color coded turquoise in Figure 5.1, is the largest and most wide ranging 

subperiod. The Hightower Village site contexts, coded green in Figure 5.1, fit snuggly into this 

cluster. Marcoux dates this subperiod to A.D. 1650-1730. Cluster 3 mainly contains 

monochrome and striped necklace beads. However, it also contains “wound raspberry beads 

(WIId)” (Marcoux 2008:154), which were not found at the Hightower Village site.  This cluster 

also contains the Columbus Landing, Mckee Island, and Law’s sites from the Guntersville Basin 

of the Tennessee River Valley, along with sites like Hiwassee Island, Tallasee, and Chota- 
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Figure 5.1 Correspondence analysis of bead contexts (after Marcoux 2010:Table 3). 
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Tanasee. This cluster also includes  other diagnostic  items made from European materials: 

animal effigy pendants, brass arm bands, cast bronze bells, flushloop bells, muskets, iron hoes, 

and iron axes. These are similar to the same materials listed by Smith (1977, 1987).  While many 

of these metal objects were not found at the Hightower Village site, this could be because looters 

had pillaged many burials that contained metal. Knight (personal communication) noted that the 

landowner in  the 1980s would allow people to come to his pastures for day trips and use metal 

detectors to find burials and loot them. The dearth of European material could also be because of 

the location of the site away from the main river channel and deep in the interior of East 

Alabama. It was not particularly close to European areas and this could explain a lack of 

material. Smith (1977:154) notes that the Cooper Farm site, dating to about 1630-1670, also 

lacked a lot of European materials and had almost equal representation of Native American and 

European objects in burials. The burials from the Hightower Village site were greatly damaged 

before excavations ever took place. For instance, only three burials from two structual contexts 

had glass beads that I could find. Most were damaged in some way. Only Burial 3 (associated 

with Structure 2) seemed to be fully intact and contained beads, armbands, and broken ceramic 

pieces.   

The apparent lack of more European artifacts could be for multiple reasons. The people 

who inhabited the Hightower Village site during the 17th century could have been part of a 

conservative movement entrenched in Native traditionalism. However, I do not think enough 

evidence exists to support this idea. Clearly, European trade items were part of the economy and 

material culture for Hightower Village people. Glass beads found in burials and structure 

middens are a good example of trade items as part of people’s lives. Moreover, a Spanish 
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horseshoe and iron celt were found on the top of a looter’s back dirt pile during the initial survey 

done in 1983 (Knight et al. 1984:98). The lack of trade items could also be a result of the 

location of the site deep in the interior of East Alabama. Before the establishment of Charleston 

in 1670, English trading in the area was present but minimal. Most trade came from the Spanish 

missions along the Atlantic coast and along the Gulf Coast (Smith 1987:46; Waselkov 

1989:119).  Most likely, these two locations are where trade items would have come from before 

being found at the Hightower Village site. The other, more depressing and frightening option, is 

that many of the trade items from the site were looted before archaeologists were ever present.  

 The material that is available can still be insightful for knowing when the site was 

occupied. The original date range of A.D. 1550 to 1650 covers a long time where changes could 

have occurred in settlement organization and material culture. Therefore, any way we constrict 

the time period, by even just a few decades (using available evidence) would be beneficial for 

understanding the culture history of the Hightower Village site and the Kymulga phase as a 

whole. Using both Marcoux’s and Smith’s chronologies, which are based on European artifact 

assemblages, the Hightower Village site fits squarely into the 17th century. Marcoux’s 

(2008:153) Cluster 3 assemblage,  covers a large  range  of 80 years, A.D. 1650-1730. In his 

revised chronology, the Hightower Village site fits into his Cluster 2 Assemblage which dates to 

about A.D. 1650 to 1715 (Marcoux 2010a:175). However, the Hightower Village site occupation 

period should not extend into the 18th century for multiple reasons. One, the lack of English trade 

items means the site was probably not occupied post 1670 for any length of time. And two, when 

examining the Hightower Village artifact assemblage as a whole, it does not  match other 18th-

century occupation assemblages, such as those found at the Woods Island site (Smith 1989a) or 

the Childersburg site (DeJarnette and Hanson 1960). In Smith’s (1987:23) chronology, the 
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Hightower Village site falls into Assemblage D dating to 1630-1670. Other than the presence of 

a few Cornaline d’Allepo beads, which Marcoux  found to date post 1670 in his study sample, 

my assemblage from the Hightower Village site appears to be specifically  mid 17th century. This 

date range of about A.D. 1630 to 1670 is further supported by the chemical composition of glass 

beads from the site.  

 The chemical compositional analysis of glass beads from the Hightower Village site was 

beneficial for multiple reasons. The testing for specific opacifiers in Bead type IIa40 can 

determine at least one bench mark for assemblage chronologies. Opaque turquoise blue beads 

with tin as the opacifier were manufactured before 1630, while post 1630 beads contain 

antimony as the opacifier (Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013). A similar trend was found to occur 

in opaque black and opaque white beads (Blair 2017; Sempowski et al. 2000; Templin 2017). In 

total, 124 beads were examined using X-ray Fluorescence. Only a portion of the typed beads 

were examined for their chemical composition for a variety of reasons. Many compound or 

complex beads would skew the data on chemical compostion because XRF is a bulk analysis 

technique, meaning I could not target specific glass colors in multi-colored  beads. Therefore, 

Cornaline d’Allepo beads were not analyzed for glass compositon. The second reason is that 

large quantities of seed beads were not analyzed because they were often too small to get 

adequate readings. Most of the seed beads were also retrieved from burial contexts. While XRF 

is a nondestructive technique, I want to try and be as respectful as possible of the wishes of 

constituent communities. In this case, the stakeholders in the Hightower Village site assemblage 

should be the  descendant communities of Proto-Creek groups. Those people, of course, are the 

Creek people that are alive and well today. While at the moment, the Hightower Village site 

burial material is not repatriated and has not been officially assigned cultural affiliation, I know 
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from past experience that most descendant communities are opposed to any chemcial analyses  

of burial objects. A few beads that I found out later were associated with burials were analyzed 

using XRF. However, I did not feel comfortable analyzing any burial material using XRF if the 

context was clearly labeled as a burial on the artifact container.  

Using XRF, Blair (2017) analyzed opaque drawn white beads from Santa Catalina de 

Guale, a Spanish mission site along Georgia’s Atlantic coast. Blair was able to determine 

approximate date ranges for bead chemical composition by using historic bead recipe books from 

glass manufacturing sites in Europe, and other dateable associated artifacts from Mission Santa 

Catalina. These data were then compared to the presence/absence of specific opacifiers in white 

glass beads. He found that contexts dating to before 1630 contained lead-tin opacified beads, 

while contexts dating to after 1630 contained antimony opacified beads. While Blair (2017) only 

used white beads, the same pattern has been found to work for turquoise-blue beads in the 

Tennessee River Valley (Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013).  

At first glance, examining the bead chemistry for specific opacifiers and then comparing 

those to previous research should give a basic timeline of when the artifacts were made and 

distributed. However, that is not exactly the case. Bead opacifiers changed in different colored 

beads in a gradual fashion  (Billeck and Dussubieux 2006; Blair 2017; Burgess and Dussubieux 

2007; Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013; Dussubieux and Billeck n.d.; Dussubieux and Gratuze 

2012; Dussubieux and Karklins 2016; Templin 2017; Walder 2013b).  For my material, I focus 

on turquoise-blue, white, and black beads which all have documented shifts in chemical 

composition that date to specific date ranges. All beads were analyzed using the Bruker Tracer 

III-SD X-ray Flourescence Spectrometer. Each bead was tested using a 0.006” Cu, 0.001” Ti, 
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0.012” Al filter to reduce background interference for 180 seconds at 40Kv and 30µA in order to 

excite the electrons within the bead. 

 Turquoise blue beads (Kidd and Kidd Type Iia40) are the most common type of bead in 

the Hightower Village site assemblage.  If these beads are just analyzed for their proportions of 

tin to antimony, the data appear to show either two temporal components or a mixture of beads 

that may straddle the mid-17th century.  Twelve of the 72 IIa40 beads consist of more antimony 

than tin. However, this is misleading and does not account for other elements within the beads. 

One of the main elements for coloring Iia40 beads is copper  while cobalt was used for darker 

beads. However, the differences between copper and cobalt colored beads can be difficult to 

assess visually if the beads have neither been thoroughly cleaned nor have some surface 

degredation. As such, it should be expected to find some admixture within the data. Thus, when 

using principal components analysis with copper, cobalt, tin, and antimony selected, every bead 

but two cluster towards the center of the bi plot (Figure 5.2). These two beads also contain a 

large amount of cobalt and were probably mistyped during initial examination. If we examine the 

rest of the beads except these two, we see that the majority cluster together according to 

chemical signitures for color and opacifiers. Because the beads cluster so tightly together in 

regards to these chemical signatures, the data suggest that the beads are contemporaneous. The 

beads that were  used for this analysis all came from three structure contexts, and some from the 

surface. The beads from the surface and from the three structures (Structures 1 thorugh 3) are 

similar enough to suggest they all came from the same time period. Because the beads seem to 

cluster more around tin than antimony, we can assume that these beads were manufactured 

before the shift in opacifiers from tin to antimony. This shift occurred in the mid to late 17th 

century, suggesting all the beads were manufactured before A.D. 1680 (Dalton-Carriger and 
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Blair 2013; Hancock 2005). A simple biplot of Iia40 beads with random outliers excluded shows 

the same phenomenon; tin outweighs antimony as an opacifier (Figure 5.3).  

 
Figure 5.2. Biplot of the principal components analysis of IIa40 type beads. 
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Figure 5.3. Scatter plot of antimony (Sb) against tin (Sn) opacifiers in Type IIa40 beads.  
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The same phenomenon is seen in black beads at the site. Robert Templin (2017)  

analyzed black beads (types IIa6, IIa7, and IIa8) from St. Catherine’s Island, a Spanish Mission 

site from the 17th century. He found that black beads at the site can also be used as chronological 

markers. When examining a simple biplot between antimony and tin, one sees that the majority 

of the black beads contain mostly antimony, except for one outlier that has a high amount of tin 

with little to no antimony (Figure 5.4). He also found that there was a relationship between 

manganese, the main coloring agent in black beads, and barium, a trace element of manganese if 

manganese was mined from barium rich sources. Templin’s (2017: 40) results show two 

different relationships between manganese and barium that have chronological significance. 

Burials that date before ca. A.D. 1640, contain black beads that were manufactured using two 

different manganese sources, one with a high manganese to barium ratio and one with a low 

manganese to barium ratio. Burials that date to after ca. 1640  contain black beads that were 

manufactured only using the source with a high manganese to barium ratio. Black beads from 

multiple contexts in the Hightower Village sample all seem to have differing manganese 

proportions (Figure 5.5). This would indicate that they most likely date to A.D. 1640 or some 

time before. Interestingly, the opacifier data lead me to conclude that the black beads are from 

primarily post A.D. 1640 contexts. When antimony and tin are plotted against each other, most 

black beads tend to have more antimony than tin, with only one or two exceptions. Once again, I 

would say that the mixed results point to a sort of transitional period between opacifiers  and that 

the structures were used during a time when bead chemistry was changing. Thus, the contexts 

with black beads seem to date to sometime before and after A.D. 1640. One drawback to the 

black bead data is that only two structures are represented (Structures 1 and 2) and then the 

plowzone above one other structure (Structure X). The only context with multiple black beads 
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that were analyzed was Structure 1. Still, the black bead data are very similar to the blue bead 

data and lead to the same conclusion of a 17th-century date of occupation that ends around A.D. 

1680 and starts sometime before A.D. 1640. The question still stands as to when was the site was 

first occupied, whether that was in the 16th century or early 17th century? Before tackling that 

question in more detail, I will present the compostional analysis of the white bead data.  

 
Figure 5.4. Biplot of antimony (Sb) and tin (Sn) opacifiers in black beads. 
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Figure 5.5. Biplot of manganese (Mn) and barium (Ba) in black glass beads. 
 

Unfortunately, only four white beads were analyzed for this study. These beads ranged 

from monochrome IIa13 and IIa15 types to two IVa white varities that had clear glass cores. The 

beads came from a surface collection, plowzone above Structure 1, inside Structure 1, and inside 

Structure 2 (Figure 5.6). The two white beads from inside Structures 1 and 2 were opacified with 

tin while the surface and plowzone beads were opacified with antimony. This would suggest a 

diachronic difference between structural contexts and what is found above them in the plowzone. 

However, this could also be because I only have four beads that I could analyze that were white. 

Considering that the turquoise blue beads primarily contain tin, and are the same within and 

without structures, I would suggest that there is not too much difference between the dates of the 

surface finds and artifacts found in situ. More importantly, the distribution in Figure 6 shows that 
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white beads in Structures 1 and 2 were contemporaneous. The white beads from good contexts 

are pre-1630 beads. The other two white beads are post 1630 beads.    

 
Figure 5.6. Biplot of antimony (Sb) and tin (Sn) opacifiers in white beads. 
 

Once again, The Hightower Village site glass bead assemblage straddles a shift in bead 

composition. This shift is seen in beads from the same contexts and is seen in three different 

colors of beads, turquoise blue, black, and white. The blue beads primarily contain tin as the 

ingredient that makes them opaque. Tin was used as an opacifier as early as the 12th century and 

then is replaced by antimony in the middle of the 17th century. Turquoise blue beads found at 

other sites in the Southeast  with similar opacifiers date from about A.D. 1590 to  about 1680 

(Dalton-Carriger and Blair 2013). Resesarch on black beads from St. Catherine’s Island 

demonstrates that black glass beads opacified with antimony date to after A.D. 1640 while beads 

with tin date to before A.D. 1640 (Templin 2017). The majority of black beads from the 

Hightower site were opacified with antimony and only a few were opacified with tin. The black 
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beads suggest a date range around A.D. 1630 to A.D. 1650 when the transition from tin to 

antimony was occurring. The white beads show a similar phenomenon. The beads from multiple 

structures were  opacified with tin, giving a date prior to A.D. 1640. The amalgamation of beads 

with both tin and antimony, all from the same contexts, suggests the structures were 

contemporaneous. The chemical analysis of beads also suggests a mid date of about A.D. 1640 

for the site. The blue glass bead compositions suggest a date no later than A.D. 1680  when 

compared to previous research in the Southeastern United States.The frequency seriation of glass 

bead types also suggests a date range of around A.D. 1600-1615 to A.D. 1680-1700. Marcoux’s 

(2010:174) Cluster 2  dates to about A.D. 1650-1715, while Cluster 3 from his original seriation 

dates to the mid 17th century (Marcoux 2008:153).  However, Marcoux does warn that many of 

the monochrome beads, which are the majority of my sample, are found in every time period. 

The difference, though, is that his mid 17th-century sites overwhelmingly had monochrome 

beads. Smith (1987:47) suggests a similar time range for such assemblages. The bead 

assemblage is primarily drawn monochromatic beads in opaque colors of blue, black, and white. 

The  decorated beads are mainly Cornaline d’Allepo beads and opaque blue beads with white 

stripes. The other European artifacts found in burials and in general excavation are  items such as 

iron wire bracelets, copper aglets or tinkling cones, rolled copper beads, and copper armbands. 

Other items found in burials are shell earpins and ceramics. No gun parts were found in burials, 

but Guntersville type projectile points were found in occupational midden. These lines of 

evidence all point to the mid-17th century. Smith’s (1987:47) Assemblage C dates to about  A.D. 

1600-1630 and is described as having mostly monochrome beads with some chevron decorated 

beads, along with brass ornaments. That being said, his Assemblage D (A.D. 1630-1670) is also 

very similar to the Hightower Village assemblage and is described as lacking almost all the 
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decorated varieites of beads found in Assemblage C. What is clear, is that none of the evidence 

available to me from excavation points to a beginning date of occupation in the 16th century. All 

beads and  other European items suggest a 17th century date. I would suggest, then, that the 

Hightower Village site was primarily occupied between A.D. 1620 and 1680.  Moreover, while 

not all structures contained glass beads, the ones that did, were all contemporareous. In Chapter  

4, I presented the ceramic assemblage from the Hightower Village site. Two groups of structures 

roughly cluster according to temper. Group 1 seemed to have more shell than Group 2. However, 

both contained all types of ceramics. Due to the spotty nature of bead data across the site, 

ceramic Group 1 is the primary group associated with glass beads. However, once both temper 

and decoration are used to separate houses by ceramic styles, both groups contained contexts 

with glass beads. Group 1: Structures Y, 2, 4/5, and 9 were more associated with grit stamped 

and grit brushed sherds. Group 2: Structures 1, 3, and 7 were more associated with grit and shell 

incised and shell stamped, cordmarked, and punctated sherds. As discussed above, Structures 1, 

2, and 3 are the structures most associated with the glass bead assemblage. All three share beads 

with similar chemical compositions and morphological types, suggesting they are 

contemporaneous.  

One point of contention about placing the Hightower Village site squarely in the 17th 

century is the fact that Knight et al. (1984:98) report finding a 16th-century iron celt on the top of 

a back-dirt pile. There may have also been evidence of a mound at the site at one time, which 

could have dated to the 16th century (Veech 1994). However, not much evidence exists to point 

to this conclusion. While I do not deny that the site could have multiple components, from the 

evidence available to me, most of the excavated contexts date to the 17th century. The site was 

most likely abandoned after A.D. 1680, which is about the time that Woods Island is occupied 
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upriver. The Kymulga phase, which may have lasted for about a century in the Coosa valley, 

most likely ends with the Hightower Village site near the end of the 17th century. The people 

who occupied Hightower Village were integrated into the local and regional economy of the 

Post-Contact Southeast, as evidenced by the presence of European trade items. The 17th century 

was a time of great social and demographic changes in the interior Southeast due to the 

introduction of Europeans, their tools and trade materials, and European diseases. The Kymulga 

phase people would not have been immune to such changes, which could explain the wide 

diversity in their material assemblages. Over time, multiple groups of people would coalesce in 

the Coosa and Tallapoosa river valleys, creating the Muscogee (Creek) Confederacy. The 

Hightower Village site people, who lived on the Tallaseehatchee Creek in the Coosa River 

valley, were a small, but important part of this process of coalescence. Their remains represent a 

17th-century snapshot of life in Coosa River valley at the beginning of the coalescent process. 

The glass beads available for study suggest a 17th-century occupation, and the ceramics suggest 

multiple communities of practice existed at the same site at the same time, a phenomenon that 

would be expected during a time when multiple different groups of people are starting to 

coalesce in the region for mutual economic, military, and social advantage.
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CHAPTER 6 

THE HIGHTOWER VILLAGE SITE CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE IN A REGIONAL 

CONTEXT 

 

 The Woods Island site (1Sc40) is the remains of proto-Creek settlement that dates to A.D. 

1650-1715. It was the last proposed stop for many people of the Coosa Chiefdom before they 

settled at the 18th-century recorded location of the town of Coosa at the Childersburg site located 

at the confluence of the Tallaseehatchee and Talladega creeks. The Woods Island site is located 

on an island in the middle of the Coosa river just north of Gadsden. Three different sets of 

excavations occurred on Woods Island in 1962, 1964, and 1965 (Morrell 1963, 1965; Smith 

1989a) (Figure 6.1).  The excavation notes and results were contained in two Master’s theses, 

and then used in multiple publications by Marvin Smith and his research on the movement of 

Creek peoples from Northwest Georgia into Alabama (Smith 1977, 1987, 1989a, 1989b, 1994, 

2000, 2015). Smith primarily focuses on burials, ceramics, and European glass trade beads in 

these publications. Smith (1989:31-33) does provide a summary of features that were excavated 

in 1965 (something that was lacking in other reports) but does not provide an in-depth analysis of 

ceramics from occupation, non-burial contexts. Morrell’s (1963) thesis, which is based on his 

1962 excavations, provides information on the ceramic types found at the site and a sample of 

1,616 ceramics from the first set of excavations. I use some of his material from two different 

structures, and some ceramics from the other two fields season and examine 625 ceramics in 

total.  
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 One problem that Smith ran into and caused a little confusion when using feature material 

in my own research, is that the different researchers from each excavation season did not attempt 

to reconcile their work with each other. In 1965, there was a recording error when labeling 

features. Smith (1989:31) noted that when feature forms are available for a feature, some of them 

have initial numbers scratched out that were then renumbered. For example, the form for Feature 

8 was initially labeled Feature 2. It seems that some confusion occurred about how to label 

features because then numbers 1 through 7 were not used. The 1962 excavations also posed an 

interesting problem. Morrell (1965) excavated two large units, one labeled 1Sc40 (Unit 1) and 

one labeled 1Sc40x1 (Unit 2). Unit 1 is listed as having 3 features. Unit 2 is listed as having six 

features. However, in the collections there are feature numbers 1 through 7 from 1Sc40 and only 

2 features from 1Sc40x1 that have artifacts. What most likely has happened is that materials 

from 1Sc40x1 were labeled as 1Sc40. In the collection at the Office of Archaeological Research, 

all materials have been curated as 1Sc40. In this current research, I selected only features that 

were labeled as midden or structures or were associated with structures (Table 6.1 and Figure 

6.1). This was in order to control for the possible mixing from any earlier components that might 

be underneath the Woods Island phase component at the site, and to mimic the collection method 

for the Hightower Village site sample.  

Table 6.1. Contexts for the Woods Island site ceramic sample. 

Context Feature Type 
Structure 1 Structure identified during excavation. Ceramics came 

from the midden of Structure 1. 
Feature 2 Refuse pit that was relabeled as Feature 8 in later 

documentation 
Structure 2 Structure 2 identified during excavations. Ceramics 

came from the midden within the structure. 
Feature 5 Refuse Pit 
Feature 6 Field Specimen 32 
Feature 7 Field Specimen 51 
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Feature 9 Refuse Pit 
Feature 25 Refuse Pit 
Feature 26 Refuse Pit 
Feature 31 Refuse Pit 

  

Although studying the Hightower Village site ceramic assemblage by itself will answer 

some of my research questions; to only examine Kymulga phase assemblages would leave my 

analysis in a vacuum. I would not be recognizing that the Coosa River valley was home to 

multiple Native American groups in the 16th and 17th centuries, or at least multiple 

archaeological phases. The population along the Coosa River looks sparse in the post Contact 

period but people are still in the valley and are moving around, readjusting to outward and 

inward cultural, demographic, and economic changes that are happening throughout the 

southeastern United States. Many descriptions of Woods Island ceramics already exist (Fleming 

and Walthall 1978; Knight 1998; Morrell 1965; Smith 1989a), so only a small description with 

my newest observations will be presented below. Following my general description of the 

Woods Island ceramic assemblage will be a discussion of what I want to compare between the 

Hightower Village and Woods Island sites. The primary research questions I am hoping to 

answer are, do material connections exist between the Kymulga phase and Woods Island phase? 

What are the overall similarities and differences? Are they two totally distinct ceramic phases or 

do they share a lot of ceramic commonalities, such as in paste composition, decoration, incising 

motifs, rim modes, and vessel shapes? For Woods Island, however, I will not undertake a 

comparison of micro-assemblages for an intra-site comparison of ceramic manufacturing 

processes like I did for the Hightower Village site. The primary reason I studied Woods Island 

ceramics was to provide a comparison for the Kymulga phase assemblage found at Hightower 

Village. Thus, I will focus on comparisons at the site level. 
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Figure 6.1. Map of excavations at the Woods Island site (after Smith 1989:Figure 3). Only features relevant 
to the current study are labeled. Feature 31 could not be located accurately enough to be labeled. 
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The Woods Island ceramic assemblage is characterized as a late Lamar/Proto-Creek 

ceramic phase. Smith (1989a) describes it as containing mostly plain shell tempered pottery, 

made up of mostly Mississippian standard globular jars, flaring rim bowls, and carinated bowls. 

The main decoration form is incising on the shoulders of jars and carinated bowls, and on the 

interior of flaring rims. Cord marking is also present, which is the first time that McKee Island 

Cord Marked is present in post-Contact ceramic assemblages in the Upper Coosa River valley. 

Shell tempering becomes the norm in the region starting in the late 1500s and early 1600s when 

sites in northwestern Georgia are abandoned and sites in northeastern Alabama are first 

occupied. The archaeological evidence suggests there is continuity between succeeding 

archaeological phases in the Upper Coosa River valley, starting with the abandonment of sites 

from the Barnett phase in the Coosawattee River valley after the initial visit of De Soto in 1540 

(Smith 1987, 2015). By the time the remnants of Coosa reach the Woods Island site, settlements 

have dwindled to this one site with possible hamlets along the river; however, evidence does not 

yet indicate the presence of any other major settlements in the middle and upper Coosa River 

valley in the late 17th century besides the Woods Island site. Some researchers have proposed 

possible culture-historical connections between the Kymulga phase and Woods Island phase. 

Here, such connections will be examined using the Hightower Village site and the Woods Island 

site as representative of their constituent archaeological phases.  
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Morphology and Paste 

 

Temper  

 Ceramic pastes at the Woods Island site are much more uniform than that found at 

Hightower Village. Most of the pastes contain shell as the main tempering agent, but shell and 

grit combinations are also present (Table 6.2). The sherds with shell/grit temper have always 

been subsumed under shell in past studies. The grit may not be indicative of intentional additions 

to the clay and researchers have always just placed it under shell. However, the fact that both, 

shell and shell/grit pastes exist indicate some level of decision-making was done during even the 

earliest stages of the manufacturing process. Potters chose whether to use sandy and gritty clays 

and whether they would then add shell to them. If preferences can be assumed from ceramic 

frequencies, then the potters at the Woods Island site during the 17th century seemed to prefer 

pastes with little to no grit. Some grog can also be found mixed with grit or shell, but it is very 

rare.  

Table 6.2. Decoration and temper frequency distributions at the Woods Island site. 
DECORATION GRIT  GRIT/GROG SHELL SHELL/GRIT SHELL/GROG TOTAL (%) 
PLAIN 32 (5.12) 2 (0.32) 320 (51.20) 112 (17.92) 15 (2.40) 481 (76.96) 
BRUSHED 1 (0.16) 0 54 (8.64) 10 (1.60) 0 65 (10.40) 
INCISED 1 (0.16) 0 39 (6.24) 1 (0.16) 0 41 (6.56) 
PAINTED 0 0 0 7 (1.12) 0 7 (1.12) 
COMPLICATED 
STAMPED 

6 (0.96) 0 1 (0.16) 0 0 7 (1.12) 

INCISED AND 
PUNCTATED 

1 (0.16) 0 3 (.48) 1 (0.16) 0 5 (.80) 

CORDMARKED 3 (0.48) 0 1 (0.16) 0 0 4 (0.64) 
PUNCTATED 0 0 5 (0.80) 0 0 5 (0.80) 
FABRIC IMPRESSED 3 (0.48) 0 0 0 0 3 (0.48) 
SLIPPED 0 0 3 (0.48) 0 0 3 (0.48) 
UNIDENTIFIED 0 0 2 (0.32) 0 0 2 (0.32) 
PLAIN STRAP 
HANDLE 

0 0 1 (0.16) 0 0 1 (0.16) 

OTHER HANDLE 0 0 1 (0.16) 0 0 1 (0.16) 
TOTAL 47 (7.52) 2 (0.32) 430 (68.80)  131 (20.96) 15 (2.40) 625 (100.00) 
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Two differences can be seen between Hightower Village and Woods Island regarding 

temper. Woods Island is more likely to contain shell while Hightower Village is more likely to 

contain grit tempered ceramics (χ2=572.17, df=1, ρ<.000). Woods Island is also way more 

homogenous with much less mixture in temper pastes. Smith (1989a:8) states that by the 

beginning of the 17th century, sites along the Upper Coosa River near Georgia had negligible 

amounts of grit and grog tempered ceramics, ranging from 5.7% to 0.3% of the assemblages. 

Woods Island, representing the mid-17th and early 18th centuries, is said to be completely shell 

tempered (Smith 1989a:8). However, that is because any sherd that had shell in it was simply 

labeled shell tempered, with no mention of inclusions of sand, grit, or grog. Still, my study of a 

sample of ceramics from Woods Island, found some grit tempered sherds in the 17th-century 

component. These could be admixture from an earlier Etowah phase component. Some of the grit 

tempered ceramics from the Woods Island site might date to the Middle Mississippian period 

(around A.D. 1200-1350). But that earlier component seems to have been small at the site. Grit 

tempering makes up less than 10% of the sample ceramic assemblage. 

 

Surface Treatments 

 

 Because most of the sherds at Woods Island are shell tempered or some combination with 

shell tempering (92.16%), and because the grit could very well be from an earlier component, I 

will focus my attention on the shell tempered ceramics. These would fall into types such as 

McKee Island Plain, McKee Island Brushed, McKee Island Incised, McKee Island Cord Marked, 

shell tempered painted, shell tempered slipped, shell punctated, and shell complicated stamped 

(Morrell 1965:49; Smith 1989a:10). The relative frequencies of most of my decorations are 
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similar to Morrell’s results, except for McKee Island Cord Marked pottery (Table 6.3). Morrell’s 

assemblage contained about 3.5% cord marked pottery while mine contains only about 0.35% 

cord marked pottery. This could be because I have a much smaller sample than he, as I wanted to 

examine only feature and structure data that were available to me. I think some of his assemblage 

is mixed in with other contexts and/or not clearly marked as features any longer. In all honesty, I 

did not have enough time to reexamine the entire Woods Island collection because I was using 

the same methods that I used for the Hightower Village collection, which included detailed 

attribute analysis. Brushed is the most common decorative style after plain and is very similar to 

what is seen in the shell tempered brushed at Hightower Village.   

Table 6.3. Decoration frequencies at the Woods Islands site. 
DECORATION FREQUENCY RELATIVE FREQUENCY (%) 
PLAIN 447 77.6 
BRUSHED 64 11.11 
INCISED 40 6.94 
PAINTED 7 1.22 
PUNCTATED 5 0.87 
INCISED AND PUNCTATED 4 0.69 
SLIPPED 3 0.52 
CORD MARKED 2 0.35 
COMPLICATED STAMPED 1 0.17 
UID 3 0.52 
TOTAL 576 100.00 

 

Incising is the second most common decorative technique with seven different motifs 

represented in the assemblage (Figure 6.2). The motif frequencies I recognized are slightly 

different than what Smith (1989:10) reported for Woods Island (Table 6.4). The most common 

motif is the guilloche motif (Figure 6.2f), followed by the concentric U (Figure 6.2j) and both 

triangle motifs (Figure 6.2a-b). One motif that I recorded that was not found by Smith (1989) 

was the scroll motif (Figure 6.2k-l), which he reports as occurring more often in the Tallapoosa 

River valley, notably at the Tukabatchee site (Smith 1989a:Figure 2n). Some motifs that are 



164 
 

found at Hightower Village but not found in Woods Island are motifs g, p, and m in Smith 

(1989:Figure 2). In Figure 6.2 these are g, i, and m. Motif g, a concentric circle motif, was 

probably subsumed under other circle motifs. I consider i and m to be variations or combinations 

of a scroll (k) and flattened scroll (h) motifs. The scroll motif is most popular at Hightower 

Village and is also found in the Tallapoosa river drainage. The same can be said for the line-

filled triangles and open triangles motifs, which are also found in the Coosa River valley but 

gradually fall out of existence between the early and mid-17th century, as evidenced by their 

comparative popularity on late 16th- and early 17th-century sites like King, Ce101, and Ce308 

(DeJarnette and Hanson 1960; DeJarnette et al. 1973:167; Smith 1989a:19). In fact, when 

comparing incised motifs, Hightower Village is more closely related to the earlier 17th century 

sites in the Weiss reservoir of the upper Coosa River valley than to Woods Island. 

Chronologically, this makes sense as Hightower Village is occupied before Woods Island and 

most likely is contemporaneous with some sites further up the Coosa River, such as Ce101, 

which may date to a similar or overlapping time period (Smith 1987:Table3.4). One motif that is 

not pictured in Figure 6.2 is seen in Figure 6.3, a rim from a flaring rim bowl. The motif is like 

the concentric U motif but has punctations and is inverted. This is the only example in the 

sample.  

Two other small points of similarity between the Hightower Village site and the Woods 

Island site is the presence of both brushed and cord marked decorations (Figure 6.4). Brushing 

first occurs in the Upper Coosa river valley in the mid-16th century but is a minor decorative 

technique until the 18th century when it becomes the primary decoration found on shell tempered 

pottery at the Childersburg site (DeJarnette and Hanson 1960). McKee Island Brushed pottery is 

thought to come from the Tennessee River Valley and maybe signifies a movement of people or  
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Figure 6.2. Incised motifs found at the Woods Island site and the Hightower Village site: a) line-filled 
triangles (Smith 1989:Figure 2a); b) open triangles (Smith 1989:Figure 2b); c, d, e) circle and brackets 
(Smith 1989:Figure2c-e); f) guilloche (Smith 1989:Figure 2f); g) concentric circle/scroll (Smith 
1989:Figure2g); h and i) flattened scroll (Smith 1989: Figure 2h and m); j) concentric U (Smith 1989: 
Figure 2i); k and l) scroll (Smith 1989:Figure 2n); m) flattened scroll and bracket (Smith 1989:Figure 2p).  

Table 6.4. Incised motif frequencies at the Woods Island site. 
MOTIF COUNT (%) 
LINE FILLED TRIANGLES (A) 3 (6.82) 
OPEN TRIANGLES (B) 1 (2.27) 
CIRCLE AND BRACKET MOTIF (E) 1 (2.27) 
GUILLOCHE (F) 18 (40.91) 
FLATTENED SCROLL (H) 1 (2.27) 
CONCENTRIC U (I) 4 (9.09) 
SCROLL (N) 3 (6.82) 
UID 13 (29.54) 
TOTAL 44 (100.00) 
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at least ceramic decoration from the McKee Island phase sites in the Guntersville basin to the 

Coosa River (Fleming and Walthall 1978; Morrell 1965; Nelson 2015; Smith 1994). Brushing 

occurs on both shell and grit tempered pastes at the Hightower Village site and exclusively on 

shell pastes at the Woods Island site. At the Woods Island site, brushed decoration makes up 

about 10% of the overall assemblage, whereas at the Hightower Village site, brushed decoration 

makes only one percent of the assemblage. Once again, Hightower Village site seems to be more 

equal with early 17th-century sites and is antecedent to the Woods Island site.  

 
Figure 6.3. Flaring rim bowl McKee Island Incised. Scale is 2 cm.  
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Figure 6.4. McKee Island Brushed (left) and McKee Island Cord Marked (right) sherds. 
 
 

Rim Attributes 

 

 In total, 67 rims were analyzed for this study. Of these 67, 36 were larger than five 

percent of vessel orifice and were used for estimating rim diameter, 54 have identifiable vessel 

shapes using rim angles and curvatures (Figure 6.5). Vessel shapes include the following: one 

bottle, 27 bowls, and 26 

jars. The bowls were 

further broken down into 

bowl (simple 

hemispherical bowl) 

(n=19), flaring rim bowl 

(n=2), restricted bowl 

(n=5), and shallow bowl 

(n=1). The jars are 

further broken down 

into jar (standard jar 
Figure 6.5. Woods Island rim profiles; jars are on the left and bowls 
are on the right. Scale is 1 cm.  
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with no size reference) (n=7), small jar (n=12), large jar (n=5), and neckless jar (n=2). Of the 19 

simple hemispherical bowls, nine were large enough to get orifice diameter estimates. There is a 

possibility that these bowls could be broken down to small and large categories (Figure 6.6). The 

difference in mean orifice diameter is statistically significant (t=7.6184; df=7; ρ<.000); however, 

as the large bowl category only has two rim sherds in it, this conclusion can be dubious. The 

average diameters of small bowls (29.29 cm) and large bowls (38.5 cm) is not similar to the 

vessel size range given for small and large bowls by Hally (1986:276). The range for small 

bowls at Woods Island is 29-31 cm while the range for large bowls is 37-40 cm. These 

correspond more closely to Hally’s large rounded bowl and large carinated bowl designations, 

respectively. However, the rim curvatures for my small and large bowl categories are different. 

Small bowls are all excurvate rims while the two large bowls are incurvate rims. The small 

bowls could be flaring rim bowls; however, the profile is markedly different in the sketch 

(compare Figures 6.5o and 6.5q). Many small bowls are more like neckless or short neck jars 

with slightly excurvate profiles and inslanting rim angles6. During analysis, these rims were 

classified as bowls because they look different than the jar sherds in profile.  The large bowls are 

all inslanting to strongly inslanting rim angles with incurvate rim curvatures. While bowls at the 

Hightower site almost separated into two groups, they were not nearly as clear cut as that found 

at the Woods Island site, mainly because most bowls were able to be classified as restricted or 

carinated, unlike these from the Woods Island site, which are more like simple rounded bowls. 

However, if one disregards the different bowl categories and lumps them together, the size 

ranges are similar. Small bowls at the Hightower Village site range from about 17cm to 30 cm. 

large bowls range from 40 cm to 43 cm. I will not spend time discussing what the functions of 

 
6 A Chi-square test does show that the bowl and jar categories are significantly different in regards to rim angle and rim curvature 
(X2=31.252; df=5, ρ<.000). This is a logical conclusion but also reinforces that my vessel shape designations are not random. 
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these vessels may have been because I am not sure and Hally (1986) does a much better job than 

I could. It is safe to say that the similarity in bowl sizes reinforces another material similarity 

between the Woods Island site and the Hightower Village site. The bowl size differentiation at 

these two sites is also similar to the size differences seen in other parts of the southeast but not 

exactly the same (Hally 1986).  

 
Figure 6.6. Histogram of bowl orifice diameters. Small bowls are in blue and large bowls are in red.  
 

Jars with orifice diameters also break into two groups at the Woods Island site. Jars at the 

Woods Island site range in size from 19 cm to 35 cm. The small jar orifice diameters range 19-

24cm and the large jar orifice diameters range 28-35 cm (Figure 6.7). These two size classes 

overlap with the medium and large orifice jars found at the Hightower Village site. The small 

and large jars overlap with Hally’s (1986:Table 2) medium pinched rim jar data based on Barnett 

phase vessel types. If we take these two size classes of jars to be the standard for the Woods 

Island site, then orifice size on jars decreased over time. The large orifice pinched rim jars 

discussed by Hally (1989:277) are between 40 and 50cm and the large orifice Mississippian jars 
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are between 20cm and 33cm. However, no jars with measurable rim diameters reached into the 

40cm range from the Woods Island site. The diversity in vessel size seems to be more 

homogenous later in time. A similar phenomenon is seen in the Hightower jar sizes with no jars 

having orifices larger than 40cm. The Hightower Village site small jars are 10-15cm. No jars are 

that small at the Woods Island site. Jar sizes seem to have become more constricted to a smaller 

range of sizes. The differences between jar sizes at the two sites could be indicative of changing 

container needs over time. Both the Kymulga phase and Woods Island phase ceramic 

assemblages represent late Lamar ceramic variants in the Coosa River valley (Knight 1998). If 

vessel functions discussed by Hally (1986) can be analogous to the vessels found at the 

Hightower Village site and the Woods Island site, then a smaller range in jar sizes may show 

differences in cooking and storage amounts later in time.  

 
Figure 6.7. Woods Island jar orifice diameters. Small jars are in blue and large jars are in red.  
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Discussion 

 

The point of comparing ceramics, especially decorations from the Hightower Village site 

and the Woods Island site is not to say that the same ethnic group is responsible for the material. 

We already know from previous research that Woods Island is connected, materially, to 

archaeological sites further up the Coosa River, and most likely represents one of the last stops 

of the descendants of the Coosa Chiefdom after they left Northwest Georgia in the late 16th 

century. The similarities in the incised motif designs between the two sites show that the 

Hightower Village site and the larger Kymulga phase are at least materially connected to the 

Coosa chiefdom and the people who lived at Woods Island, and then the Childersburg site 

(Figure 6.8). However, a comparison between the two also emphasizes a clear difference 

between the Kymulga phase and other phases upriver. For instance, the small sample of 

Moundville and Carthage Incised sherds from the Hightower Village site discussed in the 

previous chapter are clearly different from the material found at Woods Island. Moreover, the 

preference for grit tempered, complicated stamped jars at the Hightower Village site is 

drastically different than the almost exclusive use of shell tempered wares and virtual lack of 

stamping seen at the Woods Island site. If I use ceramic manufacturing practices to determine 

possible communities of practice, and then define those as possible towns or occupation groups 

(groups that occupy the same area, living and working together), then I conclude that the 

Hightower Village site and the Woods Island site (and the rest of the 17th-century sites on the 

upper Coosa River valley) represent two distinct groups of people but that have certain 

overlapping similarities. In comparison, the Woods Island site represents a much more 

homogenous and unified ceramic assemblage. The Hightower Village site material stands out 
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from its counterparts upriver by the presence of Lamar Complicated stamped and Carthage 

Incised sherds. The homogeneity of other ceramic assemblages in the Coosa River drainage 

emphasizes the diversity seen in the Hightower ceramics. The fact that multiple ceramic making 

traditions are found in this one phase that goes from the late 16th century – represented by other 

Kymulga phase sites (Nance 1976; Walling 1993) – to the mid-17th century – represented by the 

Hightower Village site – supports the conclusion that the Kymulga phase represents a coalescent 

group from multiple places, all bringing their ceramic making traditions to one location.  

 
Figure 6.8. Frequency seriation of incised motifs at the Hightower Village and Woods Island sites. 

 

Where the people went after A.D. 1680 when the Hightower Village site was abandoned 

is still not clear. However, others have suggested at least some of the people from the Hightower 

Village site probably joined the people at the Woods Island site. This would make sense when 

one considers how migrations and coalescence works. In migration, people tend to go where they 

already know people or know the surroundings (Anthony 1990). The similarities in material 

culture would suggest that the Hightower Village site people had some contact and some cultural 

similarities to people that would inhabit the Woods Island site. Moreover, positive and negative 

factors should be known for why people would change location and where they might go. I do 

not know the specific negative push factors that would make people leave the Hightower Village 
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site. The 17th century was a time of demographic collapse and socio-economic changes that led 

to the creation of new Native American political units. The Mississippian chiefdoms of the 16th 

century were gone and the pieces had to be put back together during the 17th century, ending 

with the known Creek towns of the 18th century. The act of coalescence would mean people had 

to move across the landscape and settle near and with other groups in order to maintain adequate 

group sizes for food production, military defense, and economic bargaining power (Beck 2003, 

2013; Ethridge 2009; Kowalewski 2006; Smith 1987, 2000, 2015). They did not change or 

coalesce in a vacuum, however. People with preexisting connections could call on each other or 

know to stay away from each other based on past experiences, using already present but 

transformed social norms for reaggregating and maintaining group cohesion and social networks 

(Beck 2013; King 2006).  Materially, Hightower Village site people could have been well 

prepared to be integrated into multiple groups once they left the banks of Emauhee Creek. Their 

amalgam of ceramic traditions show that they had connections to multiple places. Their 

adeptness at creating pottery using multiple ingredients and techniques would mean they could 

tangibly reside with multiple groups of people and then begin to integrate themselves into the 

new group. For example, Smith (1989a:142) has suggested that the decrease in incising over time 

and its replacement with brushing is an attempt by Creek groups in the Coosa River valley to 

decrease differences and emphasize unity through materials. The Hightower Village site people 

would be well suited for the materialization of group cohesion. Choosing to go to the Woods 

Island site would also have many pluses, considering that it is on the main river channel and not 

on a tributary like the Hightower Village site. The Woods Island site is centered on an island, 

which would provide adequate defense while also allowing inhabitants to readily control any 

cross-river trade routes.   



174 
 

 Ultimately, we will never know for certain if the Hightower Village site people did join 

the rest of the Coosa Chiefdom at Woods Island. But the material similarities do demonstrate a 

material connection between the two sites and phases (the Woods Island phase and the Kymulga 

phase). The glass bead data suggest the Hightower Village site was occupied up until the 

beginning of the Woods Island site in the middle to late 17th century. By the beginning of the 18th 

century, the Coosa River valley was occupied and controlled by the Coosa and Abihka Indians  

whose town was located less than 30km north of the Hightower Village site in Childersburg 

(DeJarnette and Hanson 1960).  The Hightower Village site represents a unique archaeological 

phase in the Coosa River valley. The comparison of certain ceramic attributes from these two 

sites demonstrates that the Kymulga phase, while seemingly isolated in the lower Coosa River 

valley, was clearly connected and affected by the changes happening around it.
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CHAPTER 7 

COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE AND THE MATERIAL EVIDENCE FOR COALESCENCE 

 

 Communities of practice are situated, experiential learning communities where novices 

learn about a subject through watching and participating with experts in that subject (Hughes et 

al. 2007; Lave and Wenger 1991). The archaeological phases seen in the Coosa River valley 

represent multiple communities of practice over space and time. The 17th-century phases in the 

Upper Coosa River valley represent sequential movements of  Coosa Chiefdom affiliated groups 

going from northwestern Georgia to modern-day Childersburg, Alabama (Smith 2000). Smith 

(1989, 2000, 2015) recognized the culture-historical links between the archaeological phases in 

the upper Coosa River valley through the similarities in ceramics. From the late 16th century to 

the middle 17th century, the most common ceramics from these phases was from the McKee 

Island type series (DeJarnette et al. 1973; Knight 1998; Smith 1989a). Ceramics from sites like 

Woods Island are tempered almost exclusively with shell. Decorations include incising and 

brushing but most pottery is plain or plain burnished. Kymulga phase sites in the middle Coosa 

River valley were occupied at the same time as the 16th-century and 17th-century sites up-river 

were occupied. However, the Kymulga phase ceramic complex is much more diverse than what 

is found at neighboring sites. Shell tempered plain, incised and brushed sherds are present but so 

are grit-tempered plain, incised, brushed, and complicated stamped sherds. Sherds are also 

mixtures of grit, shell, and grog tempering.  
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 Archaeologists have known since the 1980s that Kymulga phase sites were post-contact 

occupations in Talladega County and that they had some culture-historical relationship to sites 

up-river. However, questions remained about the nature of Kymulga phase ceramics. Why was 

there so much ceramic diversity on Kymulga phase sites? Did this diversity show diachronic 

change or synchronic differences in ceramic manufacturing practices? Was the diversity a 

functional choice made by potters in order to increase the efficiency of their pottery?  

 These were the questions that guided my dissertation research. I used the Hightower 

Village site to represent the Kymulga phase in my research and a sample of ceramics from the 

Woods Island site to represent ceramic complexes from up-river. I argue that the ceramic 

diversity found at the Hightower Village site was due to the early coalescence of multiple Native 

American groups as a response to demographic, social, and economic changes that occurred after 

1540. Multiple groups were combining at locations in present-day Talladega County. If each 

group created ceramics using different tempers and designs from one another, then sites that 

were occupied early in the coalescence process may show clustering in ceramic diversity. This 

hypothesis was tested using a ceramic attribute analysis and controlling for other factors that lead 

to ceramic diversity, such as vessel function and diachronic changes. When different ceramic 

making practices occur at the same site then at least three explanations need to be considered: 1) 

ceramic differences over time; 2) ceramic differences according to vessel function; and 3) 

ceramic differences due to multiple ceramic manufacturing processes used at the same time. The 

explanation that the difference in Hightower Village ceramics were diachronic was tested using 

the glass bead assemblage from site excavations (Chapter 5). Using the frequency seriation of 

bead types developed by Jon Marcoux (Marcoux 2008, 2010a), I was able to show that the glass 

bead assemblage from the Hightower Village site most likely dates to the middle of the 17th 
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century. The Hightower glass bead assemblage is very similar to those dated by Marcoux (2010) 

to 1650-1715 and that Smith (1987) dates to 1630-1670. Using chemical analysis and frequency 

seriations, the Hightower Village site dates primarily to 1620-1680. None of the contexts I used 

in this study seem to date to the 16th century. While not all structures contained glass beads, the 

ones that did were all contemporaneous. As discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, the analysis of 

ceramic attributes showed two possible groups of structures based on ceramic differences (these 

groups will be reviewed below). Group 1 and Group 2 contain structures that were associated 

with glass beads. Both groups share beads with similar chemical compositions and 

morphological types, suggesting contemporaneity. The contemporaneity of the two ceramic 

groups suggests that change over time does not account for the ceramic diversity seen at the 

Hightower Village site. The second possibility is that certain ceramic attributes such as 

decoration and temper might have been associated with specific vessel shapes. To test this 

explanation, I examined rim sherds for vessel shapes with the assumption that different vessel 

shapes may roughly correlate to different vessel function. Grit, shell, grog, and mixtures of these 

tempers were found in multiple vessel shapes, showing no significant associations between 

specific tempers and vessel forms. Thus, paste ingredients do not correspond to specific vessel 

shapes. If different vessel shapes can be a proxy for vessel function, then the data show that 

diversity in ceramic manufacturing did not correspond to different vessel functions. The two 

main decorations found on rim sherds were incising and complicated stamping. Both decorative 

techniques are found on jars and bowls. If jars and bowls had different functions and the same 

decorative techniques are found on both vessel shapes, then decoration was also not exclusive to 

certain vessel shapes or vessel functions.  
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Ceramic differences at the Hightower Village site cannot be accounted for due to time 

differences or vessel function. The ceramic diversity attributed to the Hightower Village ceramic 

assemblage is a synchronic problem that cannot be explained by potters using specific tempers 

with certain decorations or vessel shapes. The third hypothesis, that ceramic diversity is due to 

different ceramic making communities of practices present at the same site, must also be 

explored. To test this hypothesis, ceramics from the Hightower Village site were separated into 

structure features based on excavation notes and drawings. Then frequencies of ceramic 

attributes were examined for any differences in distribution across the site. While I examined 

many ceramic attributes that correspond to parts of the manufacturing process, I found that the 

simplest and most straight forward attributes were the best for illustrating differences between 

structure features at the Hightower Village site. To argue this hypothesis, certain assumptions 

had to be made. First, that the structures I identified are domestic. It is true that some of these 

could have had specific functions other than as domestic architecture; however, most of the 

structures that were seen in the resistivity survey were of similar size and make. They were all 

made of single-set wall posts with daub walls, contained hearths, and had surrounding middens. 

Some structures even contained burials, which were often found in the home (Swanton 

1928:388). Using these structure contexts as houses, I examined frequency distributions of 

certain ceramic attributes using correspondence analysis. Two different groupings were found 

when examining temper and decoration. When temper and decoration were combined, two 

groups of structures were still found in the correspondence analysis. Group 1 contains Structures 

Y, 2, 4/5, and 9. Group 2 contains Structures 1, 3, and 7. Group 1 was more associated with grit 

stamped and grit brushed sherds. Group 2 was more associated with grit incised, shell incised, 

shell stamped, shell cord marked and shell punctated sherds. Vessel shapes do not cluster in 
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houses, suggesting that structures did not serve specific functions different from the other 

structures in the sample. While both groups are primarily grit tempered, Group 2 contains only 

about 75% grit tempered sherds versus Group 1, which contains 91% grit tempered sherds. If 

each structure is a separate household, then we may be seeing a difference in preference between 

two communities of practice that were shared among two groups of houses. However, the 

differences between the two communities of practice are fairly muted on the surface. They were 

only realized using correspondence analysis and then tested using a Chi-square test. The 

communities of practice found at the Hightower Village site are part of larger regional ceramic 

traditions and part of larger socio-political changes that were happening within the interior 

Southeast United States during the 17th century.  

A couple of factors could explain why two communities of practice exist within the 

Hightower Village site in the 17th century. The intra-site differences could be due simply to 

preference within the two groups with no regard for any differences in household origin or 

background. In a lens of communities of consumption, (i.e. Mills 2016), I would argue that these 

are still examples of material culture distributions from acts of situated practice connected to 

social identity groups. The households, or in this case, the two groups of houses, used very 

similar pottery but with some distinct differences where one preferred more shell tempered 

vessels than the other and this preference was shared among a select grouping of houses, 

different from the preferences in the other grouping of houses. The existence of two communities 

of practice could be due to coalescence. As discussed in Chapter 2, the demographic collapse of 

Native groups after European contact led to social and economic shifts that left material evidence 

such as smaller settlements, the absence of mound building, less exclusive access to prestige and 

wealth items, and more migration across the landscape. As groups dwindled in size, they had to 
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find ways to fight increasing slave raids from hostile neighbors, maintain adequate numbers for 

subsistence and ritual purposes, and find ways to navigate the changing economic situation that 

Native peoples found themselves in. Coalescence would allow Native groups to maintain group 

sizes for economic benefit and military defense. Some material evidence of coalescence has been 

offered by others. Smith (1987) suggested that the gradual decrease through time in the number 

of incised sherds at Post-Contact sites while brushed sherd frequencies increase was a result of 

groups coalescing and, in the process, attempting to create a unifying style in their ceramics. This 

may not have been a conscious choice of identity groups to try and force cohesion. Rather the 

growing homogeneity in ceramic assemblages across sites may have been a gradual change in 

habitus within multiple identity groups that were experiencing the coalescence process together 

(Liebmann 2008; Peeples 2018). A major factor in the coalescence of multiple identity groups is 

interaction. If migration is involved, groups will know the area they are moving to before-hand 

and will know the people they are moving close to. Most likely, groups would migrate into areas 

with people they interact with regularly and congenially (Anthony 1990). This movement and the 

external factors that encourage coalescence of multiple groups would lead to increases of or 

reification of interaction networks between the multiple identity groups. They would be 

gradually reifying the new social world within their new daily practice of life in a multiethnic 

coalescent society (Peeples 2018:38). At the same time, because their objective conditions have 

changed, individuals will have to negotiate a newer social world. As a consequence, 

subsequently produced structures of habitus would also change (Bentley 1987:29). At the 

beginning of coalescence, before any generative changes in habitus, there may be a colliding of 

different, though well acquainted, identity groups based within different habitus. This could 

include a collision of multiple ceramic making traditions at the location where coalescence is 
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physically occurring. As a consequence, material culture may show great diversity at the 

beginning of coalescence that would then, as habitus changes occur, lead to gradual homogeneity 

in material culture.  

Using this theoretical lens, the Hightower Village site could represent a snap shot in time 

at the very beginning of coalescence of some groups in the Coosa River valley. It is part of the 

Kymulga phase, a 17th-century archaeological phase with a very diverse ceramic assemblage. 

Ceramic sherds from contemporaneous features show culture-historical connections to multiple 

ceramic traditions. As discussed in Chapter 4, the Hightower Village site has multiple incised 

motifs that are the same as those found up-river in the Weiss basin along the Alabama/Georgia 

border and those found at the 17th-century and 18th-century Woods Island site. The ceramic 

complex also contains similar incised motifs as those found at the Tukabatchee site on the 

Tallapoosa River, along with Moundville type ceramics, and Lamar Complicated Stamped 

designs. Materially, the site is an amalgam of different ceramic traditions that are then separated 

into two communities of practice (or communities of consumption). We also see an attempt at 

physically obliterating differences in material culture between households. While Smith saw 

ceramic assemblages upriver change from more incised designs to more brushed sherds, 

indicating a change to more homogenous ceramic decorations across sites, a similar phenomenon 

occurs at Hightower Village, but with complicated stamped sherds. Structures could be separated 

by different complicated stamped motifs. However, the sample size of identifiable motifs was 

extremely small. The majority of complicated stamped sherds were Lamar Complicated 

Stamped, variety unspecified, or commonly known as Lamar Roughened. Complicated stamped 

paddles were used on the outside of vessels but were then overused to the point that no 

identifiable motif could be found. This could be an example of multiple households, still using 
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different designs or potting techniques, ultimately obliterating difference in material culture. I do 

not wish to assume whether this was an unconscious choice or deliberate attempt at making 

coalescence go smoothly, but this example, and the distribution of ceramic attributes at 

Hightower Village, do fit into Peeples’ (2018:25-33) discussion about the discursive nature of 

categorical and relational identities in the context of social change. Clear differences between 

structures is apparent in complicated stamped motifs. These motifs could be remnants from 

earlier ceramic traditions where paddle stamp designs reference back to individual households or 

potters. When the designs are clearly marked on the outside of a vessel, they could be efficient 

forms of communicating individualism. However, the social context had changed in the 17th 

century when people migrated to central locations and started to coalesce into new, larger, and 

more diverse social group units. Relational identities would be formed, or reified, through closer 

proximity after different groups settled together. These groups may have had different ceramic 

making traditions depending on their group histories and locations in the Southeast. I propose 

that the presence of two communities of practice at the Hightower Village site, and the presence 

of large amounts of roughened complicated stamped sherds, are material evidence for 

coalescence in the middle Coosa River valley during the 17th century, when multiple identity 

groups began to coalesce. During the 17th century, the interior of the Southeastern United States 

was in a state of flux. As groups moved about the landscape, combined or separated, and created 

mechanisms to further incorporate refugee groups, the material record would demonstrate such 

changes through an appearance of much ceramic diversity that would then gradually give way to 

more uniform ceramic manufacturing practices.  

After the 17th century, we are not too sure what happened to the people of the Kymulga 

phase. Most likely, they were incorporated into the Coosa section of the Creek Confederacy that 



183 
 

took form in the 18th century (Jenkins 2009; Knight 1994a; Little and Curren 1990; Smith 1987). 

The similarities between the Woods Island ceramics and Hightower Village ceramics do lead 

some credence to this supposition. These two sites also share a unique similarity in that they both 

contain cord marked pottery, a design that is unique to Woods Island in the Upper Coosa River 

valley but also found at the Hightower Village site and at 17th-century sites along the Tennessee 

River (Fleming 1976; Fleming and Walthall 1978; Nelson 2015). The Kymulga phase disappears 

in the late 17th century. At that time, historically documented Creek and Creek-affiliated towns 

begin to appear in the historical record for the areas in and surrounding Talladega County, 

Alabama. Well recorded later sites such as the Childersburg site and the Woods Island site have 

much more homogenous ceramic complexes than what is seen in the Hightower Village site 

(DeJarnette and Hanson 1960; Morrell 1965). All these sites have culture-historical connections 

to the Creek Indians that inhabited East Alabama until forced removal in the 19th century. The 

Hightower Village site ceramic complex illustrates a point of flux in the material culture that also 

coincides with a point of flux in the social and political lives of 17th-century Coosa River valley 

inhabitants. The ceramic diversity described in this study demonstrates the material 

manifestations of early coalescence. As groups began to formally coalesce into a loose 

confederacy in the 18th century, ceramic complexes became more homogenous. The Hightower 

Village site represents a time period before the formal confederacy was established and after the 

fall of the Mississippian chiefdoms. It is just one part of the larger story of the Creek nations that 

are still present today and is an example of their resilience in the face of momentous cultural 

changes that happened after Europeans forced themselves into Native Americans’ lives. 
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APPENDIX  

FURTHER INFORMATON ON EXCAVATIONS AT THE HIGHTOWER VILLAGE SITE 

 

 The Hightower Village site was first identified by Vernon J. Knight during his 1983 survey of the 

Coosa and Tallapoosa river valleys. It is located north of Sycamore, Alabama, near Sylacauga in Talladega 

County. The site was known at that time to be productive due to the evidence of looter holes on the site. The 

landowner at the time reported that he allowed people from Birmingham to come down for day trips with 

metal detectors in order to find Native American burials. The site was excavated by Carey Oakley, Richard 

Walling, and Robert Wilson of the University of Alabama Office of Archaeological Research in 1984 and 

1985. The excavations in 1987 were led by Harry Holstein of Jacksonville State University. Excavations 

were sponsored by the University of Alabama Museum Expeditions Program and the University of 

Alabama Office of Archaeological Research. The purposes of the excavations was to find information on 

Post-Contact Native American sites, especially in regards to the De Soto and De Luna Expeditions. It was 

thought that Tristán de Luna may have visited the site, as evidenced by a Spanish horseshoe found during 

surface survey. Aerial photography also showed possible evidence of a palisade wall around the perimeter 

of a village. Excavations found no evidence of the palisade, but did find evidence of multiple structures that 

may have constituted a early Historic Native American village.   

The structure features were recognized at multiple stages of excavation in 1984, 1985, and 1987. 

Structures were further identified post excavation through field journal descriptions, excavation forms, 

resistivity survey results, and excavation unit drawings. Below, a description of excavation units from all 

three field seasons will be given. A comprehensive site map of all excavations was never completed. Such a 
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task was difficult because no finished map of the 1987 excavations could be found. The available notes 

from the 1987 excavations also suggested that the grids were different orientations. The 1984 and 1985 

excavations were oriented 8.5 degrees east of north (Wilson 1984). The 1987 excavations were oriented 2 

degrees east of north (Lessley 1987:2). However, field drawings of the 1987 excavations show where Unit 

N986 E1072 intruded into the 1984 Unit N981 E1074. In the plan view of N986 E1072, the two units are 

oriented the same direction (Figure A.1). Using these units as benchmarks, I was able to reconcile the two 

grid systems to create a comprehensive site map (Figure A.2). Once the excavation units from the multiple 

field seasons were reconciled with each other, they were placed onto the resistivity survey discussed in 

Chapter 4. Excavation units were used to ground truth the possible feature anomalies identified in the 

resistivity results. Further discussion of the resistivity survey can be found in Chapter 4 and in Nelson 

(2019). Here, a description of relevant excavation units is given from each field season. I first start with a 

description of the resistivity survey and how it was used to find certain structure features. I will then present 

the excavation descriptions from 1984 and 1985, focusing on how they were used to ground-truth resistance 

anomalies. Following these descriptions will be a description of relevant 1987 excavations used in the 

current ceramic study.  
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Figure A.1. Plan view of the 1987 excavation unit N986 E1072, Level 3. Feature 28 is the 1984 excavation 
unit N981 E1074 that is oriented the same direction as the 1987 unit.  
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Figure A.2. Site map of the Hightower Village site. Each topography line is 0.5 feet. The north arrow is 
showing magnetic north.  
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Resistivity Survey 

 

 In 1984, the Hightower Village site was in pastureland, providing ample cleared space for remote 

sensing surveys. Shovel testing was attempted but time constraints prevented a full shovel testing survey of 

the site. Auger testing also proved futile due to the amount of gravel and other stones located in the soil 

matrix. Wilson (1987:11) wrote, “Due to the soil type, a brand-new six-inch auger bit was worn out in less 

than 40 holes during the construction of the fence around the excavation area.” Surveyors were also worried 

that a magnetometer would not provide productive information due to the presence of metal objects 

throughout the site. Thus, Wilson and his colleagues chose soil resistivity as the method for detecting 

subsurface features.  

 During soil resistivity surveys, electric currents are injected through the soil matrix using probes 

placed into the ground to a predetermined depth. The resistance of the soil matrix to the injected electrical 

current is read by resistance meter. The probes are placed in the ground equal lengths apart and then moved 

around a set grid system (Somers 2006). Data resolution is determined by the number of samples taken 

within a 1 m2 area. 

 Walling used a Williams Model 103 Soil Resistivity Device with four probes inserted one 

meter apart and 10 cm below the surface for the Hightower Village site survey. The survey was completed 

in 13 20 x 20 m blacks and one 11 x 20 m block. The data was originally processed using an Apple II 

computer, rendering an image that was examined for possible archaeological anomalies (Figure A.3). 

However, this image was difficult to read and interpret, at least for the author. For this reason, I reentered the 

data in excel and imported it into Archaeofusion, a software tool that processes remote sensing survey data 

and produces subsurface maps for locating archaeological features. I smoothed the data using a kernel 

density spline and a data interpolation model that filled in any gaps in map data using the surrounded data 
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points to create the map in Figure A.4.  

 While remote sensing data can provide a lot of potential information about archaeological sites and 

the features contained therein, it is only potential if no ground-truthing excavations occur. The nature of soil 

resistivity data is that anomalies can be either low or high resistance depending on the amount of water and 

organic matter found within the soil, along with soil temperature, grain size, and compaction (Somers 

2006:110). Thus, multiple low and high resistivity anomalies seen in the survey map need to be tested with 

excavations. At the Hightower Village site, initial ground truthing excavations occurred in the summer of 

1984, with extra excavations in 1985 to expand on productive archaeological features. All excavations are 

four square meters and were placed throughout the study area, primarily in the southern sections of the 

survey using a grid system set up in the northern section of the site at N1000 E1000. Units are numbered 

using the northeast corner. Excavations were dug in 10cm arbitrary levels. Soil was water screened through 

¼ inch screen. Some soil samples were maintained for fine screening through 1/8-inch mesh or for flotation 

(most of which have still not been analyzed).  
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Figure A.3. Copy of the original map from the Hightower Village site resistivity survey (from Wilson 
1987:Figure 5; used by permission, University Museums).  
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Figure A.4. The Hightower resistivity survey reconfigured in Archaeofusion. 
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1984 Excavations 

 

In 1984, a total 22 units were excavated to ground truth 17 different anomalies. Of these 22 units, 

six contained no identifiable anomalies, two contained natural gravel deposits, four contained post holes, 

two contained burials, and eight contained pits, structure debris, and burned features. In this section, I will 

focus on the excavation units that could be identified positively as archaeological features. The organization 

will be by northing and then easting. The block numbers reference back to the original 20-by-20-meter 

resistivity survey block. 

 

Unit N950 E1051 

 This unit was used to test a medium to low resistivity signature that was adjacent to and part of a 

large linear high resistance signature that ran north to south. The unit was excavated for five levels (0-50 

cmbs). The plow zone was deep in this area, spanning from 0 cmbs to about 30 cmbs. Beginning in Level 4 

(30-40 cmbs), features and postholes began to appear (Features 6 and 7). In Level 5 (40-50 cmbs), a hard-

packed clay surface appeared in the northern half of the unit, along with Feature 9 in the western wall 

(Figure A.5).   

 The high resistance anomaly was probably the midden layers that were found associated with the 

clay floor found in the northern section of the unit. The combination of hard clay layer, postholes, and 

midden feature indicate a structure was in this location at some point. 
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Figure A.5. Unit N950 E1051 Level 5 plan view. The midden above this level was from the domestic 
structure. 
 

Unit N953 E1051 

  This unit was used to test a similar anomaly as that seen in N950 E1051, which was south of this 

unit. It was excavated in four levels (0-40 cmbs). A general midden layer began in Level 2 (10-20 cmbs). It 

was a slightly darker soil matrix (7.5 YR 3/2, Dark Brown) and contained bone fragments, sherds, and lithic 

debitage. In Level 4, postholes were found in a clay matrix with a yellowish red color (Munsell 5 YR 5/8). 

Moreover, a possible wall trench was identified near the center of the unit (Figure A.6). 

 The low resistance may be due to the soil composition, such as the high iron content in the reddish-

brown clay soils. The presence of postholes and a possible wall trench do mean that this unit, and anomaly, 

was positive for anthropogenic features that could have been detected by the resistivity survey. The 

combination of postholes and wall trench mean a structure was probably present in this location. However, I 
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find the interpretation of a feature as a wall trench to be a little dubious because there are no other signs of 

wall trenches being used at the site. Like most Post-Contact groups in the Coosa River valley, the structures 

at the Hightower Village site seem to primarily be single-set post walls. Then again, small shallow trenches 

may have been used for entrances, like those seen at the King site (9FL5) (Hally 2008:53). 

 
Figure A.6. Unit N953 E1051 Level 4 plan view. 
 

Unit N950 E1060 

 Unit N950 E1060 was in Block 5 and used to test a low resistivity signature. It was excavated in 

four arbitrary levels (0-40 cmbs). A dark midden layer started in level 2 and continued into level 3 (10-30 

cmbs). It was concentrated in mainly the southeast corner of the unit. In Level 3, the dark midden was 

primarily centralized in a pit feature (Feature 5) near the center of the unit. In Level 4 (30-40 cmbs), another 

midden feature began to appear in the southwestern corner (Feature 13). Moreover, multiple postholes 
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appear in this same level, one intruding into Feature 5. At the same time, Feature 5 is intruding intro multiple 

postholes, as seen in the Level 4 plan view (Figure A.7). 

 The low resistance anomaly may have marked the presence of the midden pits that were found in 

this unit. The features contained dark soil (10 YR 3/2, very dark grayish brown) and a lighter clay soil (5 YR 

4/6, strong brown). The majority of artifacts included in these features were ceramics and bone fragments, 

indicating they may have been used as refuse pits. 

 
Figure A.7. Unit N950 E1060 Level 4 plan view. 
 

Unit N950 E1070 

 This test unit was excavated in Block 4 of the resistivity survey in six levels (0-60 cmbs). It was 

used to test a low resistance anomaly. In level 2, a daub concentration was encountered in the northwest 

corner and bone fragments were found in the southern half of the unit. In level 3 a corn cob filled pit was 
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found in the southern half of the unit (Feature 2). By level 6, multiple postholes were encountered, along 

with a slight color change in the soil matrix from Munsell 5 YR 4/4 (reddish brown) to a mottled Munsell 

7.5 YR 4/4 (brown) (Figure A.8). 

 This unit was located very close to N952 E1074 which contained very similar features. The soil 

around the postholes and smudge pit may be what made the low resistance anomaly. Interestingly, the 

postholes in this unit make a very distinct line next to the smudge pit. These may represent the remains from 

a structure of some sorts. The posts seem to be only about 10cm in diameter, which may mean they were 

not part of the major load bearing sections of a structure but only part of inner partitions or raised beds. 

 
Figure A.8. Unit N950 E1070 Level 6 plan view. 
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Unit N952 E1074 

 This unit was used to test a high resistivity reading near the center of the site. It was excavated in 

five levels. Bone, lithic, daub, and ceramic started to be found in level 1 (0-10 cmbs). At the base of level 2, 

a layer of daub occurred in the northwest corner of the unit. In Level 3, more charcoal, daub, bone and 

ceramic appeared. In this same level, a ground stone artifact labeled a metate and a concentration of shell 

tempered sherds were found. In level 4 (30-40 cmbs) a concentration of shell and ceramic sherds was found 

in the southern section of the unit and a smudge pit was found in the northern section of the unit. By the end 

of excavation, multiple postholes and two features were identified. Feature 3 was two postholes that were 

filled with a similar soil matrix to each other. Feature 4 was the rest of the smudge pit. It contained multiple 

burnt corn cobs and was surrounded 

by a rim of burned clay. 

 The excavation uncovered 

remains from an occupation area. 

The pit of burnt corn cobs was a 

smudge pit, a thin layer of ash and 

burned clay was found in the 

western profile wall indicating the 

presence of a hearth, and the 

postholes make a clear pattern with 

a right angle through the base of the 

unit in level 5 (Figure A.9). The 

combination of aligned postholes, 
Figure A.9. Unit N952 E1074 Level 5 Plan View 
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smudge pit, and possible hearth indicate the presence of a structure or at least a living area in and around the 

unit. 

 
Unit N950 E1081 

 This unit traverses blocks 3 and 4 and was used to test a medium to low resistance anomaly.  The 

unit was excavated to 40 cmbs. Starting in Level 2 (10-20 cmbs), two dark stains  began to appear.  One of 

these dark stains expanded in level 3 (20-30 cmbs). It was a dark (Munsell 5 YR 2.5/2, Very Dark Brown) 

soil with a “greasy texture”  that contained concentrations of ceramics and charcoal (Wilson 1984). Multiple 

postholes started to appear inside and outside the stain. In the base of level 4 (30-40 cmbs), multiple 

postholes appear and a possible feature 

appeared in the northeastern section of the 

unit (Figure A.10).  

These features seem to be mainly 

midden layers but were not given feature 

numbers. If the greasy texture of the 

midden in Levels 2 and 3 contained 

organic matter and some moisture, they 

may explain the low resistance reading in 

the survey. Wilson (1987:Figure 6) 

interprets the amount of daub and 

charcoal from these levels as part of a 

possible wall. The postholes do not seem 

to show too much alignment, but their 

association with the midden features could 
Figure A.10. Unit N950 E1081 Levels 3 and 4 plan view. 
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indicate the presence  of a habitation area, which does seem to be the case when one examines units to the 

west of this unit. 

 
Unit N950 E1090 

 Unit N950 E1090 was excavated to test a medium to low resistance anomaly in Block 3. Daub 

concentrations were found starting in the plow zone and then becoming more prevalent in the second level 

(10-20cmbs). A feature (Feature 1) started to appear in the southeast corner of the unit in the base of level 2. 

This feature continued and then expanded in level 3.  

 Feature 1 was not excavated so I cannot positively identify if this feature was the cause of the 

anomaly in the resistance data. The feature is a darker soil color (Munsell 7.5 YR 3/2, dark brown) than the 

surrounding matrix (Munsell 2.5 YR 4/6, yellowish red) and contains bones and ceramics. There are also 

multiple post holes throughout the base of level 3.   

 

Unit N950 E1096 

 This unit was to test a high resistivity anomaly in Block 3. Multiple postholes a dark greasy shallow 

pit, and a hardened clay area that may be part of a floor of some kind were identified in Level 3, 30cmbs 

(Figure A.11). The pit was not given a feature number, nor was a photograph taken. However, the hard clay 

layer at the base of Level 3 may be part of a packed floor and the pit may be a refuse pit. The pit feature was 

described in the level forms as a dark (Munsell 5 YR 3/3, Dark Reddish Brown), greasy circular pit in the 

middle of the unit. The dark and greasy description indicates that organic matter was in the pit as opposed to 

the surrounding soil matrix. 

 The pit was probably not what was seen in the resistivity data, but the hard clay layer was probably 

what caused the high resistance reading. The line of posts seen in the eastern side of the unit, together with 

the clay floor may indicate the presence of  a structure.  
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Figure A.11. Plan view of Unit N950 E1096 Level 3. The dotted line marks the dark soil pit. The southwest 
corner contains the raised, hard packed clay layer. The black circles are postholes. 
 

Unit N950 E1104 

This unit was used to test a low resistivity signature leading up a small slope to a raised flat surface. 

The unit was excavated to a depth of 30 cmbs. Levels 1 and 2 consisted of plow zone containing bone, 

lithic, and ceramic materials. Some daub or burned clay was also found. Plow scars were identified at about 

25 cmbs. Multiple post holes were encountered at the base of level 3. These features did not show any 

describable pattern but were a clearly darker color soil (Munsell 7.5YR 3/3, Dark Brown) than the 

surrounding soil matrix (Munsell 5YR 4/6, Yellowish Red). A feature may have been identified in the west 

profile after excavation, however, the soil color seemed to be very similar to the plow zone soil color, a light 

brown soil not mottled with the yellowish red clay.  
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 The anomaly is man-made, or at least culturally modified. However, the exact reason for why there 

is a low resistivity anomaly on the slope leading to the more highly occupied areas of the site is unknown.  

However, something did cut into the sterile clay underlying the plow zone, leaving a feature that is at least a 

meter across. Secondly, the presence of postholes indicates some human activity occurred here before it was 

used for farming or pastureland.  

 

Unit N950 E1120 

 This unit was to the east of Unit N950 E1104 at the beginning of the slope leading up to the areas 

with more evidence of occupation. It was also in block 2 and a low resistance anomaly. A gravel layer was 

found at 8 cmbs and one posthole was recorded at 23 cmbs. The excavation was terminated at 30 cmbs.  

 While no large feature was found, the unit did contain a posthole that started at 23cmbs and 

continued to 46cmbs. The gravel lens discussed in the level forms and seen in the north profile wall could be 

the remnants of a pit as it cuts into the general soil matrix. The plow zone does seem to be fairly thick. It 

may be from occasional flooding from the creek seeing as how this area of the site is more at creek level 

than most of the other excavation units.  

 

Unit N967 E1077 

 This unit was used to test a high resistance anomaly in Block 11 of the survey. It was excavated to 

35 cmbs in four levels. Features 11 and 12 appeared in Level 2 (10-20 cmbs) along with a dark midden 

layer. The midden lay went through Level 3 (20-30 cmbs) and disappeared in level 4. The numbered 

features extended down to 28 cmbs and 35 cmbs, respectively. The base of Level 4 contained a large 

amount of gravel, a fairly large rock (labeled a boulder in the notes) and multiple postholes. Some of the 

postholes were located below the features.  
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 The midden soil and amount of gravel from the unit may have been the high resistance anomaly 

seen in the survey data. The features and postholes indicate that this was a living surface between about 10 

and 35 cmbs. The fact that some of the postholes seem to have been below Features 11 and 12 but not 

intruding through them indicate that the area was used and then reused for various purposes.  

 

Unit N972 E1072 

 This unit was used to test a low resistance anomaly next to a square shaped high resistance anomaly 

in Block 11 of the survey. It was excavated to a depth of about 50 cmbs in five levels. Dark brown soil 

mixed with charcoal, bone, and daub began to appear in Level 3. This soil consistancy continued into Levels 

4 and 5. In Level 5, Burial 3 appeared in the southeastern corner of the unit. The south profile drawing also 

shows a layer of daub and charcoal runs next to the burial pit (Figure A.12).  

 The burial and thin layer of charcoal and daub found in Level 2 indicate this was probably a living 

surface in or near a domestic structure. Further investigations during the 1985 field season exanded from this 

unit, recovering Burial 3 and more artifacts from the occupation layer. Most likely, the square shaped high 

resistance anomaly was a house structure and the low resistance around it was probably due to the refuse 

from domestic activities.  

 
Figure A.12. Unit N972 E1072 south profile. 
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Unit N973 E1077 

 Unit N973 E1077 tested a high resistance reading a few meters north of N967 E1077 in Block 11 of 

the survey. It was excavated to a depth of 40 cmbs in four levels. Burial 4 was enountered in Level 2 at 

approximately 11cmbs. The burial consisted of scattered bone fragments that might have been damaged 

from plowing. Some of the bones were stained green due to the presence of copper in the grave. Multiple 

glass beads were reported from the unit, including 15 turquoise blue seed beads,  17 medium size turquoise 

blue beads, a medium size translucent navy blue bead with 9 white stripes, and a medium size white bead. 

 This unit seemed to mainly be Burial 4, with some postholes. If this high resistance reading was 

associated with the high resistance reading in Unit N967 E1077, then the high resistance may be from the 

packed clay, pit features, and burial found in these two units. The combination of these features may 

indicate the presence of another domestic structure imediately north of the structure(s) found in the units 

near N950 E1070.  

 

Unit N981 E1074 

 This unit was excavated in four levels to test a high resistance anomaly that connected to a looter’s 

pit. The unit was half in Block 10 and half in Black 11 and excavated in four levels (0-40 cmbs). The looter 

pit was in the northern sections of the unit. At the base of Level 1, bone and charcoal became apparent in the 

southwestern corner of the unit. A layer of burned daub mixed with charcoal fragments began in Level 2 

and continued into level 3. In level 4, remnants of the burial that the looters were destroying were found in 

the northeast corner. That area, including the looter pit were labeled as Burial 2, a bundle burial that 

contained a ceramic pipe and a lithic projectile point. Besides the burial, Level 4 also showed multiple 

postholes (Figure A.13).   
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 Frankly, the resistivity survey was not needed to know that this area had high potential for 

producing archaeological features. The looter hole was a strong indication that a burial, or at least the 

remnants of a burial, would be found here. The high resistance anomaly encompassed this burial and the 

surrounding postholes. The presence of a burial and postholes mean that a house structure was probably 

located here at one time. People were often buried under house floors or at least near house structures during 

the Post-Contact and Late Mississippian periods (Hally 2008; Swanton 1928). 

 
 
Figure A.13. Unit N981 E1074 Level 4 and Burial 2 plan view. The striped area designates the looter pit. 
the dashed lines indicate the extent of Burial 2. 
 

Unit N1001 E1062 

 During the resistivity survey, a distinct high resistance anomaly was discerned in the northwest 

corner of Block 10. This unit was used to test this anomaly, and spans Blocks 10 and 14. Moreover, when 
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an augur was used to make postholes for a fence around the excavation area, it hit a thick layer of dark 

midden soil that spanned as deep as 60 cmbs in this unit. The unit was excavated to a depth of 120 cmbs in 

12 arbitrary levels. A dark midden soil was encountered in the base of Level 2 (10-20 cmbs) in the 

northwest corner of the unit. This midden became a large pit (Feature 10) that descended to 112 cmbs. At 

the base of feature were three post holes and a thin layer of charcoal (Figure A.14). The presence of the 

postholes and charcoal led Wilson (1987:36) to initially interpret this pit as part of a semi-subterranean 

structure. However, it could have simply been where a structure stood and then a pit cut down into it. The 

midden fill that was contained in the pit contained ceramics, daub, and charcoal flecks. Through my own 

investigations, three translucent blue seed beads were found in artifact bags from Level 3 (20-30 cmbs) of 

the unit. 

 Feature 10 is part of the anomaly seen in the resistivity survey. The midden fill that makes up the pit 

is in multiple levels, indicating that the pit was not filled in at a single moment. The post holes at the bottom 

of the unit are intriguing and do lead to the conclusion that this was a semi-subterranean structure. However, 

further excavations would be needed to expand the unit and explore the rest of the feature.  

 
Figure A.14. Unit N1001 E1062, facing west (Courtesy University of Alabama Museums, Used by 
Permission). The labels in the photograph were part of the scanned copy. 
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1985 Excavations 

 

 The 1985 field season expanded on units from 1984 that proved to be the more productive units at 

the site. Area A expanded from Units N950 E1070, N952 E1074, and N950 E1081 (Figure A.15). These 

units allowed for the expansions around Structure 1 for the current study. The daub wall fall found in these 

units is brown in Figure A.3 and consisted of daub and some burnt reeds. The ceramics came from the 

midden associated with the wall and posthole features. Area B expanded from Units N972 E1072 and N973 

E1077. Structure 2 was found in these units. Area B contained a hearth, midden, post holes, wall debris, and 

a burial (Figure A.16). All units were dug to about 40cmbs and contained domestic debris. Because the units 

were focused in two specific areas, they did not further ground truth new anomalies, but expanded on 

previously known anomalies. From these excavations, evidence was found to show that houses were single 

post wall construction and buried their dead near the home. The wall debris indicates that at least Structure 1 

and Structure 2 were oriented the same direction.  

 
Figure A.15. Plan view of the 1985 excavations Area A which included structure 1.  
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Figure A.16. Area B from the 1985 field season. The center feature is from Burial 3. The unit in the top left 
corner is 1984 Unit N972 E1072. 
 

1987 Excavations 

 

 The 1987 field season consisted of 60 2 x 2 m excavation units placed in a trench 4 m north to south 

and 30 m east to west (Veech 1994). The units were not placed on the same grid as the 1984-1985 field 

seasons nor at the same orientation (Lessley 1987). However, I do not think the orientations were as 

different as proposed. During the 1987 field season N986 E1070 and N986 E1072 exposed the top half of 

1984 Unit N981 E1074. The 1984 unit was oriented almost the same way as the 1987 units. When creating 

the maps for the site, I noticed that the best way to reconcile many of the 1984 excavations with the 1987 

excavations was to orient them the same way. I do not know if the excavation map fully matches reality, but 

it does match closely enough to be able to match certain 1984 excavation units and 1987 excavation units 

with specific structure features. Excavation forms and drawings could not be found for all units excavated. 

Here, I will focus on the units relevant to the current ceramic study: N986 E1060, N986 E1066, N986 
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E1068, N986 E1070, N986 E1072, N986 E1076, N986 E1074, N986 E1084, N986 E1098, N986 E1100, 

N988 E1100, N988 E1064, N988 E1072, N988 E1076, and N988 E1090. To create some semblance of 

order, I will discuss them in groups under their associated structure numbers that were designated in Chapter 

4.  

 

Structure 3 

Structure 3 consists of Units N986 E1060, N986 E1066, N986 E1068, N986 E1070, N986 E1072, 

from the 1987 field season and N981 E1074 from the 1984 field season (Figure A.17). Unit N986 E1060 

looks like it was outside the structure, but field notes indicate that wall debris and domestic midden was 

found in this unit that then extended east into other units in Structure 3 (Figure A.18). Burial 5 was found in 

Structure 3 and found at the same levels as midden and wall debris.  

 

Structure 4/5 

 Structures 4 and 5 were combined because the corners of the structures seem to overlap in the 

resistivity survey map. The units mostly run through Structure 5. While ceramics may have been present in 

the 1987 units that cut through Structure 5, the field notes on these units were either missing for some units 

and incomplete for others. Unit N986 E1060 from the 1984 field season was used to represent this structure 

feature in the present study. 
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Figure A.17. A Map of Hightower Village site structures and excavations. The solid blue squared indicate 
the units used in this study for Structure 3. 
 

 
Figure A.18. South profile of Unit N986 E1060 from the 1987 field season. Ceramic samples were 
extracted from the midden layers contained daub debris. 
 
 
Structure 6 

 One unit used to represent Structure 6 in the current study, unit N986 E1046 (Figure A.19). 

Ceramics were extracted from the midden layer in level 2 of Unit N986 E1046 (Figure A.20). Although the 

layer was mainly a Munsell color 10YR 6/6 brownish yellow, it contained charcoal, structure debris, and 
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ceramics. The unit just hits the dark colored anomaly at the corner of Structure 6. The midden layer extends 

south to Structure 6. Moreover, Lessley (1987:18) noted that the midden layer in Unit N986 E1046 did not 

extend eastward past Unit N986 E1048, creating a distinct midden layer that was not connected physically 

connected to features found east of Structure 6. 

 
Figure A.19. Resistivity Map with Unit N986 E1046 filled in. It is at the corner of Structure 6.  
 

 
Figure A.20. Unit N986 E1046 south profile from the 1987 field season. Ceramics came from Level 2, a 
domestic midden that then overlay multiple features. 
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Structure 7 

 Structure 7 was represented by Unit N986 E1084 from the 1987 field season. A midden started at 

about 30 cmbs and continued for at least 20 cm in depth. The midden seemed to stretch through N986 

E1084 and into N986 E1086 and N986 E1088 before ending in sterile soil (Lessley 1987:12). The south 

profile shows a midden feature that extends eastward, confirming Lessley’s notes that the midden keeps 

going. He also noted that parts of a floor and post holes were found in adjoining units (Figure A.21). 

 
Figure A.21. Unit N986 E1084 south profile from the 1987 field season. The arrow is pointing south. The 
midden extends east for about four meters. The scale is 20 cm.  
 

Structure 8 

 Structure 8 is represented by Feature 52 in Unit N988 E1094 and Feature 64 in Unit N988 E1090. 

The field notes describe these as pits within a midden layer that started in N988 E1090 and continued into 

N988 E1094 before ending in N986 E1096. Field notes also describe Unit N988 E1090 as having a clay cap 

in association with Feature 64. In the south profile of N986 E1090, the unit shows a midden with a dark, 

rich soil in the bottom of the unit. Unit N986 E1096 also contained animal bone within the midden soil. The 

midden was also associated with wall fall identified on site (Lessley 1987:7). This wall fall was discontinued 

was not continuous into the wall material found in Unit N986 E1090.  

 

 



228 
 

Structure 9 

Structure 9 is represented by Feature 29 and Feature 55 in Unit N986 E1100 and wall fall in Unit 

N986 E1098. These were features and excavation levels that were distinct from Structure 8 associated 

material in Unit N988 E1094. Feature 29 in Unit N986 E1100 was a ceramic concentration below a clay 

layer. The ceramics were in a pit that looked to be bell shaped (Lessley 1987:17). The clay layer was 

described as a clay floor with post holes associated with it. The clay in Figure A.22 is the wall fall that is 

associated with the middens and post hole in Units N986 E1098 and N986 E1100.   

 
Figure A.22. South profile of Units N986 E1100 and N986 E1098. Features 29 and 55 were associated with 
the midden layer. The wall fall in unit N986 E1098 is labeled clay on the profile.  
 

 

Conclusion 

 

 The 1984 field season focused on ground truthing resistance anomalies found during an electrical 

resistance survey. Researchers identified multiple features that corresponded to structures. Two of these 

structural features were expanded upon during the 1985 field season. These expansions became Structures 1 

and 2 for the current ceramic study. Units N950 E1043 and N950 E1051 were used to explore Structure X. 

Unit N1001 E1062 was used to explore Structure Y. These two structures were not given numbers because 

they lacked more obvious signs of structure debris and were also taken out of multiple analyses because of 

their small sample sizes. Structure 4/5 was represented by Unit N986 E1060 from the 1984 field season. 

Structure 3 was represented by the 1984 unit N981 E1074 along with several units from the 1987 field 
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season. Structures 6, 7, 8, and 9 were represented exclusively by units excavated during the 1987 field 

season. Features such as clay or sand floors, post holes, and refuse middens were used to determine structure 

features and if units corresponded to separate structures. Field notes for the 1987 excavations were not 

complete; however, south profile drawings of all units from coordinates N986 E1040 to N986 E1100 were 

available. These profile drawings were used to positively identify discrete midden layers that corresponded 

to specific structure numbers. Many of these profile drawings are within this appendix.  

 Some margin of error may exist when reconciling the 1987 excavations with the 1984/85 field 

seasons on the provided maps. However, effort was made to best demonstrate how these three different field 

seasons worked together to expose a structure layout of the site. The Hightower Village site held many 

structures. The ones chosen in this study were most likely contemporaneous with each other as discussed in 

Chapter 6. This dissertation would have benefited from a full report of excavations from each season; 

however, such a report was never completed by the original researchers. Hopefully, such a shortfall can be 

remedied in the future.  
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