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ABSTRACT

THE RICHTER SITE (47DR80): A MILLENNIUM OF PREHISTORIC TECHNOLOGICAL
AND CULTURAL CHANGE ON WASHINGTON ISLAND, DOOR COUNTY, WISCONSIN

by

Michelle M. Birnbaum

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2017
Under the Supervision of Professor John D. Richards, Ph.D.

The Richter site (47DR80) was excavated by University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
archaeological field schools during the summers of 1968 and 1973 under the direction of Guy
Gibbon and G. Richard Peske. This site was identified by excavators as a North Bay Middle
Woodland culture occupation based on Ronald Mason’s typology created from his work at the
Mero and Porte des Morts sites on Wisconsin’s Door Peninsula. Although various specialized
analyses have focused on aspects of the Richter site material culture, no site report or overall
analysis of material culture exists. This study provides the first synthetic account of the UWM
excavations and the associated material culture recovered from the site. Examination of ceramic
materials from the Richter site document differences in ceramic production methods at the site.
Paddle and anvil construction, using a cordmarked paddle, date to Early Woodland occupations
at the site. Coil building, resulting in smoothed surfaced Laurel-like vessels, date to the Middle
Woodland. The results indicate the need for changes to the existing North Bay taxon to include
greater time depth and changes in manufacturing technology. Variations in the decisions of

potters are documented and discussed utilizing a performance-based life history approach.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Thesis Statement

Ronald Mason defined the North Bay Culture as a Middle Woodland complex in the late
1960s (Mason 1966, 1967) and expanded upon the definition in his classic 1981 text Great Lakes
Archaeology (Mason 1981(2002)). Since then, friable, grit tempered, thickware ceramics, often
described by researchers as “crude”, have been identified as North Bay ceramic types at sites far
from the original Door Peninsula locale of Mason’s work (Mason 1966:75). This extended
region stretches from Lake Winnebago in the south, to Central Wisconsin in the West, the Upper
Peninsula of Michigan to the North and possibly to western Lower Michigan on the east. More
recent work at sites in Door County has added another dimension to questions regarding North
Bay ceramic distribution by introducing evidence suggesting both a greater time depth as well as
more variation in settlement locations associated with North Bay pottery. This has led to an ad
hoc broadening of the North Bay taxon with little formal reevaluation of the original conception
or discussion of the utility of extending Mason’s concept geographically and temporally.
Consequently, it is difficult for researchers to establish a regional culture history, or explore how

Middle Woodland foragers within this region lived and interacted locally and regionally.

To address this problem, this study conducted a comparative analysis of North Bay
pottery utilizing an attribute-level approach. Morphological and compositional data was
collected to: 1) characterize North Bay pottery at the Richter site and 2) conduct a comparative

analysis of the resulting dataset using a performance-based life history approach (sensu Skibo



2013) that incorporates analysis of ceramic pastes, use-wear, function, and chronological
placement. The present study focuses on the ceramic assemblage from the Richter site. These
materials are curated at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Archaeological Research
Laboratory (ARL). Analysis of the Richter site collection is supplemented by a review of

ceramics from a variety of area sites assigned to the North Bay taxon.

Information relevant to this study gleaned from these examined materials is presented.
Results are used to reevaluate the North Bay taxon and review its relationship to mobile forager

lifeways during the Middle Woodland period in the western Great Lakes.

The problems that have accompanied the expansion of the current North Bay taxon are
grounded in the paradigms of material culture that guided work in the Great Lakes region during
the late 1960s and early 1970s. During this period Great Lakes archaeologists were excavating
sites in areas where little if any previous archaeological work had been done. Consequently,
construction of local and regional cultural histories was an important first step. It was thought
that sites that were stratigraphically intact would allow for the creation of a straightforward
cultural history utilizing ceramic sherds (Mason 1966:5; 1981(2002):278). According to Mason,
the North Bay culture history was created in a traditional manner, using the “binomial
nomenclature currently in vogue”, to define types and varieties (Mason 1966:7-8). This reflected
the prevailing view that ceramics were a tool to define spatial and temporal boundaries because
“pottery styles and treatments changed through time and space to a much greater degree than is
true of other categories of artifacts” (Mason 1966:5). While developing a culture history
framework is critical, it sometimes relegates pottery to a role as a static marker removed from its

intrinsic relationship with human actors. The isolation of material culture and human behavior



makes acknowledgement of the specific nature and extent of cultural and technological variation
problematic. One way to reintegrate pottery into the dynamic and complex framework of use,
production, and disposal is by applying a more behavioral approach (Schiffer 1972:158; Schiffer

and Miller 1999:22-23; Skibo and Schiffer 2008:6-7).

In many ways, typological frameworks can constrain understanding of cultural processes.
Typological analyses of materials like ceramics sometimes turn into a quest to simply fit sherds
into existing frameworks. Moving beyond this requires incorporating many types of data related
to the production and use of ceramic materials into an analytic framework. Such data must
include much more than stylistic and decorative attributes. Traditional typological frameworks
often do not allow for the documentation of data in a manner that allows researchers to perceive
similarities and differences across a wide breath of information. This is true even of the type-
variety approach; perhaps the most widely used classificatory system in archaeological ceramic
analysis (Smith 1979). One goal of the present study is to create a more dynamic picture of North
Bay ceramic technology and vessel use. To accomplish this, a conventional attribute-based

ceramic analysis is coupled with a performance-based life history approach.

In order to provide a foundation for a much more dynamic understanding of material
culture, behavior, and people, the present study relies on a theoretical framework drawn from the
work of a variety of scholars employing a behavioral approach to the study of material culture
including Reid, Schiffer, and Skibo (Reid, et al. 1974; Schiffer 1972, 1976, 1983, 1987, 1999,
2011; Schiffer and Skibo 1987; Schiffer, et al. 2001). Ultimately, we as archaeologists are
striving to understand behavior of peoples in the past through the objects left behind. Objects can

simply be named, described or categorized. Such objects can also become temporal markers. Yet



each object is the product of innumerable decisions. If we examine those decisions that
specifically impact performance of the vessel a performance-based life history can be created to
explore vessel use. Once a performance performance-based life history is created for an object it
allows for the consideration of divergent and convergent links in the chain. At the Richter site,
this approach has led to a reconsideration of the s7ow and why behind the adoption and evolution
of ceramic technology among mobile prehistoric hunter/gathers in the northern Lake Michigan

arca.

Richter Site Summary

The Richter site (47DR80) is located on the western shore of Detroit Harbor, Washington
Island, Door County, Wisconsin. Excavations were conducted by University of Wisconsin Field
School students during 1968 and 1974. The Richter site is a large prehistoric site with a rich
cultural assemblage recovered from 70 features. Feature types include burials, hearths,
postmolds, middens, structure basins, and pits. Site distribution of structures indicates changes in
site occupational pattern with at least one area of reoccupation with evidence of overlapping
structures. The recovered lithic assemblage includes 789 tools including bifaces, cores, flake
tools, and ground stone tools. Lithic materials included 28,260 pieces of debitage. Ceramic
materials consist of over 33,961 sherds representing 71 vessels. Of these sherds, 45 are shell
tempered, five are sand tempered, and the s remainder are grit tempered. While the ceramic
assemblage compares favorably to Mason’s North Bay ceramic series, some vessels are similar
to Early Woodland cordmarked vessels and the Dane non-incised type. These are also associated
with Early Woodland radiocarbon dating. Other site vessels are similar to Laurel materials
recovered from other upper Great Lakes sites associated with Laurel occupations and are

associated with Middle Woodland dates. Recovered faunal materials include white-tailed deer,
4



beaver, bear, canid, yellow perch, walleye, panfishes, frog, and turtle. Fish and other species
indicate generally warm weather occupation (spring and summer) though one structure has
faunal species indicative of cold weather occupation as well. Three features included human
remains. The first feature included the primary burial of four individuals in the flexed position,
as well as secondary burials of an older individual represented by four phalanges and a worn
molar, and an infant represented by two deciduous teeth. The second burial includes a single
flexed primary burial. The final feature with human remains may represent a possible secondary
cremation burial. A suite of 11 radio carbon assays place the site’s occupation between calibrated

774 B.C. - A.D. 1377.

Dissertation Organization

To create a performance-based life history from the Richter site materials is not in
conflict with the goal of producing a long overdue site report. In fact, the two tasks are
complementary. In Chapter 2 the theoretical underpinnings and development of Behavioral
Archaeology are reviewed. The relationship between behavior and life history is explored and
the ways in which technological decisions and performance characteristics can influence portions
of this chain will be discussed. Finally, the chapter includes a discussion of how the Richter site

data is used to develop vessel life histories.

Chapter 3 provides environmental and cultural contextualization for the Richter site. The
site location on an island in northern Lake Michigan presents a set of unique environmental
factors. These factors impacted prehistoric occupation as well as site preservation. They also

provided the basis for site reoccupation. This chapter also provides a summary of regional



cultural history. This history not only provides a background for site occupation; it also reveals

the problematic nature of local cultural chronology.

In Chapter 4, methods related to the analysis of ceramic, lithic, copper, faunal, floral, fire
cracked rock, charcoal, and other miscellaneous mineral materials at the Richter site are
documented. Generally, most material classes simply are identified, described, weighed, and
counted. In order to gather information on technological choices made by potters at the Richter
site it was necessary to employ a set of conventional analyses as well as a variety of specialized
geophysical tools and techniques. Each has specified methods and the methods specific to each

kind of analysis used are documented here.

Chapter 5 documents the excavation of the Richter site. Feature types and contents are
presented along with site maps. Cultural materials recovered from the site are described and

discussed. The radiocarbon record from the site is presented, contextualized, and discussed.

Chapter 6 presents the results of ceramic attribute and metric data collection. It also
includes discussion of morphological characteristics of the ceramic collection. A comparison of
materials from Richter and existing regional typological frameworks and a discussion of how
these materials reflect Early and Middle Woodland ceramic technologies is also presented.
Finally, this chapter contains discussion of the results of Petrographic Analysis, X-ray

Diffraction Analysis, Ceramic Production Analysis, and Use and Function Analysis.

Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation with discussion of the performance-based life
history approach developed to characterize the Richter site vessels. These life histories
demonstrate significant differences in ceramic technological choices. They also provide support

for the hypothesis that both greater time depth and cultural change are responsible for the large
6



amount of variation found in North Bay materials rather than lax technological standards or poor
craftsmanship. The chapter concludes with discussion of how this insight impacts our current
understanding of North Bay culture and how this performance-based life history model created
for the Richter site provides a new framework for the reexamination of regional ceramic

collections.

Included appendices provide supplemental data. This data includes photographs of
decorated sherds, rim data, unit planview maps and profiles, feature data, charcoal data, and lot

check list.



Chapter 2
A Behavioral Archaeology Approach to North Bay
Middle Woodland

Many of the legacies of archaeology’s past still influence our work today especially in
how we analyze and interpret prehistoric ceramics. Much of the work in the past focused on the
use of ceramics to construct cultural historical chronologies. Ceramics created from readily
malleable clay and formed into vessels for storage or cooking; or objects imbued with religious
or cultural significance, only survived due to the chemical changes produced by exposure to heat
during firing. Early on the time sensitive nature of ceramic materials was appreciated. Methods
to classify time sensitive ceramic materials have been part of archaeology for over one hundred

years (Rice 1987 (2005):275).

The existing North Bay typology situates prehistoric pottery in a static role and
underappreciates the technological properties of the ceramic materials and the cultural
significance of early vessels. In fact, these early ceramic vessels are often described as “crude
and poorly made” (Mason 1966:75). Researchers sometimes referred to such vessels as
“crudware” as was noted by Skibo and Schiffer (Skibo and Schiffer 1995). These types of
ceramic pots present a typological puzzle; they are often cordmarked or have smoothed surfaces
with little or no decoration. This decorative simplicity limits their usefulness in the construction
of cultural chronologies. Consequently the humble prehistoric cooking pot has traditionally been

considered to have only marginal value to researchers and this has colored views of their cultural



and technological significance (Braun 1983; Linton 1944; Longacre and Skibo 1994; Schiffer

and Skibo 1987; Skibo 2013; Skibo and Schiffer 1995).

Behavioral archaeology helped re-focus attention on the information that could be gained
from ordinary and seemingly mundane objects. This change was grounded in the reorientation of
study from objects as chronological place markers, to being central to a dynamic relationship
with the people who created, used, and finally disposed of these objects. This importance of
exploring the dynamics of the relationship between people and material culture was advocated
by behavioral archaeologists in the 1970s (Reid, et al. 1974; Reid, et al. 1975; Schiffer 1972,
1976, 1999). Behavioral archaeologists also encouraged archaeologists to study objects within an
expanded framework of use, production and disposal (Schiffer 1972:158; 1976:4; 1983; Schiffer
and Miller 1999:22-23; Skibo and Schiffer 2008:6-7). A foundation was also laid to extend the
study of these relationships to include objects and people in the past and present in any location
(Reid, et al. 1974). Consequently behavioral archaeology embraced the work of
ethnoarchaeologists and experimental archaeologists (Schiffer 1976:4-5; Skibo and Schiffer
2008:5-6). Work under behavioral archaeology has taken many forms that truly cover the breadth
of human interactions with objects. These range from studies of early use of electric autos and

portable radios (Schiffer 1991) to early pottery adoption (Skibo 1999).

A ceramic vessel is the result of a series of steps each with numerous decisions to be
made by the potter. As the product of an additive process, the pot preserves evidence of the
decisions made during the course of its production (Rice 1987 (2005):25). Other perspectives
related to the study of archaeological materials and their production includes chaine opératoire.

Chaine opératoire or “operational sequence” was presented by LeRoi-Gourhan in the 1940s as



an application of Mauss’s view of the importance of how raw materials were transformed
physically as well as the social context of their production (Dobres 1999). The use of chaine
opératoire does have limitations. As pointed out by Skibo and Schiffer one limitation of chaine
opératoire as an analytical framework is that it does not facilitate exploration of the role that
compromise fills in production (Skibo and Schiffer 2008). Both primary and secondary
performance characteristics contribute to the dynamic process of production. Often the decisions
made do not reflect an idealized final product but one that is clearly the result of compromise
(Skibo and Schiffer 2008:21-22). It is discernment of compromise and the complex interplay of

decisions made by potters that makes a performance-based approach useful.

Performance-based approaches to ceramic analysis led to new analyses of ceramic
cooking pot technology. The documentation of changes in physical characteristics and their
resultant changes in vessel performance provided a new way of interpreting the actual physical
characteristics noted in early ceramic vessels. It also confirmed that the variation found in
cooking vessels through time could provide insight into both social and technological change
(Sassaman 1993). These changes were indicators that the relationship between pots and people
was not static but dynamic and changing (Braun 1983; Eerkens 2008; Hart and Brumbach 2009;

Schiffer and Skibo 1987; Skibo 2013, 1999; Skibo and Schiffer 1995).

The study of the dynamic and complex relationship between living people and pottery
also was of great interest to those studying prehistoric pottery. Detailed ethnoarchaeological
study was combined with evidence of use related to various cooking and storage activities. With
this data archaeologists could infer uses for prehistoric vessels (Skibo 1992). Modern techniques

of residue analysis were added to expand on the understanding of prehistoric vessel use
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(Kooiman 2012, 2016; Malainey 1999; Skibo 2009). This analysis of materials from the Great
Lakes suggests varying uses of vessels within the region and the eastern Great Lakes. This

variation in use provides support for the idea that pottery adoption was not linked to a single type

of use (Skibo 2016).

With increased knowledge gained regarding vessel use and function, behavioral
archaeology also explored various aspects related to ceramic performance (Schiffer 1999:167).
Research related to performance characteristics of ceramic materials included experimental work
(Skibo 1992:147-173). Behavioral archaeology provides a framework for testing factors
impacting performance characteristics related to fiber and mineral tempered materials (Schiffer

and Skibo 1987).

Behavioral archaeology did not only increase the areas of study that were pertinent to
archaeologists interested in behavior; they also provided new ways to model and understand
complex interactions. Early on, Schiffer described how flow models and behavioral chains could
aid in the understanding of various types of transformations (Schiffer 1976:42-65). Skibo and
Schiffer distinguish between chaine opératoire/life history and behavioral chain. Behavioral
chain goes beyond the production process (Skibo and Schiffer 2008:10). It includes raw material
acquisition, production, use, disposal, and even archaeological recovery. This complex process
could be visualized using a flow model (Schiffer 1972:158-160). Schiffer utilized the flow model
to discuss the probability that the location of archaeologically recovered artifacts was related to
actual place of use, as well as the potential of flow modeling to examine other steps along the life
of an object (Schiffer 1972:163). Regardless, the chaine opératoire approach is very similar to

the behavioral chain and recent uses have extended the concept to include a wider range of
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operations including discard practices (Hodder 2011) while incorporating aspects of social
theory related to gender and agency (Dobres 2010). Still, Martinon-Torres (Martinon-Torres
2002) has argues that the behavioral chain approach of Schiffer and Skibo may be more flexible

and allow for a more dynamic view of the interaction between people and artifacts.

The concept of a behavioral chain allows for the creation of a “biography” (Skibo
2013:8) of the artifact under consideration. Within this biography, data related to vessel
performance characteristics, physical and compositional characteristics, use and function,
acknowledge the range of behavioral choices made by users during the life of the pot. This

behavior chain provides a window into the choices made by potters beyond style and form.

A performance-based behavioral chain allows the intended function of a vessel to be
inferred (Kooiman 2012:24). By identifying and studying variation found in vessels using a
behavioral chain built on performance characteristics it may be possible to perceive a feedback
loop between performance and choices made by prehistoric potters (Schiffer 1997). By studying
these decisions a much more nuanced picture of this feedback reveals that potters made

compromises in the production of vessels (Skibo 2013:9).

The performance based behavioral chain has demonstrated its usefulness in providing
valuable insight into prehistoric ceramic technology. It can also provide the means to explore
differences in choices made by potters. With the realization that decisions impact performance,
they may represent differing types of desired performance characteristics and differing
acceptable compromises in performance. By adding a temporal component to this chain one can
identify and explore the differing and similar choices made by potters over time, allowing us to
explore patterns of adoption and innovation in prehistoric pottery production.
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Chapter 3
Environmental and Cultural Context

Environmental Setting

Geology

The Richter Site is located on Washington Island, Door County, Wisconsin. Washington
Island is the largest of an archipelago of islands composed of Silurian dolomite which extends
between the Garden Peninsula of Michigan and the Door Peninsula of Wisconsin. This
archipelago is a portion of a much larger geologic structure, the Niagara Escarpment. Exposed
portions of this escarpment extend from Niagara Falls in northern New York to south of Lake
Winnebago in eastern Wisconsin. This dolomite continues south into Illinois and Indiana but is
buried under glacial sediments. The dolomite that makes up the Niagara Escarpment was formed
along the shoreline of an ancient shallow sea. In Door County, this bedrock slopes from west to
east toward Lake Michigan. This slope is readily apparent in the location of Door County’s
iconic bluffs on the western or Green Bay side and sandy beaches with fewer bedrock outcrops
on the eastern side of the peninsula; some of the western bluffs tower over rocky beaches at

almost 200 feet in height (Dott 2004:302; Kluessendorf 1989:18; Schneider 1989:38).

Exposed bedrock in Door County is primarily Silurian dolomite though in a few areas
Ordovician Maquoketa Shale is exposed south of Sturgeon Bay (Figure 3.1) (Stieglitz 1989:84).
Due to the sloping of Paleozoic materials to the east toward Lake Michigan these exposures

occur in the southwest portion of the peninsula along Green Bay in Brown County. It may also
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be present in exposures near Little Sturgeon Bay (Kluessendorf 1989:14-16). Mayville Dolomite
is the base of the Silurian deposits. In places, it is possible to see a thin layer of red shale,
possibly Maquoketa, below the Mayville. The lower portions of Mayville exposed in the
southwestern portion of the peninsula are described as “cherty”. In the more northerly portions of
the peninsula the Mayville exposures are hidden beneath the water as the bedrock continues its
dip toward the east. Above the Mayville dolomite are the Byron and Hendricks dolomite that
compose the Burnt Bluff Group. This formation makes up much of the bedrock exposed in the
peninsula’s western bluffs including Boyer’s Bluff on Washington Island’s northwest corner.
Above this are the Schoolcraft and Cordell dolomites of the Manistique Group. The final and
youngest Silurian dolomite belongs to the Engadine Group. There are few exposures of this
group; one of the most significant exposures is located on Washington Island at “The Mountain”
and is roughly 40 feet in thickness. The Engadine represents the youngest bedrock found on the

peninsula with any younger deposits removed by erosion (Figure3.2)(Kluessendorf 1989:17-23).
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Much of the landscape of the Door Peninsula as we know it today is the end product of
multiple episodes of Quaternary glaciation. Green Bay-Fox River Valley and Lake Michigan
began as rivers cut through easily eroded shale and sandstone later made broader and deeper by
glacial scouring and tremendous quantities of glacial melt water. A complex series of glacial
retreats and advancements reworked the area. The final phases of glacial retreat coincide with the
earliest human occupation in this region of the Great Lakes by peoples termed Paleoindians.
Archaeological remains indicate that Paleoindians occupied territories that had been recently
deglaciated. Even after the glaciers had finally retreated to the north a complex series of changes
in water levels impacted the peninsula and Washington Island. At times of high water
Algonquin Lake levels approximately 11,000 B.P., Washington Island was more than likely
submerged. By 10,000 B.P. water levels dropped precipitously, after which, Washington Island
was no longer an island but a true part of the peninsula. High water levels returned by 5,000
B.P., once again submerging most if not all of Washington Island (Dott 2004:247-250; Lovis, et
al. 2012:67). These postglacial changes in water levels spanned periods associated with Early
Paleoindian through the Archaic Period. Occupation of Washington Island during the Archaic
period was possible but evidence is currently lacking. The earliest evidence of human occupation
of the Door Peninsula coincides with the longer consistent exposure of land in the southwestern
portion of the peninsula rather than areas in the northern portion that includes Washington
Island.

Even with the establishment of modern Lake Michigan at a time shortly before 3,000
B.P. lake levels continued to fluctuate (Larsen 1987:25). Current work indicates that there were

possibly as many as four post Algoma transgressions that occurred in Lakes Michigan and Huron
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at approximately: B.C. 2,500, B.C. 500, 500 A.D., 1,000 A.D., and 1,500 A.D. While current
elevation at 179 m above sea level places the Richter site approximately 2 m above current lake
levels during transgressions this was more than likely not the case especially considering
elevation changes associated with isostatic rebound. Excavation notes do not indicate markers of
past site inundation like truncated features with lacustrine deposits or water rolled artifacts as
were noted at both the Mero and Port des Morts sites by Mason (Mason 1966:50-52; 1967:301-
302). It is more likely that these transgressions placed the waters of Detroit Harbor closer to the

site than today.

Climate

While providing stunning scenery for tourists, the geology of Door County is also
responsible for creating environmental conditions that differ greatly from surrounding areas and
provide amelioration of winter temperatures generally found at higher latitudes. This same
geology also has created the potential for a significant temperature differential between the
western (Green Bay) and eastern (Lake Michigan) sides of the peninsula. In summer the colder
waters of Lake Michigan can cool the air by 15-25° F on the eastern side of the peninsula. In the
winter the waters of Lake Michigan warm the eastern side. These same phenomena also occur
on Washington Island (Mason 1966:2-3). Residents note that temperatures along Detroit Harbor
where the Richter site is situated can be 10° F (or more) cooler than the northern portion of the
island. The area has 130-160 frost free days and an average mean air temperature of 41-45° F
(Soil Survey Staff).

While Curtis (Curtis 1959), at the time of his work on the vegetation of Wisconsin noted

that climatic conditions in the Door County area are similar to those of the past, other researchers
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have questioned this proposition. Early paleoclimate research suggested that the period before
500 B.C. was characterized as “milder” with the period before A.D. 400 being “more severe” by
Baerreis and Bryson (Baerreis and Bryson 1965:213). Later ice core data from Greenland show
that temperatures were generally warming during the period of 900 B.C. to A.D. 0. At 700/600
B.C. there was an acceleration of warming followed by a short-term cooling event until 400 B.C.
then a return to the general warming trend (Humlum, et al. 2011:155). Reviewing additional
climate data based on pollen cores and tree ring data indicates that temperatures generally
declined during the period of A.D. 100 to A.D. 800 with some warming around A.D. 400
followed by a return to cooling until A.D. 800. During the period of A.D. 800 to A.D. 1200
temperatures warmed. Temperatures declined during A.D. 1200 to A.D. 1900 (Williams and
Wigley 1983:290). Other work indicates that there were smaller scale fluctuations of temperature
occurring within these periods (Gajewski 1988).

Prehistoric climatic conditions during the period of site occupation were variable. Early
periods of occupation were associated with warming trends. Occupation continued through
periods of cooling. Within each of these lengthy periods of warming or cooling there were short-
term fluctuations in temperature. Climatic warming trends seem to be associated with fluctuation

in lake levels; warmer temperatures correspond with higher water levels in the region.

Flora

Early accounts of flora of Washington Island provided a very simple picture, with only
two types of plant communities defined. The interior of Washington Island was forested with
primarily beech-maple, with coasts that supported “mixed cedar, hemlock, spruce, and balsam fir

forest” in a half mile band at the time of GLO survey in 1836 (Judziewicz 2001:116, 130-136).
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However Peters (Peters n.d.-a) noted that Washington Island actually supports a much
more diverse set of plant communities. A much more detailed study of the island’s flora was
completed by Judziewicz and published as part of a survey of the flora of the Grand Traverse
Islands in Lake Michigan. The following table (Table 3.1) includes plant communities on
Washington Island and identifies floral species (Judziewicz 2001:95-117). As this table
indicates, Washington Island is home to a wide range of plant communities as well as plants
species at the furthest extent of their range. This is made possible by the ameliorating properties
of Green Bay and Lake Michigan as well as the diverse topography of the island. These
communities include species associated with: Southern Mesic Forest, Eastern North America
Forest, Northern or Boreal Forests, Great Lake Dunes, Great Lakes Alkaline Rockshore, and
Alvar, Coastal Dry Cliffs, and Interior Moist Cliffs. Table 3.1 summarizes plant communities

and associated vegetation.

Table 3.1. Plant Communities and Associated Plant Species.
Common Name Taxonomic Name

Southern Mesic Forest

American Witch Hazel Hamamelis virginiana
Bur-reed Sedge Carex sparganioides
Butternut Juglans cinerea

Eastern Woodland Sedge Carex blanda

Lanceleaf Wild Licorice Galium lanceolatum
Mapleleaf Viburnum Viburnum acerifolium

Purple Giant Hyssop Agastache scrophulariaefolia
White Bear Sedge Carex albursina

Eastern North American Forest

Broadleaf Sedge Carex platyphylla
Indian Cucumber Root Medeola virginiana
Longspur Violet Viola rostrata
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Table 3.1. Plant Communities and Associated Plant Species.

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Northern/Boreal Forest

Beautiful Sedge

Fairy Slipper Orchid

Northern Comadra

Rock Whitlow Grass

Small Flower Grass of Parnassus
Striped Coralroot

Tufted Clubrush

Great Lakes Dune

American Searocket
Dwarf Lake Iris
Goldenrod

Lanceleaf Tickseed
Pitcher’s Thistle
Rock Sandwort
Small Seaside Spurge
Western Fescue

Species of Southern Dry Forests
and Great Lakes Pine Barrens

Little Bluestem or Beard Grass
Sand Dropseed
Smooth Aster

Great Lakes Alkaline Rockshore and

Alvar

American Vetch
Balsam Ragwort
Balsam-popular
Baltic Rush

Bastard Toadflax
Bird’s-eye Primrose
Black-eyed Susan

Carex concinna
Calypso bulbosa
Geocaulon lividum
Draba arabisans
Parnassia parviflora
Corallorhiza striata
Scirpus cespitosus

Cakile edentula
Iris lacustris

Solidago simplex subsp. randii var. gillmannii
Coreopsis lanceolata subsp. lanceolata

Cirsium pitcheri

Arenaria stricta
Chamaescyce polygonifolia
Festuca occidentalis

Schizachyrium scoparium
Sporobolus cryptandrus
Aster laevis

Vicia americana

Packera paupercula

Populus balsamifera

Juncus arcticus subsp. littoralis
Comandra umbellata

Primula mistassinica

Rudbeckia hirta
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Table 3.1. Plant Communities and Associated Plant Species.

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Boneset
Bottlebrush Sedge
Bristleleaf Sedge
Brook Lobelia
Buffalo-berry

Bulblet-bearing Water Hemlock

Canada Hawkweed
Chestnut Sedge

Club Sedge

Common Juniper
Common Silverweed
Common Water-horehound
Crawe’s Sedge
Creeping Juniper
Dwarf Lake Iris

Early Goldenrod

Early Meadow-rue

Elk Sedge

Elliptic Spikerush

False Asphodel

Fen Star Sedge

Fernald Eastern Marsh Fern
Few-flowered Spike Rush
Field Horsetail

Filtaster

Golden Sedge
Grass-leaved Goldenrod
Great Northern Rush
Hairlike Beakrush
Hairy Rockcress
Harebell

Heal-all

Hook-spur Violet
Lesser Fringed Gentain
Little Green Sedge
Marsh Bog-arrow Grass
Marsh Vetchling
Meadow Sedge

Eupatorium perfoliatum
Carex hystericina

Carex eburnea

Lobelia kalmii
Shepherdia canadensis
Cicuta bulbifera
Hieracium kalmii

Carex castanea

Carex buxbaumii
Juniperus communis var. depressa
Argentina anserina
Lycopus americanus
Carex crawei

Juniperus horizontalis
Iris lacustris

Solidago juncea
Thalictrum dioicum
Carex garberi
Eleocharis elliptica
Tofieldia glutinosa
Carex sterilis

Thelypteris palustris var. pubescens
El eocharisquinqueflora
Equisetum arvense

Aster pilosus var. pringlei
Carex aurea

Euthamia graminifolia
Juncus alpinoarticultus
Rhynchospora capillacea
Arabis hirsuta
Campanula rotundifolia
Prunella vulgaris

Viola adunca
Gentianopsis procera
Carex viridula
Triglochin palustre
Lathyrus palustris

Carex granularis

21



Table 3.1. Plant Communities and Associated Plant Species.

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Mountain Blue-eyed Grass
Narrow-leaved Loosestrife
Narrow-Panicled Rush
Ninebark

Northern Bog Violet
Northern Heart-leaved Aster
Northern Meadow Spikemoss
Northern Reedgrass
Northern Sedge

Northern White Cedar

Ohio Goldenrod

Prickly Rose

Purple False Foxglove

Red Stem Dogwood

Scarlet Indian Paintbrush
Seneca Snakeroot

Shrubby Cinquefoil
Shrubby St. John’s-wort
Slender Wedge Grass
Small-flowered grass-of-parnassus
Snowberry

Starry False Solomon’s-seal
Tall Anemone, Thimble-weed or
Tumble-weed

Tamarack

Tufted Hairgrass
Variegated Scouring Rush
Water Sedge
Western Panic Grass
White Camass

Wild Columbine
Wild Savory

Wild Strawberry
Wood Lily

Yellow Avens
Yellow Sedge

Coastal Dry Cliffs

Sisyrinchium montanum
Lysimachia quadriflora
Juncus brevicaudatus
Physocarpus opulifolius
Viola nephrophylla
Aster ciliolatus
Selaginella eclipes

Calamagrostis inexpansa subsp. stricta

Carex concinna

Thuja occidentalis
Solidago ohioensi

Rosa acicularis subsp. sayi
Agalinis purpurea

Cornus stolonifera
Castilleja coccinea
Polygala senega
Pentaphylloides floribunda
Hypericum kalmianum
Sphenopholis intermedia
Parnassia parviflora
Symphoricarpos albus
Smilacina stellata

Anemone virginiana
Larix laricina
Deschampsia cespitosa
Equisetum variegatum
Carex aquatilis
Panicum acuminatum (and varieties)
Zigadenus elegans subsp. glaucus
Aquilegia canadensis

Calamintha arkansana

Fragaria virginiana

Lilium philadelphicum

Geum aleppicum

Carex flava
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Table 3.1. Plant Communities and Associated Plant Species.

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Northern White Cedar
Interior Moist Cliffs

Bulblet Fern

Canada Yew

Climbing Fumitory
Common Oak Fern
Common Polypody
Green Spleenwort
MacKay’s Brittle Fern
Maidenhair Spleenwort
Marginal Wood Fern
Slender Cliff Brake

Fauna

Thuja occidentalis

Cystopteris bulbifera

Taxus canadensis

Adlumia fungosa

Gymnocarpium dryopteris
Polypodium virginianum
Aspleniaceae trichomanes-ramosum
Cystopteris tenuis

Aspleniaceae trichomanes
Dryopteris marginalis
Cryptogramma stelleri

Mammal species on Washington Island before 1900 were numerous. Some of these

species are not currently endemic to the island. An example is the black bear (Ursus

americanus). While the island does not currently support a population of black bears (Ursus

americanus) several have made their way to the island in recent years and one was spotted

swimming to nearby Plum Island (Long 2008:354). It is also possible for animals to make their

way to the island by crossing ice during the winter from the peninsula or other islands. Table 3.2

lists mammals found in the area (on Washington Island and on the Door Peninsula) before 1900

with additional species added by Long (Jackson 1961; Long 2008).
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Table 3.2. List of Mammals Found on Washington Island and the Door Peninsula

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Washington Island

Eastern Timber Wolf and Northeastern Coyote

Beaver

Red-backed Vole
Minnesota Varying Hare
Canadian Otter

Fisher and Marten
Striped Skunk

Northern White-Tailed Deer
Muskrat

Deer Mouse

Minnesota Gray Squirrel
Masked Shrew

Mearns’ Cottontail

Red Squirrel
Black Bear
Eastern Red Fox

Mammals found on Peninsula

American Mink, Bangs’ Short-tailed Wessel
and New York Long-tailed Weasel
Canadian porcupine

Gray Chipmunk

Lake Superior Bobcat and Canadian Lynx
Northern Flying Squirrel

Raccoon

Southern Woodchuck

Striped Ground Squirrel

Western Fox Squirrel

Wisconsin Gray Fox

Birds

Canis lupis and C. latrans
Castor Canadensis
Clethrionomys gapperi
Legus americanus

Lutra candensis

Martes pennant and Martes americana
Mephitis mephitis

Odocoileus virginianus

Ondatra zibethicus

Peromyscus maniculatus gracilis
Sciurus carolinensis

Sorex cinereus

Sylvilagus floridanus
Tamiasciurus hudsonicus

Ursus americanus
Vulper fulva

Nustela vison, M. ermine, M. frenata

Erethizon dorsatum

Tamias striatus peninsulae
Lynx rufus and L. Canadensis
Glaucomys sabrinus

Procyon lotor

Marmota monax

Citellus tridecemlineatus
Sciurus niger

Urocyon ciereoargenteus



Unlike mammals, birds have a much easier time making their way to Washington Island.

The island is home to numerous year-round and migratory species. The Wisconsin Breeding Bird

Atlas identified over 76 birds species that breed on or near Washington Island (Wisconsin

Society for Ornithology). Table 3.3 lists bird species that currently breed on or near Washington

Island.

Table 3.3. Some Bird Species Found on Washington Island

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

American Crow
American Goldfinch
American Redstart
American Robin

Bald Eagle

Baltimore Oriole

Barn Swallow
Black-and-white Warbler
Blackburnian Warbler
Black-capped Chickadee
Black-throated Blue Warbler
Black-throated Green Warbler
Blue Jay

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
Broad-winged Hawk
Brown-headed Cowbird
Canada Goose

Cape May Warbler
Cedar Waxwing
Chestnut-sided Warbler
Chipping Sparrow

Cliff Swallow

Common Goldeneye
Common Grackle
Common Merganser
Common Raven
Common Tern

Common Yellowthroat
Double-crested Cormorant
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Bluebird

Corvus brachyrhynchos
Spinus tristis
Setophaga ruticilla
Turdus migratorius
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Icterus galbula
Hirundo rustica
Mniotilta varia
Setophaga fusca
Poecile atricapillus
Setophaga caerulescens
Setophaga virens
Cyanocitta cristata
Polioptila caerulea
Buteo platypterus
Molothrus ater

Branta canadensis
Setophaga tigrina
Bombycilla cedrorum
Setophaga pensylvanica
Spizella passerina
Petrochelidon pyrrhonota
Bucephala clangula
Quiscalus quiscula
Mergus merganser
Corvus corax

Sterna hirundo
Geothlypis trichas
Phalacrocorax auritus
Dryobates pubescens
Sialia sialis
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Fish

Table 3.3. Some Bird Species Found on Washington Island

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Eastern Kingbird
Eastern Phoebe

Eastern Wood-Pewee
Evening Grosbeak

Gray Catbird

Great Blue Heron

Great Crested Flycatcher
Great Horned Owl

Hairy Woodpecker
Herring Gull

Hooded Merganser
House Finch

House Wren

Indigo Bunting

Killdeer

Least Flycatcher
Magnolia Warbler
Mallard

Mourning Dove
Nashville Warble
Northern Cardinal
Northern Flicker
Olive-sided Flycatcher
Pileated Woodpecker
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Red-breasted Merganser
Red-eyed Vireo
Red-headed Woodpecker
Ring-billed Gull
Ruby-throated Hummingbird
Ruffed Grouse

Wood Duck

Tyrannus tyrannus
Sayornis phoebe
Contopus virens
Hesperiphona vespertina
Dumetella carolinensis
Ardea herodias
Myiarchus crinitus
Bubo virginianus
Picoides villosus
Larus smithsonianus
Lophodytes cucullatus
Haemorhous mexicanus)
Troglodytes aedon
Passerina cyanea
Charadrius vociferus
Empidonax minimus
Setophaga magnolia
Anas platyrhynchos
Zenaida macroura
Vermivora ruficapilla
Cardinalis cardinalis
Colaptes auratus
Contopus borealis
Dryacopus pileatus
Melanerpes carolinus
Mergus serrator

Vireo olivaceus
Melanerpes erythrociphalus
Larus delawarensis
Archilochus colubris
Bonasa umbellus

Aix sponsa
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Detroit Harbor on Washington Island is an important spawning area for smallmouth bass.

The Richter Bayou, west of the Richter site, and flats of bulrush along the shores of Detroit

Harbor, are now protected in an effort to preserve spawning sites (Wisconsin Department of

Natural Resources). The waters surrounding Washington Island are home to many species of

fish, yet these were widely spread out in waters that even today are considered precarious. Table

3.3 lists the most common native fish species found in Lake Michigan. Prehistoric peoples made

use of specialized fishing gear, including harpoons, line fishing and nets, and knowledge of

seasonal spawning aggregation to exploit this resource (Cleland 1982:766).

Table 3.3. Most Common Native Fish Species in Lake Michigan

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Black Crappie
Black Bullheads
Bluegill

Brook Trout
Brown Bullhead
Channel Catfish
Freshwater Drum
Green Sunfish
Lake Trout

Lake Sturgeon
Lake Whitefish
Largemouth Bass
Muskellunge
Northern Pike
Pumpkinseed
Rock Bass
Smallmouth Bass
Walleye

White bass
Yellow Perch

Reptiles and Amphibians

Pomoxis nigromaculatus
Ameiurus melas
Lepomis macrochirus
Salvelinus fontinalis
Ameiurus nebulosus
Ictalurus punctatus
Aplodinotus grunniens
Lepomis cyanellus
Salvelinus namaycush
Acipenser fulvescens
Coregonus clupeiformis
Micropterus salmoides
Esox masquinongy
Esox lucius

Lepomis gibbosus
Ambloplites rupestris
Micropterus dolomieu
Sander vitreus

Morone chrysops
Perca flavescens
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Reptiles and Amphibians are often overlooked when considering local environmental
resources. Very few reptiles and amphibians have been found in Door County. Those found are

listed in Table 3.4 (Casper 1996:74-86; Long 1987:39).

Table 3.4. Reptiles and Amphibians Found in Door County

Common Name

Taxonomic Name

Blanding’s Turtle
Blue-spotted Salamander
Brown Snakes*

Central Newt

Chicago Garter Snake
Common Snapping Turtle*
Cope’s Gray Treefrog
Eastern American Toad*
Eastern Garter Snake*
Eastern Milk Snake*
Green Frog*

Mudpuppy*

Northern Leopard Frog*
Northern Redbelly Snake*
Northern Ringneck Snake*
Northern Spring Peeper*
Northern Water Snake*
Painted Turtle*

Prairie Ringneck Snake
Redback Salamander*
Smooth Green Snake
Spotted Salamander
Western Fox Snake*
Wood Frog

Emydoidea blandingii

Ambystoma laterale

Storeria dekayi ssp

Notophthalmus viridescens louisianensis
Thamnophis sirtalis semifasciatus
Chelydra serpentina serpentina
Hyla chrysoselis

Bufo americanus americanus
Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis
Lampropeltis triangulum triangulum
Rana clamintans melanota

Necturus maculosus maculosus
Rana pipiens

Storetia occipitomaculata occipitomaculata
Diadophis punctatus edwardsii
Pseudacris crucifer crucifer
Nerodia sipedon sipedon

Chrysemys picta ssp.

Diadophis puntatus arnyi

Plethodon cinereus

Opheodrys vernalis

Ambystoma maculatum

Elaphe vulpina vulpina

Rana sylvatica

*Identified on Washington Island (Long 1987)

While the Richter Site is located on an island it does not lack in resources. The island
supports several different ecological areas each with distinct flora and fauna. The site is situated

adjacent to marshes that are well known as a spring fish spawning site and home to exploitable
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wetland resources including reptiles and amphibians. Detroit Harbor also provides a sheltered
place to fish as well as live. The ameliorating effect of Lake Michigan would have made winters
warmer and summers cooler with a longer spring. The deep sandy soils, while not considered
agriculturally productive made the construction of shelters possible. These same deep soils

provided good conditions for the preservation of archaeological materials.

Cultural Context

Early Woodland

Due to inundation from high lake levels, Washington Island and the Richter site were not
suitable for habitation most likely until sometime after 1000 B.C. High lake levels that resulted
from deglaciation were not the only factor impacting water levels. Washington Island had also
entered a lengthy period of isostatic rebound that began with deglaciation. The elevation of the
island was lower than it is today. The combination of high lake levels and lower elevation would
place the shoreline at the Richter site most likely underwater following deglaciation of the area.
The island was most likely habitable at around the time of the Archaic/Early Woodland
transition. This transition in Wisconsin is dated to between 1000 B.C. to 500 B.C. Ceramics first
appear in Wisconsin during this time (Salzer 1986a). A variety of technological changes are
associated with the transition between Late Archaic and Early Woodland. Contracting stem
Adena, Kramer, and Waubesa points begin to replace the side-notched and small stemmed types
common in the Late Archaic (Justice 1987). In some areas of the Great Lakes burial mounds
come into use as well as differing regional mortuary practices (Emerson 1986a:621). There is

evidence of use of native cultigens, but they do not make up a large portion of the diet (Emerson
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1986a:624). These cultigens are primarily represented by Curcubita pepo found at sites in
Michigan, New York and the American Bottom (Emerson 1986b:624; Hart, et al. 2007:577).
More recent work indicates the early presence of maize (Zea mays ssp. mays) at the Vinette site

in New York. Wild rice has been identified from residue on Brainerd ware from Minnesota
(Zizania palustris). Wild rice (Zizania aquatic) from the Alonzo Kellogg site on the shores of

Lake Poygon, Winnebago County, Wisconsin dated to the Early Woodland period, 2300+40 a 2-
sigma range cal. B.C. 427-206 (CAMS-74965)(Hart, et al. 2007:578; Overstreet, et al. 2004;
Sayers, et al. 2011). While cultigens and collected seeds were part of the Early Woodland diet, it
is thought that they did not make up a large portion of it. Hunting and gathering continued to be
the major source of sustenance very much as it was during the preceding Archaic Period. During
this time increasing sedentism in some areas is noted. The final hallmark, sometimes considered
to be the primary diagnostic marker of the transition, is the introduction of ceramic technology
(Mason 1981(2002):202; Stevenson 1997:150). Due to the apparent east to west trend in the
introduction of ceramic container technology, western Early Woodland ceramic complexes tend
to date later than those in the east (Brown 1986b:602; Emerson 1986a:622). However, The Nebo

Hill fiber tempered pottery of Kansas is an interesting early outlier (Reid 1984).

The significance given to the manufacture of ceramics as a cultural marker of the
transition from the Late Archaic to Early Woodland has been debated. Changes in social
complexity, sedentism, technology, and resource exploitation reflect on-going trends. There is
not a major shift or abrupt change in the way people lived during this transitional period. This
critique appears to reflect regional difference associated with ceramic adoption. Areas of early

adoption in the American Bottom are associated with appreciable cultural change (Brown
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1986a:599). It is possible that the addition of ceramic technology did not significantly alter
culture in areas such as the Green Bay region; however, currently we know little about this

period in this region.

The earliest thickware ceramics found throughout the Great Lakes and Midwest include
types such as Marion Thick, Schultz Thick, Leimbach Thick, and Vinette I (Mason
1981(2002):216-217). These early ceramics have some common characteristics including:
cordmarked exteriors and interiors, flat bottoms (with the exception of Vinette I pots that
typically have conoidal bases), grit temper, thick walls, and a lack of decoration (Mason
1981(2002):217, 229-234). Some types like Leimbach Thick and Schultz Thick also have
exterior lug like handles (F. W. Fischer 1972:142-143; Stothers 2008:87-91). Dates associated
with these types range from 1000 - 300 B.C. (Brown 1986b:600-601; Garland 1986:52; Spence,
et al. 1990:128-129; Stothers 2008:94), though a more recent series of dates associated with
Early Woodland Vinette 1 pottery suggests that this type originated earlier at 1495-1313 B.C.
(Taché and Hart 2013:367). The first appearance of ceramics in Wisconsin is suggested to date to
circa 500 B.C. (Stevenson 1997:150). However, the Hilgen Spring Park Mound Group (470Z7)
in Ozaukee County, Wisconsin (Boszardt, et al. 1986; Kehoe 1975:346-347; Van Langen and
Kehoe 1971:18) is radiocarbon dated to calibrated 1110 to 400 B.C. While the association of
Marion Thick pottery with the hearths from which the dates were obtained is clear, it should be
noted that there is some uncertainty that these Early Woodland dates are associated with mound
construction at the site (Benchley 1997:108; Boszardt, et al. 1986:252).

Sometime in the last century B.C. to the first century A.D, thinner walled vessels with
sub-conoidal to conoidal bases, cordmarked exteriors, and smooth interiors replace the earlier

thick wares. This pottery is commonly decorated with incising applied over the exterior
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cordmarking. In eastern Wisconsin, the most common incised over cordmarked type is Dane
Incised. The type was first defined by Keslin from materials found at the Hahn site in Dodge
County, Wisconsin (Keslin 1958). Dane Incised vessels have been found as far north as the
central Menominee River Valley in Michigan's Upper Peninsula at the Riverside and Riverside 11
sites (Buckmaster 1979; Mcllraith 2015; Richards 2009).

The Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database (WHPD) lists 20 sites in the tri-county
Door Peninsula region that are reported as harboring Early Woodland components (Table 3.5).
However, the bulk of these sites have been assigned based on lithic technology, none have
produced thick ware pottery. However, Mason recovered thick ware-like pottery at the Mero site
that he suggested is reminiscent of Vinette I Early Woodland ceramics, but later classified these
sherds as North Bay types (Mason 1966:77). Approximately forty miles (64 km) south of the
Door Peninsula, several sites in the Lake Winnebago area have yielded Marion Thick vessels or
Marion Thick-like materials. These sites include Alonzo Kellog I1 (47WN0241) (Overstreet, et
al. 2004), Bohn #2 (47WNO0167) (Dowiasch, et al. 2008), Lasley’s Point (Overstreet 1993),
Sauer Resort (47WN0207) (Dirst 1985), and the Robert Grignon Trading Post near Omro,
Wisconsin (Mason 1964). Residue scraped from Marion Thick sherds from the Lasley’s Point
site are radiocarbon dated (UGAM 2719) to 2500 + 40 B.P. (2-sigma cal 790-490 B.C.)
(Richards and Jeske 2015). All but the Grignon and Lasley’s Point site inventories also included
Dane Incised materials. Dane Incised materials were noted also at the Mero site but were
considered time transgressive and assigned to a Middle Woodland time slot (Mason 1967:382-
329). Incised over cordmarked pottery typed as Dane Incised has been recovered from several
sites in the region including Shanty Bay (Dirst 1998; Dirst 1995), Heins Creek (Wells 1969:20-

21), Rock Island (Mason 1986), and Foscoro (Wells 1972).

32



Table 3.5. Sites With Early Woodland Components in Brown, Kewaunee, and Door Counties

Site# Burial Site Name Site Type Dating
Site#
Br-0116 Campsite/Village, Archaic, Early Woodland, Late
Workshop Site Archaic, Late Paleo-Indian,
Middle Archaic, Middle
Woodland, Unknown
Prehistoric, Woodland
Br-0009 Cache/Pit/Hearth Middle Archaic, Late Archaic,
Early Woodland
Br-0006 Bbr-0134  Little Red River ~ Campsite/Village, Early Woodland, Historic
Cemetery/Burial, Indian, Late Archaic, Middle
Mound(S) - Conical Woodland, Oneota, Woodland
Br-0194 Van Lieshout Lithic Scatter Archaic, Early Woodland, Late
Woodland
Br-0245 Pamperin Park Campsite/Village Early Woodland, Historic Euro-
Site American, Historic Indian, Late
Woodland
Br-0310 Campsite/Village Early Woodland
Br-0333 Willard Site Campsite/Village Early Woodland, Late Archaic,
Late Woodland, Middle
Woodland, Oneota
Br-0355 Smith's Garden Campsite/Village Early Woodland, Late Archaic,
Site Late Woodland, Middle Archaic,
Middle Woodland, Oneota
Br-0372 William Horn Lithic Scatter Early Woodland, Historic
Indian, Late Archaic, Late
Woodland, Oneota
Br-0405 Stary Site Lithic Scatter Early Woodland, Middle
Woodland, Unknown Prehistoric
Br-0437 Red Banks Campsite/Village Late Paleo-Indian, Early
Village Archaic, Middle Archaic, Late
Archaic, Early Woodland,
Middle Woodland, Late
Woodland, Terminal Woodland,
Oneota, Historic Indian
Br-0493 Austin Straubel Lithic Scatter Early Woodland, Late Archaic
Site
Dr-0107 Bdr-0114  Fabry Farm Campsite/Village, Early Woodland, Late
Cemetery/Burial Woodland, Oneota, Late Paleo-
Indian
Dr-0029 Bdr-0090  Hornstone Cemetery/Burial, Red Ocher, Early Woodland
Cache/Pit/Hearth
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Table 3.5. Sites With Early Woodland Components in Brown, Kewaunee, and Door Counties

Site# Burial Site Name Site Type Dating
Site#
Dr-0011 Bdr-0112  Shanty Bay Cemetery/Burial, Early Woodland, Late
Campsite Campsite/Village Woodland, Middle Woodland,
Oneota
Dr-0083 Bdr-0125  Mero Campsite/Village Middle Woodland, Historic
Euro-American, Late Woodland,
Oneota, Middle Archaic, Late
Archaic, Early Woodland
Dr-0419 Sadie's Points Lithic Scatter Early Woodland, Late Archaic
Dr-0427 Carmody Campsite/Village, Early Woodland, Historic Euro-
Cabin/Homestead American, Late Woodland,
Middle Woodland
Ke-0009 Bke-0062  Delfosse - Allard ~ Campsite/Village, Late Archaic, Oneota, Late
Corn Hills/Garden Woodland, Late Paleo-Indian,
Beds, Mound(S) - Historic Indian, Historic Euro-
Conical American, Early Woodland,
Middle Woodland
Ke-0075 Kinstetter Site Lithic Scatter Early Woodland, Unknown

Prehistoric

The low frequency of well-dated, excavated Early Woodland sites in northeast Wisconsin

makes it difficult to reconstruct Early Woodland lifeways in the region. However, Overstreet has

offered a model of Early Woodland settlement and subsistence based on the data available.

Overstreet suggests large warm season base camps were established adjacent to major wetland

areas such as the Sheboygan Marsh with the Henschel site (47SB29) (Richards et al. 1993) an

example of this settlement type. The nearby Bachmann site (47SB202) (Rusch 1988) is

suggested as a typical winter hunting camp situated near an interior drainage. Small, special

purpose camps with extractive or ritual functions include an isolated component at the Old

Spring site (47WN350) (Overstreet 1989) and the Brunner-Schmidt site near Lake Poygan

(Overstreet 1993). Subsistence data for Early Woodland sites in the region is minimal. A later

excavated assemblage from the Henschel site has not yet been reported but the Bachmann site
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data suggests exploitation of white tail deer and use of cultigens including sunflower and

sumpweed with possible use of tobacco (Zalucha 1988).

Middle Woodland

The Middle Woodland period in the Great Lakes, as elsewhere in the Northeastern United
States, has been defined by Hopewell and cultural participation in the Hopewellian Interaction
Sphere. It is characterized by shared mortuary practices and trade in cultural materials over a
wide geographic territory that included the Great Lakes, Midwest, portions of the Southeast to
the Gulf and Atlantic coasts, areas of the Mississippi River and to the west. (Caldwell 1964;
Carr and Case 2006; Struever 1965; Struever and Houart 1972; Wright and Henry 2013). The
two primary centers of Hopewell culture are found in the Ohio River Valley (Scioto) and Havana
(Havana), Illinois in the Illinois River Valley (Mason 1981(2002)). The dates of this period
generally span 200 B.C. to A.D. 500 (Mason 1981(2002):238-239).

The material culture associated with Hopewell includes well-crafted effigy platform pipes
and cut mica images. Exotic raw materials including mica, galena, copper and shell came to the
central Hopewell areas through long distance trade networks (Mason 1981(2002):238-239).
Understanding of Hopewell has evolved with increasing appreciation of variation in participation
levels (Struever and Houart 1972). Work on raw material sourcing, location of artifact
production and distribution have presented a picture of a the Hopewellian Interaction Sphere as
“not a particularly dynamic or integrated system” (Seeman 1977:247). This view of a much less

centralized and regimented Hopewell world continues to be supported by compositional studies
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(Emerson, et al. 2005; Ruby and Shriner 2006). Recent work on population movement suggests
differing patterns of migration between Illinois (Havana) Hopewell and Ohio (Scioto) Hopewell
(Beehr 2011). A distance analysis study of cranial epigenetic traits reports individuals within this
region were statistically similar, with the exception of the Havana Hopewell (Pennefather-
O'Brien 2006). Direction of migration and trade between regions is still unclear. This most likely
reflects a more complex and shifting pattern of relationships and alliances over time.

However, the extent of participation by groups peripheral to the Hopewell centers in
Illinois and Ohio varied considerably (Mason 1981(2002):238-240). Regional Middle Woodland
cultural manifestation are marked by construction of conical burial mounds, use of cultivated
plants, ceramics with dentate stamping, cordwrapped stick (CWS) stamping, cross-hatched
stamping on Hopewell related rims, rocker stamping, small roughly circular punctates, and pots
with zoned, incised decoration. (Salzer 1986b:267; Stevenson 1997:157). In addition, the
material culture of Hopewell related groups often includes a variety of exotic raw materials and
finished objects of obsidian, mica, copper, and various pipestones.

Some groups in the northern Great Lakes are viewed as peripheral participants at best.
North Bay is viewed by Mason as one of these peripheral groups (Mason 1981(2002):276).
North Bay sites do not have burial mounds or evidence of plant cultivation, though some
ceramics at North Bay sites like Mero and Porte desMorts have dentate and CWS stamping. A
vessel was identified at the Ports desMorts site as a Hopewell (Baehr) Rocker Stamped vessel.
The vessel most likely made its way to the site via trade (Mason 1967:299-300). North Bay sites
have yet to yield copper pan pipes, ear spools, or other high status Hopewell goods.

To explain these varying levels of participation Mason envisioned the levels of

interaction as tiers extending east-west across the Great Lakes, with Hopewellian
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interaction/participation greatest in the Southern Tier and declining as one moves north. Greater
levels of interaction seemed to be present among groups laterally from east to west through the
transportation corridor provided by the Great Lakes. The Southern Tier includes the following
Hopewellian groups: Squawkie Hill, Saginaw Bay, Goodall, and Waukasha (Mason
1981(2002):240, 244-259). The Middle Tier includes: Saugeen, Point Peninsula, Nokomis, and
North Bay (Mason 1981(2002):240, 259-264). The Northern Tier includes only Laurel (Mason
1981(2002):240, 264-292).

Squawkie Hill people in the eastern Great Lakes had participation marked by the
presence of high status objects made of copper like pan pipes and earspools found in burial
mound contexts. Yet the exact nature of the relationship to Hopewell is still not clearly
understood (Mason 1981(2002):259). In fact, subsistence data is extremely limited and cultigens
have not been identified. Population size is speculated to be low with band level social structure
(Howard 2010:241).

The Saginaw Bay Hopewell occupied the Saginaw Valley region in eastern Michigan.
The Schultz site is the best-known site associated with Saginaw Bay Hopewell. Data from the
Schultz habitation site shows that the inhabitants exploited local wild life found in a variety of
riverine ecological zones including deer, elk, bear, beaver, fish, birds, and clams. Local plants
were utilized but there is no evidence for plant cultivation (Mason 1981(2002):256). Middle
Woodland occupation at the Schultz site occurred between 100 B.C.- A.D. 500 (Kingsley
1999:151). Pottery found at the Schultz site includes two ware types: Tittabawassee and Green
Point. These ware types lend their names to the two phases associated with Saginaw Bay
Hopewell. The earliest phase, Tittabawassee, dates to 100 B.C. — A.D 300 (Kingsley 1999:151).

Tittabawassee Ware exhibit dentate and CWS stamping generally occurring at the vessel rim. It
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is noted that Tittabawassee Ware can include bossing on the rim at trait not found at Norton
Phase, Norton Mound site in southeastern Michigan (Mason 1981(2002):254). The second later
Green Point phase, dates between A.D. 300 =500 (Kingsley 1999:151). Green Point Ware has
cross-hatched or rocker stamped rims with a distinctively thickened rim (Mason
1981(2002):254-256). Three burial mounds with palisades are associated with the later Green
Point occupation (Mason 1981(2002):256).

The Goodall Focus in southern Michigan is now referred to as the Norton Tradition with
Goodall located at the western portion of the Indiana/Michigan border area (Kingsley 1999:148).
Resource exploitation by Norton groups is thought to resemble the Intensive Harvest Collecting
system in a riverine environment possibly utilized by Illinois Hopewell (Kingsley 1999:156).
These Middle Woodland peoples are represented by the large Norton Mound site located in the
Grand River valley of southeastern Michigan. At least 17 conical mortuary mounds were
constructed with individuals exhibiting secondary and primary burials with an array of grave
goods. These goods included Gulf conch shell vessels, mussel shell spoons, and plates of turtle
shell. Ceramic vessels included in burials reflected a local variation of Hopewell types. Along
with worked bone and lithic tools mica sheets, platform pipes, bear canines, worked copper, and
fresh water pearls were among additional grave goods found (Mason 1981(2002):244-252).

The final Southern Tier cultural group is that represented by the Waukasha focus. Little
work has been done in eastern Wisconsin regarding the Middle Woodland since Salzer’s work on
the Waukasha focus (Salzer 1970) and Mason’s recognition of North Bay. The number of
identified Waukasha focus sites in southeastern Wisconsin remains limited, although more recent
work on Waukasha focus sites has provided additional information on site location. There seems

to be a preference for proximity to wetlands or forest edge location. Subsistence data is limited

38



but indicates deer, small to medium mammal, fish and limited amounts of turtle and shellfish
were utilized. There is floral evidence for use of plant resources including goosefoot, various
berries, nuts, and seeds, but no direct evidence of cultivation. Evidence from the Albert site
(47JE903, habitation and 47JE887, mound) indicates the use of white clay features associated
with ceramic vessels and/or other artifacts that may represent ritual practices. The relationship of
the Albert site and other Waukasha focus sites to Illinois Hopewell may represent a core-
periphery interaction model (Jeske 2006:293-309). It is obvious that the Middle Woodland was a
dynamic period throughout much of the Northeast and the Great Lakes. However, few models
exist to aid in understanding regional interaction and within the Door County region and much of
eastern Wisconsin there are currently few excavated sites that can provide significant data

Mason placed the North Bay into the Middle Tier along with Point Peninsula, Saugeen,
and Nokomis. The cultural expressions in this group generally exhibit a small amount of
interaction or influence from the main Hopewellian centers in Illinois and Ohio or through
Southern Tier groups. Evidence of this is found in possible trade vessels and diffusion of some
stylistic traits. Mason sees more interaction between these groups along the Great Lakes corridor
than with more southern groups (Mason 1981(2002):259-260).

Of these Middle Tier groups the Point Peninsula is the furthest to the east and is situated
north and east of Lake Ontario. These groups subsisted by hunting and gathering. There is no
evidence of plant cultivation. Pottery associated with Point Peninsula is Vinette 2. Vinette 2 is
thought to have been preceded by the Early Woodland Vinette 1 thick ware (Mason
1981(2002):272).

The Saugeen sites are found in what is now Ontario, Canada. The area is bounded by the

Great Lakes to the south, west and north and Point Peninsula to the east. Generally, Saugeen
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represent small bands of hunting gathering families possibly utilizing base and resource
exploitation camps (Mason 1981(2002):261). There is no evidence of plant cultivation. There is
evidence of exploitation of spring spawning species at the Donaldson site as well as antler tine
toggle-head harpoons and possible net fishing (Mason 1981(2002):261-262). Pottery was
decorated using rocker stamping or stamping with linear or scalloped tools. Mason indicates that
the application of decoration is not Hopewellian in style and covered extensive portions of
vessels (Mason 1981(2002):266)

At the Saugeen Donaldson site mortuary practices were varied and included primary and
secondary burials as well as cremation. The inclusion of grave goods varied as well. Some
burials included several items and some none. One burial did include Hopewellian grave goods
including a copper panpipe, stone earspool, and cut mica (Mason 1981(2002):269)

Hopewell interaction with Middle Tier groups appears the strongest with peoples of the
Nokomis group. North Bay materials have also been found in association with Nokomis
materials (Salzer 1974). Salzer speculated that the North Bay sherds may represent a trade
vessel. North Bay interaction with Nokomis is plausible since the eastern extent of Nokomis
distribution is approximately 50-75 miles from the known western boundary of North Bay
settlement. Nokomis sites are found in the Lakes Region of North Central Wisconsin (Mason
1981(2002):276-284). This region presents a very different environment for resource
procurement than that typically exploited by North Bay peoples. This region is made up of many
small lakes and poorly drained soils. Quality materials for the production of lithic tools and
ceramic vessels are notably absent. The Nokomis phase was originally theorized to represent
both Early and Middle Woodland. The time frame for Nokomis was approximately the first two

centuries A.D. based on North Bay and Havana Hopewell trade vessels or vessels that exhibit
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stylistic influence. The possibility of an earlier starting point based on the presence of Black
Sand-like ceramics was also suggested by Salzer (Mason 1981(2002):276-284; Salzer 1974).

The Laurel culture, situated well north of most Hopewell influence occupied the south
shore of Lake Superior and presented a conundrum that prompted Mason to reflect on just what
constitutes a Hopewellian culture in (Mason 1970). Mason classified Laurel as the sole example
of Northern Tier Middle Woodland based on location and extremely limited evidence of
participation in the Hopewellian Interaction Sphere (Mason 1981(2002):284). While evidence of
North Bay interaction with Hopewell is lacking, there is significant evidence, at least among sites
in and along Green Bay, of possible Laurel interaction with North Bay groups. Significant sites
including Summer Island and Rock Island have yielded ceramic materials that may represent
hybrid Laurel and North Bay types (Brose 1970; Mason 1991:121).

While North Bay is considered a Middle Tier Middle Woodland group that does not
negate the possibility of interactions with southeastern and southwestern Wisconsin groups that
exhibit greater participation in Hopewell. These include the Waukesha focus in southeastern
Wisconsin, Trempealeau, in southwestern Wisconsin. In fact, a more southern distribution of
North Bay materials is reported in the Fox River Valley around Lake Winnebago and northwest
up the Wolf River drainage. North Bay materials have also been found in association with
Waukesha and Millville-like materials and may support the possibility of interaction along
boundary areas (Benchly et al, 1997; Overstreet 2004, 2003; Mason 1990:21-23). Currently,
Middle Woodland presence in the boundary areas separating North Bay from the Waukesha
Focus to the south and Nokomis to the west is poorly documented. In general, Wisconsin Middle

Woodland territorial limits are poorly defined (Mason 1981[2002]; 1990), though it is evident
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that Middle Woodland sites are indeed found throughout these areas (Stevenson et al. 1997:164-

165).
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Chapter 4
Methods

Over the course of two field seasons over 33,980 sherds, weighing more than 35.82 kg,
were recovered from feature and non-feature contexts at the Richter site. In addition to ceramic
sherds, lithic debitage, lithic tools, copper tools and fragments, faunal remains and bone tools,
human remains, fire cracked rock (FCR), floral materials, charcoal, small amounts of ochre, and
other minerals were collected from the site. Some of these materials were analyzed by
researchers utilizing specific analytic methodologies. The methods used by these researchers as
well as those used to analyze the ceramic materials recovered from this site, will be briefly

documented here.

Ceramics
Making sense of this collection was daunting due to the large volume and variety of

materials. On cursory examination, it was clear that sorting them into existing regional ceramic
typologies for Laurel and North Bay cultural groups proved problematic. North Bay and Laurel
materials seemed to share distinctive physical and decorative characteristics without a picture of
the cultural history that resulted in these similarities. On the other hand, much of the Richter site
ceramic material can be placed in North Bay categories as established by Mason that clearly can
be distinguished from Laurel materials found in the region. Within these non-Laurel materials it

is profoundly difficult to differentiate ware types due to the vague nature of some of the critical
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physical characteristics. Traditional ceramic attribute and metric data was collected for rim
sherds without placement into existing typologies. This traditional data collected was enhanced
by expanding data collection to include characteristics informative of the processes of raw
material selection, vessel production and use. By expanding on the types of data collected a
fuller picture of the complex ceramic history of the site can be explored and previously unnoted

distinctions in ceramic material may be found.

Additional data was collected on physical characteristics related to raw materials of
vessels including: temper type, temper color, size, and amount. Select representative rims were
examined using optical petrography to provide a more accurate description and quantification of
temper and paste. Mineralogical data was also collected from the Richter site materials as well as
other regional sites to explore raw material preferences utilizing various destructive analytic
methods.

Finally, vessels and sherds were examined to identify characteristics related to vessel
manufacturing process and use. Production characteristics have often been overlooked or ignored
due to reliance on existing typologies and definitions. Lack of familiarity with critical
manufacturing characteristics may lead researchers to assume that previously recorded
manufacturing techniques for a specific ceramic type is correct, when in fact it is not. This is not
meant as criticism of past work, but as a reminder that sherds beyond the rim can also provide
critical data. Recent work on vessel use and function provides direction on identification of

indicators of use and function. Once again these indicators are often overlooked.

All materials were sorted by general temper type and sherd type (rim or body) by

assigned field lots. Only two general temper types were identified at the Richter site: grit and
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shell. Of these two, grit temper was the predominant temper type with only a few shell tempered

sherds.

Body sherds were sorted into decorated or one of four surface finish categories
(cordmarked, smoothed cordmarked, smoothed, or net/fabric impression). Body sherds were
required to have intact exterior and interior surfaces. If a sherd had less than two intact surfaces it
was classified as a fragment. It should be noted that Mason and Brose use the term “plain” as a
surface finish. (Brose 1970; Mason 1966, 1967), here the term “smoothed” is used instead.
Waste clay and coils were also pulled at this time. These sherds were counted, weighed and the
attributes for sherd type, surface finish and decoration were recorded in an Access database.

Photographs of selected decorated body sherds can be found in Appendix A.

All separated rims were collected and assigned identification numbers. To allow for the
collection of as much data as possible, complete and partial rims were both selected. From these
rim sherds those that were too small to classify or exhibited severe weathering and/or exfoliation

of surfaces were classified as rim fragments.

The following data was collected for each rim sherd: surface finish exterior, surface
finish interior, height, length, weight, width (x3), Munsell color exterior, Munsell color interior,
paste core, rim completeness, rim stance, rim shape, orifice diameter, rim decorative element,
rim decorative element orientation, element width, element depth, element length (all for exterior
and interior decorative elements), lip form, lip decoration type, lip decorative element, lip
decorative element orientation, lip decorative element width, decorative element depth,
decorative element length, temper colors, temper size (x3), temper sort, temper amount, sand
type, sand size (x3). A table of all collected rim data is in Appendix B.
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Profiles were created for each rim. The exterior, interior and lips (in most cases) were

photographed. Profiles and photographs for each rim are included in Chapter 6, Ceramics.

A preliminary sorting had been conducted at some time in the past with the result that
rims and decorated body sherds had been segregated. A new sort was conducted in order to be
sure that all rims were accounted for. During this process additional rimsherds were found. Rims,
decorated sherds, and the remaining sherds (body sherds and fragments) were then sorted based
on macroscopic examination of temper. Body sherds and fragments were classified by surface
finish if possible. Decorated body sherds were subsequently sorted by decoration types.
Rimsherds that were too small (under 2 cm), weathered, broken, or exfoliated were excluded

from further analysis.

Metric and descriptive data was collected for all non-fragment rim sherds. These sherds
were weighed. Length and width was measured for each rimsherd in mm using digital calipers.
Width of each rimsherd was measured in three locations: at the rim, 1cm below the rim and at
the base of the sherd. The width of the rim was also collected the center of the rim and at both
ends. Profiles were also created for each rim. The rim angle was determined for each rim by
observing the position in which the rim was in total contact with a flattened surface. Once the
rim was determined to be in contact it was placed against a wall on a piece of graph paper. The
angle of the rim was determined. A contour gauge was then used to take an impression of the
sherd along a vertical line that is perpendicular to the rim on both the vessel rim exterior and
interior. Using the rim angle to orient the contour, the contours were traced onto graph paper.

The width of the profile was confirmed with caliper measurements of the sherd. Rims were also
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photographed. These photographs also include the lip of the rim as well as the exterior and

interior.

The minimum number of vessels in the Richter assemblage was estimated using a
qualitative method (Voss and Allen 2010:1-2). A quantitative minimum vessel count can
sometimes underestimate the number of vessels, especially when dealing with non-mass
produced ceramic materials and undecorated vessels like those found at the Richter site. This is
due to a focus on rims, handles, and bases. On the other hand, a qualitative method places sherds
into groups that constitute a single vessel using not only rim sherds but body sherds as well. This
method utilizes characteristics such as paste, temper, and manufacturing characteristics (all traits

that proved surprisingly significant at the Richter site) to arrive at an estimate.

The downside to this method is the subjective nature of groups that make reproducibility
difficult, if not impossible. To minimize this, an attempt was made to only count vessels that
included associated body and rim sherds. Several vessels were included that do not have
associated rim sherds but include a significant number of distinctive body sherds. A rigorous
attempt was made to match rims to these body sherds using physical and manufacturing

characteristics. These vessels are noted and were not included in vessel-based statistics.

Petrography

Following the collection of the above data a sample of rim sherds was selected for
petrographic analysis. The selected rim sherds were sent to Hess Petrographic (Madison,
Wisconsin) for sample preparation, cutting, and mounting. All samples were fixed in epoxy
resin, due to their friable condition, and petrographic thin sections were created. Data was

collected utilizing points at 1 mm intervals using Stoltman’s methodology (Stoltman 1989;
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Stoltman, et al. 2005). It should be noted that this counting interval is smaller than the largest
pieces of temper materials. In some instances, grit temper particles exceed 3 mm. The small
counting interval was chosen to ensure that an adequate number of points would be counted,
though this means that large pieces of grit may be counted more than once. The objective was to
have approximately 200 points counted for each slide. Each slide was counted twice. Each slide
was point counted a second time to collect paste and body data and calculate a ratio of
Matrix:Silt:Sand for each sample. Each Sand or Temper point was measured into one of the
following size categories; Gravel (>2.00 mm), Very Course (1.99-1 mm), Coarse (0.999-0.50

mm), Medium (0.499-0.25 mm) and Fine (0.249-0.0625 mm).

For larger pieces of grit temper, it was possible to identify mineral composition. Most, if
not all large grit temper pieces, consisted of multiple minerals. Identification of minerals for a
sample of grit temper particles from each slide was completed. Identification of minerals allows

for general identification of the type of rocks used for tempering in the vessel.

X-Ray Diffraction (XRD)

Several samples were analyzed using XRD. These samples were prepared and analyzed
at the University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee under the supervision of Dr. Lindsey McHenry,
Department of Geosciences. Random powder samples were prepared using methods developed
by Dr. Lindsay McHenry in materials prepared for her course on X-ray Analytical Methods.
(McHenry 2008; Moore and Reynolds 1997) Sample data was collected using a Bruker D8
Focus Powder XRD with a Cu target and Sol-X Energy Dispersive Detector and were analyzed

for a total of 48 minutes 2°- 60° 20, 0.02° step size, 1 sec/step. Bruker’s EVA software for
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pattern matching against the ICDD powder diffraction database was used to identify mineral

components of the samples.

Ceramic Production

Collecting data on indicators of manufacturing processes is much more subjective than
methods used for collecting attributes, metrics, compositional, and elemental data. These
indicators can be subtle and easily overlooked. Sources that document and describe the indicators
of manufacturing processes are limited. Before getting started it is also important to have a good
understanding of the various processes of hand building ceramics. Sources consulted include
(Rice 1987 (2005); Rye 1981(2002); Shepard 1985). Understanding the types of building
methods aids in identification of manufacture indicators and provides an understanding of how
they reflect a specific manufacturing technique. The best sources provide photographic
documentation or drawings of samples for reference (Arthur 1986:90-91; Budak 1985; Rye
1981(2002)). Recently it has been recognized that errors have been made in the identification of
manufacturing processes associated with prehistoric ceramics by previous researchers. Nolan and
Olson presented a poster demonstrating non-coil breaks in Hopewell vessels from collections
that had been previously described as being coil built (Nolan and Olson 2015). Another recent
article documents the differences found in vessel manufacture in New York State and provides
detailed description of the manufacturing indicators as well as photographic documentation (Hart

and Brumbach 2009).

While the literature is limited there is sufficient information to provide key characteristics
of various methods of hand manufacturing of ceramic vessels. With these characteristics in mind,

the collection was reexamined and examples exhibiting key characteristics were identified.
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Besides individual sherds, the Richter collection includes a number of fairly complete vessels.
These vessels provided not only evidence of key characteristics as identified by other
researchers, but provided evidence of construction methods utilized in individual vessels. These
vessels also provided additional characteristics not discussed in the literature. How these
characteristics are indicative of a specific type of production is presented. Examples of key
manufacturing characteristics found in the collection during examination were identified.

Photographs were taken to document these characteristics.

Ceramic analysts have come to recognize that how prehistoric vessels were used is a
valid and valued avenue of inquiry. Ceramic vessels have served many and various purposes.
The three most general types of use include: “storage, processing, and transport” (Rice 1987
(2005):208). Within each type there are more specific functions that reflect the type of contents
and special characteristics related to their use. In the categories of vessel forms and function
there is overlap for cooking pots and storage jars (Rice 1987 (2005):210). We could simply infer
use from form characteristics based on ethnographic evidence or we could examine the vessels
for patterns of actual use. There have been many contributions to this line of inquiry. These
contributions include insights from both ethnographic and experimental work. Once again
evidence of actual vessel use can be derived from key characteristic patterns of sooting,
discoloration, wear, and burning. Skibo presents a thorough documentation of use indicators in
an ethnographic context that translates well to prehistoric patterns of use (Skibo 2013; Skibo
1992; Skibo 2009). Halley presents indicators of use alteration including soot deposition,

oxidation discoloration and pitting (Hally 1983:4).
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To explore the function of two fairly complete vessels from the Richter assemblage,
indicators of use wear were documented. Exterior areas of sooting and oxidation were
documented and photographed. The general patterns were documented and a sketch provided.
On the interior of the vessel areas of discoloration including oxidation, sooting, and burning was
documented. Also, other changes to the interior such as distribution of pedestalled temper were
noted. Patterns and types of documented use are discussed incorporating insights from the work

of Skibo and others.

Lithic Materials
The lithic materials recovered from both field seasons at the Richter site include 28,260

pieces of debitage and 789 chipped stone tools conducted by Dustin Blodgett for his Master’s
Thesis in 2004 (Blodgett 2004:61-62). Blodgett’s analysis of this collection utilized descriptive
terminology rather than terminology based on function. Traditional functional terminology may

be based on incorrect assumptions of prehistoric tool function.

Generally, this method of analysis consists of both a mass analysis and an analysis of
individual flakes. Due to the large quantities of lithic debitage at the Richter site the focus of the
analysis was on completing a mass analysis. Blodgett used a modified version of that created by

Lurie and Joslin-Jeske for Northwestern University (Lurie and Joslin-Jeske n.d.)

Copper
All the copper pieces and culturally associated minerals were collected and identified

during site excavations. The exception to this was a single piece of flat copper (CP501) found in
a lot of unsorted materials associated with F51 in Unit NSO/E08. All artifacts were weighed,
measured, and described. Due to the abundance and variety of copper artifacts they are described
and discussed separately from other mineral materials found at the site.
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Minerals
Minerals in this context include materials identified by excavators as unworked raw

materials. These do not include lithic raw materials such as chert, unutilized cobbles, Fire
Cracked Rock (FCR), or other similar materials. Minerals from the Richter site include ocherous
materials and mica. These were identified and weighed. All data was collected by lot and was

recorded in an Excel spreadsheet.

Fire Cracked Rock

Fire Cracked Rock was not systematically collected or noted during excavation at the
Richter site. Most of the materials identified as FCR were found in unprocessed bags of artifacts
from the excavation or misidentified as lithic materials. All materials were identified and

weighed. All data was collected by lot and entered on an Excel spreadsheet.

Organic Remains
Preservation of many classes of organic materials from the Richter was good. Excavators

were able to collect large amounts of faunal materials. Excavators also collected large amounts
of charcoal from contexts throughout the site. Floral materials were underrepresented because of

the lack of flotation of feature fill from the site.

Faunal Remains

The extensive faunal collection from this site was processed and initial material
identifications made by students following the field schools. Feature faunal materials were
analyzed by Ralph Koziarski (n.d., 2009). His methods are documented in the faunal section

below.
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Floral

At some point in the past, the floral materials were recovered were examined and a report
was written. This report was missing from the curated documents of the site. Data for this section
was produced by reexamining floral remains that could be relocated in the curated collection.
These materials were examined by Jennifer Picard of UWM Cultural Resource. They were
examined under 10 x magnification. Information including species, amount, and site provenience

was recorded for sample. Samples were restricted to those from contexts below the plow zone.

Charcoal

The presence of charcoal was noted for several locations during excavation. It was found
in features as well as in non-feature contexts of the site. It was also noted that charcoal was
found in the site plow zone. The collection of charcoal during excavation does not appear to have

been conducted systematically. Charcoal was weighed for each lot. All data was recorded by lot.
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Chapter 5
The Richter Site

Description and Location

The Richter Site is located in the NE 4 of the NE Y4 of the SE % of Section 11, Township
33 North, Range 29 East in the Town of Washington, Door County, Wisconsin. The site is
situated on a stabilized beach at an elevation of 179 m above sea level and 2 m above current

lake levels of 177 m above sea level (Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2).
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Figure 5.1. Map showing site location.
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Figure 5.2. Location of Richter Site on Washington Island, Door County, Wisconsin.
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Washington Island Archaeology

The earliest account of the prehistoric occupation of Washington Island is that of George
Fox published in the 1915 Wisconsin Archeologist. Fox conducted a survey during which
prehistoric sites were mapped and documented on Washington, Rock, Detroit, and Plum Islands
(Figure 5.3). Sites considered to be villages were documented at Washington Harbor, Little
Lake, and Jackson Harbor on the northern portion of the island. A site described as a “lithic
workshop” is located also on the northern portion of the island at the base of a limestone outcrop.
This outcrop differs from the large outcrop of limestone in the central portion of the island
known as Lookout Mountain. Villages encircle Washington Harbor. This area also includes
mounds and cornfields. The Boyer Bluff area on the west side of Washington Harbor includes
villages and cemeteries. Within this same area is Little Lake. Fox’s map indicated two areas of
settlement on Little Lake, one on the northeastern side and one at the southern base. Both of

these areas also include cornfields (Fox 1915).

On the eastern side of Washington Island a village site is mapped at Sand Bay. Two
village sites are mapped at West Bay on the western side of the island, north of Lobdill’s Point.
On the southern portion of the island two large areas of settlement are found on the northern
shores of Detroit Harbor. Cemeteries are found to the west of the westernmost of these
settlement or village areas. To the north of the eastern settlement at Detroit Harbor are two areas
described as pits. It is interesting that no cornfields are noted in this portion of the island. East of
Detroit Harbor a village is mapped at Castle Point. Fox indicates that the Jesuits describe the
Noquet as resident in the area. The area was also home to Pottowatomie, Ottawa, Menominee,
and Chippewa, according to Fox (Fox 1915:159). Ceramics with grit temper are documented

from Jackson Harbor, Castle Point and Detroit Harbor. Smooth grit tempered sherds with what
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may be Laurel plain tool stamping were recovered from West Bay. Fox mentions only one

location with shell tempered pottery. This is from his location 24 (Fox 1915:174-175).
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Figure 5.3. Fox 1915 Map of Washington Island. This map illustrates the location of modern documented

sites and areas surveyed by the 1968 UWM Field School and where possible in regards to Fox 1915
original map.
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Of the locations mapped and documented by Fox a number correspond with sites that
have been the subject of more recent work or documentation. The presence of corn, though only
a single specimen, has recently been documented by Overstreet at the Little Lake site. This site is
to the east of Little Lake in an area described as the location of historic Native American corn
fields (Overstreet and Harvey 2001). Mero complex, Point Sauble, and Late Woodland ceramic
materials were recovered (Overstreet and Harvey 2001). On the western shoreline of Washington
Harbor a large number of shell tempered Oneota sherds have been recovered (Personal
Observation). It would seem that occupations described in this area by Fox are currently related

to Oneota, Late Woodland and Historic occupations.

The location of the Richter site coincides with areas identified by Fox as village locations
15 and 16 on the northern shore of Detroit Harbor. Location 15 would also seem to correspond to
the current location of the Holiday Inn and most likely the Detroit Harbor site surveyed in 1986,
though this is not documented. Shell tempered pottery was recovered from this location

according to the property owner.

History of Richter Site Investigations

In 1968 an University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee (UWM) Field School under the
direction of G. Richard Peske located and conducted test excavations at four archaeological sites
and made surface collections at an additional eight locations on Washington Island, Door
County, Wisconsin (Table 5.1). Survey locations were drawn from sites originally documented
by George Fox in 1915 (Figure 5.3)(Peters n.d.-b:1). The location of most of the areas surveyed

in 1968 is not documented in the remaining records associated with the 1968 field season.
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Of areas surveyed and tested only the Richter site harbored intact subsurface features.

The site also had excellent preservation of floral and faunal materials (Peters n.d.-c:1).

Table 5.1. 1968 Survey Locations after Peters n.d.

Site Name Survey Type Results
Ayers Surface Collection, Excavation of 2 Disturbed
Test Pits
Petersen Surface Collection No Further Work
Olson Surface Collection No Further Work
Cooper Surface Collection No Further Work
West Bay (Murphy) Surface Collection No Further Work
Ulm Surface Collection No Further Work
Mountain Road Lookout Point  Surface Collection No Further Work
Jacobsen’s SW Field Surface Collection No Further Work
E. Trueblood Celt, Collected underwater clay No Further Work
sample
Gibson Surface Collection, Excavation of Disturbed
10 Trench Units and 4 Test Pits
Detroit Harbor Surface Collection, Excavation of 3  Disturbed
Test Pits
Richter (47DR80) Surface Collection, Excavation of 7  Intact Subsurface Feature,
Test Pits Excavations Expanded

In 1973 an UWM Field School under the direction of Guy Gibbon returned to the Richter
site. Peters indicates that the goal of this field work was to help elucidate the relationship of
North Bay to other “Northern Tier” cultures. Gibbon considered the Richter site to be a single

component North Bay site (Peters n.d.-b:4).

The initial excavations in 1968 began with the excavation 