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ABSTRACT
THE INTRODUCTION OF HAVANA-HOPEWELL IN WEST MICHIGAN AND
NORTHWEST INDIANA: AN INTEGRATIVE APPROACH TO THE IDENTIFICATION OF
COMMUNITIES, INTERACTION NETWORKS, AND MOBILITY PATTERNS
By
Jeff Chivis

This research examines approximately 500 Middle Woodland (~150 B.C. — A.D. 400)
pottery samples from 56 habitation and burial mound sites in west Michigan and northwest
Indiana to identify the different types of mechanisms that were associated with the introduction
and persistence of Havana-Hopewellian information and ceramic technology in the study region.
It achieves this by fusing stylistic pottery analyses with compositional (i.e., ceramic petrography)
analyses to define the social boundaries of different types of communities on multiple spatial
scales.

The results have provided insight into the complex and dynamic types of cultural
interactions and mobility patterns operating within the study region, the distinct behavioral
patterns unique to each individual community, and the assortment of mechanisms responsible for
the spread and maintenance of Havana-Hopewell. Mechanisms identified in this research
include diffusion, fission, migration, family visitation, the likely frequent intermarriage between
communities, the seasonal use or scheduling of resource use within buffer zones, territorial
expansion, pilgrimage, potential community merger, down-the-line exchange, the likely
exchange of food and other material goods, and a shared multi-community mortuary program.
The results ultimately suggest that social boundaries on both local and regional spatial scales

were open, fluid, and probably unbounded.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The Havana-Hopewell phenomenon has largely been defined in singular interregional
terms (e.g., a wide network of trade of raw materials and exchange of ideas, a specific mortuary
cult, a worldview, or a network of peer polities, among others) (see Chapter 2 for a more
complete discussion). One reason why early researchers focused on interregional interactions
was because previous Havana-Hopewellian studies tended to focus on highly visible prestige
goods or artifact types. This occurred at a time when these artifact types were more numerous in
collections and habitation site data were nearly non-existent. However, these highly visible
items only address a limited sphere of interaction that emphasizes status goods, organized
transport, and elite involvements (Fie 2006, 2008) and downplays the important roles of distinct
communities and their contribution to the distribution of particular material culture types (Carr
2006d).

Consequently, it has become increasingly apparent that the Havana-Hopewell
phenomenon was more dynamic than these early studies suggest and that a panoply of
mechanisms operating at different spatial scales was likely involved in the sharing of
Hopewellian information and objects. There is a need to more thoroughly examine Havana-
Hopewell as a local phenomenon and to consider the development and nature of Havana-
Hopewell at multiple spatial scales (as suggested or exemplified by Bolnick and Smith 2007;
Buikstra 1976; Buikstra and Charles 1999; Carr and Case 2006a; Carr and Komorowski 1995;
Carr and Maslowski 1995; Charles 1995; Greber 1976, 1996, 1997; Griffin 1967; Pacheco 1993,

1996; Pacheco and Dancey 2006; Prufer 1964; Prufer et al. 1965; Smith 1992; Stoltman 2015;



Wymer 1996, 1997). This need is especially strong within the study region due to the lack of
studies employing multiscalar approaches.

In response, this dissertation acknowledges that the diversity of economic, political,
social, and ideological processes operating inside each cultural group is as important as external
processes (i.e., long distance exchange and interaction) in shaping the overall organization of an
interaction network (Dobres and Hoffman 1994; Stein 2002). It, therefore, employs a bottom-up
approach to initially identify communities on the intraregional spatial scale through the
examination of pottery from approximately 56 habitation and burial mound sites in west
Michigan and northwest Indiana (Figure 1-1). This particular study region is conducive to the
approach employed in this dissertation, despite the fact that most Havana-Hopewellian studies
have historically focused on the so-called “core areas” of Havana-Hopewell influence: Ohio and
Illinois. Itis clear, however, that Havana-Hopewell was present in most other areas of the
Eastern Woodlands and that people outside of these “core areas” displayed unique variations in
what we archaeologically recognize as Havana-Hopewell in character, and that each region
possessed unigue social, political, and economic complexities (e.g., Bense 1994; Fortier 2006;
Jeske 2006; Kellar 1979; Logan 2006; McKern 1942).

Simply applying general models from Illinois or Ohio to the study region, therefore, is
untenable. As opposed to Ohio Hopewell models that were developed from populations that
incorporated low-degrees of horticulture, displayed relatively higher degrees of sedentism, and
more complex sociopolitical organization (Pacheco and Dancy 2006), there is a need within the
study region to develop models from within that better align with the sociopolitical organization
of peoples inhabiting west Michigan and northwest Indiana during this time period. Specifically,

a model that more clearly incorporates small-scale/hunter-gatherer theory is required because it



appears that, in contrast to Ohio and Illinois populations, both west Michigan and northwest
Indiana peoples were relatively egalitarian and relied primarily on hunting and gathering as their
primary mode of subsistence (Brashler et al. 2006; Brashler, Garland, and Lovis 1994; Mangold
2009; Brashler and Holman 2004; Mangold and Schurr 2006). To this end, the main goal of this
dissertation is to employ a theoretical framework drawn from ethnographic and ethnohistoric
data of small-scale or hunter-gatherer societies to identify and explain the different types of
interactions and mechanisms that were associated with the introduction and persistence of
Havana-Hopewellian information into west Michigan during the Middle Woodland period (~150
B.C. — A.D. 400). The types of information of interest in this research are Havana-Hopewellian
socioreligious and technological ideas related to identity and interaction networks present in the

study region.



Middle Woodland
Michigan & Indiana
Archaeology Sites

LAKE MICHIGAN

Galien River
Grand River

Kalamazoo River

Rensselaer

Tloud

'l':l:l14l'>.:\ ‘Hb
‘ gel 0
Ntehall of RI" QQ

Muske Jancarich

(4 clustered sites) S MONTCALM

O Cedar
MUSKEGON e Pring
Greemville
Sparta .
2 42 Rockford
Frutpor Belding
Nra

esrooniel ;
\ _Converse Gl'a”d R”','er

OTTAWA Walk ‘J
Grand Rapics =~ 1A
| ot (i ¥ Suer Prison Farm
1 Grandville
Hudsorwille Nor‘.tlon MOUndS i 2 j*-l

cunervine
Zeeland -

Middleville

Wayland Hastings

EA
| .IAHI- \N BAKRY

“""""Armintrout-Blackman

@ ,
@ Muskegon River . Plainwclng 'fa/a”’
@ st Joseph River - \ L é:f{be,
@ Marshall County T oehtemo EomsI 98 O\
3 \ . Mill Garderns
. Paw Paw i A . oun |
() Kankakee River W lociomaptiortioed” =0 2 o KACAMAZO( Y
— Lawton
Date: 10/21/2015 1 in = 17 miles Decatur SRl g ickstung Lgforen
/'i' Inion
/ . City
036 12 18 24 30 /| Stevensidle
: / ‘ [errien Dowagiac e‘ Thres |
[ o — WIS = e ‘\s) Ri B .»w
/ naams -
s Jman ‘ CAS “$ I.‘)]H BRANCH
-/ QQ onstantine
/ t r«-. PP
‘[ ‘ &n i) Moccasin E;"H.f..f.g.....\o" @ e o
b . S5 “ Pigeon
Tk ’7 ot S . Line i, s Fren|
b - 3 L o T Bristol
% ~ South
< ok - Bend Osceola ELKHART 2( Lagrange { Angola
LGty Py 3@= La Porte I JOSEPH LAGRANGI |
i S Portage ™~ — LAPORTE Goshen
Ros E Nortt Topeka
( Hobart - Q,( @' rloony Wakarusa [ Dow Hudson Aspiey
Saint 2
Merrillville Valparaiso Ve o o
lohn | oy s “.”ne \/ V) Goodallren er Bremen  Nappanee S pgnier Kendallville | o iono 0
LAKE | ) Wana > P -~ Syracuse { wate
PORTET A RIVH“[_“” hiptoed NOBLI - DE KALI
Hamlet Avilla
chir o e“o. - INDIANA el
Q o Y ll,m-nu@ 20
Knox @ K OSCHI SK(
TARKI @
‘ | Culver arsaw ',Iulml‘u,-,'u‘
LGP o
'\ 2 Eolumbia C Wallen Sen
R olumbia City
) 12MR4 VHITLEY 7~ Fort
ru sk FULTON g At G
'bQ Rochester ALLEN
o 0(: grama Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, TomTom, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO,
O Q USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase!lIGN| Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri

FULTON Japan, METI, Esri ChinaL(IL(B'h'ﬁ Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndias® A1 1111
OpensStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community.

Figure 1-1: Study Region

4



In order to approach the primary goal of investigating the ways in which new
socioreligious information (i.e., Havana-Hopewell) and ceramic style and technology is spread
across time and space, this research employed a bottom-up approach, as stated above. Because |
am interested in understanding cultural processes on the local spatial scale before moving onto
regional scale interactions, the most important step involved an identification of small-scale
intraregional communities within river valleys. This was accomplished through ceramic
compositional and stylistic analyses. Once these communities were identified, their interactions
with other communities and their involvement in regional interaction networks were then
examined. This approach provided a comprehensive multiscalar identification of communities
and the types of interactions between these communities which considered the varying roles of
individual communities in the adoption of a foreign belief system (i.e., Havana-Hopewell).

The boundaries of these different types of communities were defined through the fusion
of an analysis of visual style with technical style (focusing on ceramic petrography). This
approach yielded robust results capable of achieving the major goals of this project. This type of
pottery analysis is a rare and sorely needed approach within the study region. Only recently,
however, have sufficient data been available in west Michigan to address these types of issues
from an approach relying on both stylistic and compositional analyses.

Following Morris (1995), visual style refers to the visible, elaborate formal variation that
is actively used to communicate messages. Examples of visual style variables are surface
decoration type or surface finish (e.g., slip). Technical style, on the other hand, is the formal
variation that results from individual or group choices in the techniques of production. The
ceramic petrography variables used in this research that are related to vessel composition (e.g.,

percent sand or silt, natural inclusion type, temper type etc.) are good examples of technical style



variables (refer to Chapter 3 for a more complete discussion of variables used in this research).
Technical styles can be both visible and obscure and can actively communicate messages
(Lechtman 1977) or passively reflect enculturation patterns (Sackett 1982). Unlike visual styles
that have extensive distributions, technical styles commonly exhibit significantly more restricted
geographic distributions that reflect localized technical systems and their populations (Morris
1995). The use of this framework, as described below, ultimately illuminated the types of
mechanisms responsible for the initial spread and temporal continuation of Havana-Hopewell in
the study region.

Another important intention of this research was to draw conclusions that went beyond
the commonly relied upon tradition-phase model. Although a normative framework (based upon
the tradition-phase model, specifically the west Michigan Norton Tradition and the northwest
Indiana Goodall Tradition: see Figure 1-2) was initially used to provide an important starting
point to examine interaction patterns, this research transcended this time-honored culture-
historical archaeological definition of the tradition by examining the dynamic cultural processes
operating within and between small-scale communities within the study region, before delving
into their participation in larger communities on the regional spatial scale. This process was
enhanced and supported through the development of a new and more up-to-date temporal model
for the study region, which is defined in Chapter 5. The theoretical framework described below

served as the foundation from which to accomplish the goals of this research.
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Theoretical Framework
This research applies a theoretical framework that details the nature of different types of
interaction and exchange activities that are expected to operate on different spatial scales (e.g.,
intraregional, regional, interregional). Although many of these behaviors are described as
belonging to a certain spatial scale, it is acknowledged that they may be present along a spectrum
of multiple scales. However, | attempt to identify specific behaviors on differing spatial scales
when | can. The theoretical framework described below draws on ethnographic and
ethnohistoric data that specify the varying types of interaction patterns and the types of
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communities (e.g., residential, sustainable, symbolic) operating on these spatial scales. The
discussion begins with intraregional spatial scale expectations and community types and then
moves onto regional and interregional spatial scale expectations and communities. An

explanation for the use of technical and visual styles on each spatial scale is also included.

Intraregional Interactions, Residential Communities, and Technical Style

On the intraregional spatial scale (i.e., within river valleys or between kin groups),
residential communities, which are defined by coresidence or close residence, and regular face-
to-face interaction (Carr 2006a; Mahoney 2000; Ruby et al. 2006; Varien 1999), are the types of
communities expected to be operating. Archaeologically, a residential community may conform
to either a village or neighborhood. The village residential community is equivalent to a single
archaeological site, while a neighborhood may be equivalent to a cluster of sites within a small
area (Ruby et al. 2006).

At this scale, the frequency of regular face-to-face interaction is significantly more
common compared to larger spatial scales. These small-scale indigenous societies are usually
united through ties of kinship and marriage, although these ties can be extremely fluid and
opportunistic in nature (Lovis and Whallon 2016; McClurken 1988; O’Shea and Milner 2002;
Whallon, Lovis, and Hitchcock 2011). Sharing and gift-giving are the types of exchange most
common between these communities and usually consist of the exchange of subsistence-
maintenance goods (Kelly 1995; Whallon, Lovis, and Hitchcock 2011). Local social boundaries
amongst these peoples are sometimes created or shared through a combination of built structures
(e.g., enclosures, mounds, ossuary sites) or the ideological incorporation of major nature features

(e.g., rivers) (O’Shea and Milner 2002). Of importance, drainage systems can play a central role



in the way in which mobile hunter-gatherers, especially northern foragers, organize themselves
and how they use and perceive their landscape (Jarvenpa and Brumbach 2016; Lovis and
Donahue 2011; Lovis and Whallon 2016).

These closely related societies tend to stress the importance of society, social roles, and
communal identities over individual and personal identities (Carr 1995b; Voss and Young 1995).
Consequently, and as it relates to material culture expression, messages that are deemed most
important culturally (i.e., society-wide values) are encoded in attributes that are the most visible
due to their effectiveness for communication, while less important messages (i.e., individual
concerns) are encoded in the remaining more obscure attributes (Carr 1995b; Carr and
Maslowski 1995; Lowman and Alland 1973; Wobst 1977). Therefore, material culture variation
and identity on this spatial scale are expected to be both passively and actively marked,
depending on whether the intended message is related to individual- or social-scale significance
(Carr 1995b; Carr and Neitzel 1995).

Formalized active marking of society- or community-level identity via material culture
symbolism is not likely between these communities, however, because a shared communal
identity is most likely already in place (O’Shea and Milner 2002; Parkinson 2006; Zvelebil
2006), partly due to the sharing of a common landscape (Basso 1996; Lovis and Whallon 2016).
Active communication of individual artisans, non-blood kin, or family identity can occur through
the use of obscure/poorly visible attributes though (Carr 1995b; Lemonnier 1986, 1990, 1993a).
The use of these obscure attributes (e.g., interior vessel lip notching, etc.), especially when
viewing distances are small or when separate groups interact in a restricted space, express

within-group cooperation and social integration (Carr 1995b). This type of behavior is expected



among small-scale societies on this spatial scale (Carr and Case 2006b; Hall 1997; Pryor and
Carr 1995; Washburn 1995; Wiessner 1983).

In light of these factors, it was decided that a technical style analysis would be the most
useful approach to document the various types of exchange and interaction patterns (such as
those detailed in Carr 1995b: Table 7-1 and 7-2) on this spatial scale. Rather than visual styles
that are portrayed in the end product, there are also choices that artisans make which are
represented in the way the end product (i.e., pottery) is made or achieved: “the technical styles of
doing things” (Morris 1995: 431). These choices are drawn from a socially constrained pool of
attributes that are the product of the history of the particular community (Carr 1995b; Dobres and
Hoffman 1994; Hoffman 1995; Hoffman and Dobres 1999; Lechtman 1977; Mahias 1993,
Sackett 1982, 1985, 1990; van der Leeuw 1993). Importantly, technical styles represent the
learned “recipes” of ceramic construction in this research.

These technical styles commonly have restricted distributions that reflect localized
technical systems and their populations (i.e., residential communities) because they are generally
learned as a result of close interaction among producers and/or through hands-on instruction
(Dobres and Hoffman 1994; Galaty 2008; Gosselain 1998; Hegmon et al. 2000; Hodder 2000;
Hoffman and Dobres 1999; Ingold 1990; Lemonnier 1986, 1990, 1993a, 1993b; Miller 2007,
Schiffer and Skibo 1987; Skibo and Schiffer 2008; Stark 1999; Wallaert-Petre 200; Wright
1993). As such, vessel composition and various forms of morphology and decoration functioned
as indicators of personal and social identity amongst and between closely-related communities in

this research.
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Regional and Interregional Interactions

The types of communities operating on the regional and interregional spatial scales are
sustainable and symbolic communities. Composed of relationships beyond the residential
community, sustainable communities are regional social networks designed to offset and buffer
against local subsistence shortages and local demographic variations (e.g., birth and death rates,
sex ratios, etc.) through the exchange of mates, labor, food, and other material resources.
Sustainable communities can be thought of as playing a role in long-term viability by meeting
the size requirements necessary to avoid incest and maintain a viable mating network (Carr
2006a; Mahoney 2000; Ruby et al. 2006). Symbolic communities, on the other hand, emphasize
symbols to actively define, communicate, and negotiate membership in a social group that
transcends or crosscuts local residential groups for common political, economic, social, and/or
religious purposes (Carr 2006a; Charles 1995; Ruby et al. 2006). This research focuses on the
social and religious aspects (specifically mortuary ritual at burial mound sites) to define
symbolic communities in this research since there are not enough data available at this time to
identify other potential segments of a symbolic community, such as age grades, cult societies,
sodalities, or gender-based groups (Ruby et al. 2006). Both sustainable and symbolic
communities may have fluid boundaries and membership resulting from changing social,
political, or economic environments. Both would have also functioned to temporarily unite
independent and loosely organized communities for various social, economic, and/or spiritual
reasons (Hall 1997).

Interaction and exchange between communities on these spatial scales becomes more
formalized and ritualized due to an increase in social and/or geographic distance or linguistic

differences (O’Shea and Milner 2002). At the interregional scale, interaction and exchange
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become even more formalized due to increasing degrees of social distance and can be executed
to acquire esoteric goods, materials, or knowledge that are locally scarce or unavailable.
Compared to intraregional interactions, interaction and exchange on this scale can more
frequently be carried out for sociopolitical machinations (e.g., to increase or validate the
authority or prestige of leaders) (Carr 2006d; Helms 1988; O’Shea and Milner 2002; Parkinson
2006; Zvelebil 2006).

Therefore, ceramic decoration, due to its highly visible nature, longer viewing distances,
and correlation with society-at-large communication (Carr 1995b), is expected to reflect active
and/or conscious messages characteristic of interactions between sustainable and symbolic
communities exhibiting some degree of social distance (Hodder 1979; Wiessner 1983, 1984;
Wobst 1977). Specifically, the symboling of community boundaries using material culture on
this scale often involves larger viewing distances and more highly visible attributes (Carr 1995b).

For these reasons, it was most appropriate to apply a visual style analysis to explore the
types of interactions common on these spatial scales. A focus on active material symbolism of
identity and messaging aligns with the nature of interactions on this scale, which involves
communities with perhaps no prior face-to-face contact interacting, residing, and cooperating
under potentially stressful conditions (O’Shea and Milner 2002). Unlike technical styles that
have restricted distributions, visual styles have extensive distributions because highly visible
decorative traits are easily copied and shared amongst far-flung peoples. It is recognized that
visual styles are actively used to communicate messages and identity among peoples interacting
on these spatial scales (Morris 1995).

A word of caution is warranted here. It should be noted that the multi-scalar relationships

described above acted as important starting points in this research but they are not as simple as
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initially stated. For example, larger social units, such as symbolic and sustainable communities,
and the degree of active and/or passive interaction between them have been revealed through the
study of obscure attributes (i.e., those most commonly associated with technical style) (Carr and
Maslowski 1995; Graves 1982; Hodder 1982; Newton 1974; Roe 1979; Voss 1982; Washburn
1983). This is a caution against relying solely on visual style in defining symbolic and
sustainable communities. Conversely, passive indicators of identity can be included in pottery
vessel exchange on the regional or interregional spatial scales.

Furthermore, active displays of personal or social identity may be evident between two
geographically close residential communities. The range of possibilities is great and requires a
more integrative approach to understanding the variable nature of interactions during the Middle
Woodland period. In addition to an attribute’s visibility, a consideration of its context of
production and use, and its geographical distribution are necessary in order to narrow down the
more specific potential processes responsible for its existence (see Carr 1995b; Carr and Neitzel

1995).

Predicted Outcomes and Expectations
Intraregional Spatial Scale Expectations and Analysis

This section details the expectations and predictions of this research, focusing mostly on
the local or nonlocal nature of pottery vessels in this research. It does not comprehensively
explain the methodology/analysis of the research (refer to Chapter 3 for this discussion). The
first step in this research was to define intraregional residential communities. One expectation
that should be stated in the forefront is that a residential community should usually conform to a
neighborhood (collection of closely-spaced sites) rather than a village (a single site) because the

populations in this research were seasonally mobile. In this case, several geographically-close
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sites should exhibit very similar visual and technical styles. Specifically, a pattern of within-site
(or intraregional) homogeneity along with between-site (or interregional) heterogeneity was
expected for residential communities (e.g., Ferring and Pertulla 1987). This was generally found
to be a reasonable assumption and allowed for the identification of residential communities.

There are also a number of expectations regarding the local and nonlocal nature of
pottery vessels constructed by people between river valleys in the Norton and Goodall
Traditions. Table 1-1 displays these expectations and outlines the relationship between my
“stylistic”” and compositional analyses. Note that the compositional distinctions (paste vs. body)
made in the table are the products of the petrographic analysis. Whereas the body refers to the
bulk composition of the vessel, including temper, clays, and all courser natural inclusions, the
paste represents the mixture of natural materials, clays, and courser inclusions found in the raw
sediments collected by potters before tempers are added (Stoltman 2001). The body functions as
a gauge of technology, function, and informs on the learned and shared “recipe” of ceramic

production, while the paste informs more on the acquisition of raw materials.

Exotic Visual Style Local Visual Style
Local Paste & Body B. “Copies” A Loca_ll_y I\_/Ianufactured
(utilitarian pots)
Nonlocal Paste &
Body C. Imports D. Imports
Nonlocal Paste/clay P F. Made during a visit to
only E. “Copies” made elsewhere .
. another region & brought
+ & brought back to site !
back to site
Local Body
Nonlocal Body/recipe G. Made by visitors to site H. Made by visitors to site
only : using most commonly
using most commonly used
+ clay type used clay & most common
Local paste decorations at that site

Table 1-1: Eight Expectations for Local vs. Nonlocal Character of Ceramic Samples
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The category that proved most useful for identifying and defining the parameters of
intraregional residential communities included the types of vessels with local visual style designs
and local paste and body compositions (box “A” in Table 1-1). These were assumed to represent
the majority of pottery within a site assemblage and were regarded as locally-manufactured
utilitarian pots. Because the degree of ceramic stylistic similarity between sites was expected to
be directly related to the amount of social interaction between those communities (Deetz 1965;
Longacre 1964, 1970; Whallon 1968), the visual styles of these vessels were anticipated to be
alike (due to the high frequency of interaction expected to occur within a site). Meanwhile, the
technical styles or recipes for ceramic construction (involving those obscure petrographic
attributes) should be similar due to enculturation/apprenticeship events occurring amongst and
between these closely-related learning pools or communities (Colson 1974; Gosselain 1998;
Pryor and Carr 1995; Wallaert-Petre 2001; Wiessner 1983).

These vessels likely played an important integrative role in creating and maintaining
cohesion within or between residential communities through the exchange of subsistence-
maintenance goods. In these contexts, strict boundary maintenance was not expected because it
is acknowledged that the most prudent adaptive strategy (among these types of societies) would
be to use style and morphology for community integration (Kelly 1995; Pryor and Carr 1995).
Based on theories put forth by Carr (1995b), O’Shea and Milner (2002), Parkinson (2006), Pryor
and Carr (1995), and Zvelebil (2006), these pots can signal both active and passive processes
related to the individual and family within residential communities, such as a shared cultural

history, potter’s personal preferences, enculturation (Hill 1970; Longarce 1964), raw material
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availability, or technology of construction, among others (see Carr 1995b Table 7-2 for a full
Synopsis).

It is possible, however, that two separate sites could employ very similar visual styles but
differ in the technical style used to construct these vessels, which could indicate two separate
ceramic construction techniques and communities and the sharing of decorative elements to
communicate a shared identity. If this was the case, two separate residential communities were
defined. The converse could also be true: two separate sites could employ very similar technical
styles but differ in the use of visual styles. This would also constitute the definition of two
separate residential communities since it is likely that these two closely related communities

have chosen to actively distinguish themselves from each other.

Regional and Interregional Expectations and Analysis

Once residential communities were identified within individual river basins, their
involvement in regional-scale sustainable and/or symbolic communities (Charles 1995; Mahoney
2000; Ruby et al. 2006) were examined. The most pertinent vessels of interest on this scale
comprised the “outliers” from the initial identification of residential communities. When
nonlocal compositions were discovered at an individual site, these sherds informed on
community-level interactions occurring on the regional and interregional spatial scales.
Habitation site outlier pots were expected to possess either nonlocal visual styles or nonlocal
technical styles/recipes. Finding “matches” for these recipes or styles from other communities
(or sites) was sought in order to determine that vessel’s origin.

Compared to habitation site vessels, the use of burial mound vessels presented a more
complicated case. Archaeologists frequently assume that the interment of individuals and

cultural objects in Middle Woodland burial mounds involved the aggregation and participation of

16



several distinct regional communities originating from different parts of a region (Mainfort 1996;
Reid 1991; Struever 1964; Yerkes 2002). This assumption was expected to hold up to testing
since mortuary pots likely played a role in regional-scale interactions due to the likely integrative
nature of these communities (Carr 2006a; Hall 1997; Pryor and Carr 1995; Washburn 1995). It
was expected that the nonlocal signature of either the visual or technical styles of these vessels
would aid in the identification of their place of origin (i.e., residential community) and/or the
type of mechanism responsible for its existence at a particular site (e.g., copying of local
decorations, shared participation in mortuary ritual, etc.). It was also expected that other
mortuary pots assembled with nonlocal technical and/or visual styles would aid in the
identification of a more distant community’s involvement in this mortuary ceremony. This
analytical process assisted in the definition of the geographical extent of symbolic and/or
sustainable communities and even the potential use of multiple burial mounds by a single
community (e.g., Carr 2006c; Ruby et al. 2006).

Returning to Table 1-1, there were primarily seven other potential ceramic outcomes of
analysis (boxes “B” — “H”) that had a significant bearing on my interpretation of interaction
networks on the regional and interregional spatial scales. First, Middle Woodland pots with
exotic visual style designs but with local paste and body compositions (“B” in Table 1-1) were
defined as “copies,” or imitations of nonlocal styles. These were assumed to be made by local
communities or individuals who copied outside design styles in order to actively convey a shared
identity among symbolic communities and/or sustainable communities. Although these vessels
could result from intermarriage between separate communities with different identities, it is more

likely that they result from the choice to convey a shared identity. As Braun (1977: 123) states,
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“homogeneity in decorative behavior is highest among persons who make pottery together,
regardless of where they learned the craft.”

If copies are found within a burial mound, they were assumed to indicate symbolic
community interaction, while those excavated from habitation sites would signal sustainable
community interaction. This is based upon the following considerations. Although a single
ritual site may simultaneously function as a ceremonial center for a local symbolic community
and a broader sustainable community (Carr 2006a, 2006¢), mounds in west Michigan were likely
utilized by symbolic communities focusing on cooperative efforts, group unity, and shared
property. Considering the likely integrative nature of these communities, it is more likely that
burial mounds were used by symbolic communities because sustainable communities, in
contrast, focus on competitive displays and do not emphasize group unity (Buikstra and Charles
1999; Morris 1991).

The second and third potential analytical outcomes related to regional scale interaction
patterns involved vessels referred to as “imports.” All imported vessels are characterized by
both nonlocal paste and body compositions. In general, imported vessels were assumed to arrive
through long-distance exchange/down-the-line exchange, exchange accompanying interregional
visitation (Fie 2000, 2006, 2008), intermarriage, or other processes detailed in Carr (1995a,
1995b). They could also result from long-distance learning of esoteric knowledge in which
“proof” (in the form of pots) is brought back with the intention of incorporating Havana-
Hopewellian beliefs into society (Carr 2006d).

There are two types of imports identified in this research, however: one with exotic visual
styles (“C” in table) and one with local visual styles (“D” in table). The former likely represents

interaction with members from other sustainable or symbolic communities (due to the perceived
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need to use a rare decorative trait in order to actively communicate a shared identity/message).
Similar to “copies,” these imports are assumed to have played a primary role in actively
communicating a shared communal identity among symbolic communities (if found within
burial mound contexts) or sustainable communities (if excavated from habitation site contexts).
The second type of imported vessel, on the other hand, likely hints at interaction with a closely
related and frequently visited residential community due to the sharing of common decorative
traits.

The fourth and fifth potential categories are more difficult to interpret but include vessels
with nonlocal pastes and local recipes/bodies. The fourth (“E” in Table 1-1) likely represents
another type of “copy” based upon the use of nonlocal decorative designs. In this instance,
however, these vessels were likely made by people while at another community’s village (hence,
the nonlocal paste) and were brought back and deposited at the home village site of the vessel
creator. This complex scenario likely hints at sustainable and/or symbolic community
interaction, based upon the copying of exotic visual styles in order to communicate a shared
identity.

The fifth ceramic category (“F” in Table 1-1) contains vessels with local visual styles and
body values but have nonlocal pastes/clay types. Similar to the fourth category explained above,
mobility patterns seem to explain the nature of these vessels. As was the case with the fourth
category, the fifth category of vessels were likely made by people while away at another
community’s village and were brought back and deposited at the home village of the person who
manufactured the pot. The major difference between the two classes is that “F” in Table 1-1
likely hints at interaction between distinct, but closely-related and frequently interacting,

residential communities due to the use of very similar or identical visual styles. Again,
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“homogeneity in decorative behavior is highest among persons who make pottery together...”
(Braun 1977: 123).

The sixth and seventh potential ceramic outcomes also represent complex scenarios.
Both of these types of vessels have nonlocal recipes that differ from the local recipe unique to a
particular site, but they also have local pastes common to that site. Both of these scenarios
suggest the presence of people who originate from different residential communities (hence,
nonlocal recipe/body) than the residential community that inhabited the site at which these
vessels were made at (hence, local paste/clay) and recovered from. In other words, it appears
that other people from other residential communities traveled to this site, used the most
commonly used clay type (local paste) employed at that site by that home community to
construct a vessel, but made that vessel with the recipe characteristic of that person’s community
(nonlocal body). The major distinction between categories “G” and “H” in Table 1-1 is the
implied nature of the interaction, based upon the use of decorative elements. Whereas category
“G” vessels hint at interaction among people interacting within sustainable or symbolic
communities (based upon use of exotic visual styles), category “H” suggests interaction events

between different, but frequently interacting, communities.

Expected Research Gain

It is clear that a sociopolitical and ideological transition occurred during the Middle
Woodland period in west Michigan and this research examined the varying types of interactions
accompanying this shift. In response to a general lack of information exchange (e.g., sharing of
Havana-Hopewell information) in models of past interactions, this project evaluates information

exchange in a more quantifiable and inclusive manner than previous research in the study region.
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It expands our dialogue on information exchange to include active and passive expressions of
personal and social identity and considers the development of interaction networks on multiple
spatial scales. Because ethnographic data only address a limited temporal component, this
research also provides a long-term perspective to information exchange processes among small-
scale societies, as they pertain to the adoption of a foreign belief system (i.e., Havana-Hopewell).
The research also examines long-term processes of identity and mobility, displaying the ways in
which community identity is distributed across the Hopewellian landscape.

Furthermore, the integration of style with compositional analysis (i.e., petrography)
allows for the identification of separate communities reflecting distinct behavioral patterns,
which was based upon the implied sociopolitical context in which the vessels were constructed,
as outlined in Table 1-1. This ultimately assisted in the discrimination between various types of
Havana-Hopewellian interactions amongst these separate communities. This research design is
intended to address certain deficiencies common in previous work, specifically that research
within the study area has relied almost exclusively on visual style to explain interaction
networks. Besides broad tradition and phase distinctions, social boundaries prior to this
dissertation were not adequately identified in the archaeological record within the study area,
especially in west Michigan. Instead of relying on normative types and phases characteristic of
culture-history, this research examines the process of information exchange and dynamic
interaction networks. The wedding of visual and technical style provides a significantly more
comprehensive explanation of these interaction networks than has previously been possible and
makes substantial contributions to an understanding of the spread of the Middle Woodland
Havana-Hopewell phenomenon outside of the relatively more popular Illinois and Ohio “core

areas.” Of note, this research does not perform “source analysis” per se because it, instead, uses
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the analysis of clay from individual pottery sherds as a proxy for different clays used by ancient
potters in the study region (see Chapters 3 and 4).

On a more general level, this research provides important insights into the functioning of
segmentary tribal societies. Although Hopewell peoples in west Michigan (and in other areas of
the Midwest) lacked well-developed agriculture, craft specialization, centralized distribution, and
a hierarchical social structure (Hall 1997), this project illuminates the different types of
interactions and mechanisms (such as diffusion, migration, family visitation, symboling of
personal or community identity, etc.) that were responsible for integrating these seasonally
mobile and decentralized societies for various social, ceremonial, political, and economic
motives. The importance of drainage systems (e.g., Jarvenpa and Brumbach 2016; Lovis and
Donahue 2011; Lovis and Whallon 2016) as an organizing factor for these communities is also
exemplified throughout the dissertation.

This project’s approach is also applicable to understanding the spread of Havana-
Hopewell into other areas of the Eastern Woodlands and, generally, to understanding the spread
of information in other regions and temporal periods as well. Based on social boundaries
investigated here, future studies can incorporate lithics, fauna, and other analyses in order to
provide a more complete view of Middle Woodland cultural dynamics in the Midwest. The use
of multiple media and an appreciation of multiple perspectives on the past can only enhance our
understanding of it.

Furthermore, the “bottom-up” approach taken here, which initially focused on local
contexts, adds both a humanistic and an empirically scientific archaeological contribution to the
field of anthropology. Lastly, the application of petrography (originally a geologic technique) to

address archaeological problems, as exemplified in this research, highlights the multidisciplinary
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nature of anthropology and the benefits of working with professionals in other disciplines (such

as geology) to advance archaeological method and theory.

Organization of Dissertation

In order to introduce the reader to the research conducted as part of this research, the
dissertation is organized in the following manner. Chapter two provides a historical background
on the Middle Woodland Havana-Hopewell phenomenon. It includes a general introduction and
literature review of Havana-Hopewell research in the Midwest United States. This is followed
by a more specific discussion on the Middle Woodland period within the study region, focusing
separately on Michigan, the northwest Indiana Kankakee River basin, and Marshall County,
Indiana. Chapter three discusses the methodology employed in this research in order to address
the goals stated in the current chapter. The sampling methodology, choice of visual style and
technical style variables, and the types of statistical analyses performed on these variables are
explained. Chapter four introduces the results of this project’s analyses. Final results related to
the visual and technical styles of both Havana-related and Hopewell-related samples are
discussed.

Chapters five and six draw from these results to identify and define the parameters of
individual communities across the intraregional, regional, and interregional spatial scales.
Mechanisms responsible for the spread of Havana-Hopewell into west Michigan and its temporal
persistence are also highlighted. Chapter 5 also includes a discussion on new AMS dates
collected as part of this research and how these guided my interpretations regarding the timing of
events and the definition of communities through time. This ultimately led to the development
of a new temporal model for the study region. Chapter seven provides a discussion on how my

results fit within the larger archaeological literature regarding Havana-Hopewell interaction
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patterns. It also functions as a conclusion in which final thoughts are explained and
recommendations for future research are suggested. Finally, appendices and references are
inserted at the end of the dissertation, including a glossary (Appendix B) describing various

terms that are commonly used in this dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2 THE MIDDLE WOODLAND HAVANA-HOPEWELL PHENOMENON

Introduction

This chapter provides a historical background to the Middle Woodland period in the
Midwest United States in order to set the context for the case study presented herein. It begins
with a general discussion of the Havana-Hopewell phenomenon in the Midwest, followed by a
discussion of how west Michigan and northwest Indiana Middle Woodland societies fit within
this larger context (see Figure 1-1 for sites included in this dissertation). Current understandings
of the origins of Havana-Hopewell and the chronology of the study region, including a short
discussion of previous radiocarbon dates, are included in this discussion. Lastly, characteristics
common to Michigan and northwest Indiana Havana-Hopewell societies are briefly introduced

and justification for their inclusion in this research is explained.

The Havana-Hopewell Complex in the Midwest

Although non-Hopewell Middle Woodland cultures existed in the upper Great Lakes
region (e.g., Lake Forest Middle Woodland consisting of Laurel, North Bay, Saugeen, and Point
Peninsula traditions: see Brose and Hambacher 1999; Mason 1981, Fitting 1975) and in other
parts of Eastern North America (e.g., Bense 1994; Milanich 1973), the Middle Woodland period
is more commonly known for the Hopewell culture. The Middle Woodland Hopewell culture,
spanning across much of eastern North America, dates from approximately 200 B.C. — A.D. 400.
In general, all Hopewellian cultures share several basic traits that are easily recognized
archaeologically: mound and/or geometric earthwork building and a remarkable mortuary
program that frequently included the presence of a vast array of personal items crafted from

exotic raw materials, such as copper celts, panpipes and earspools, mica cutouts, shell cups,
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ornaments of shell and stone, obsidian blades, diagnostic projectile points fashioned from exotic
cherts, grizzly bear claw necklaces, smoking pipes made from exotic pipestone, Hopewellian
pottery, or lumps of silver, chlorite, galena and red ocher, among many others (Bense 1994,
Brose and Greber 1979; Burks and Cook 2011; Carr and Case 2006; Carr and McCord 2013;
Case and Carr 2008; Charles and Buikstra 2006; Emerson, Farnsworth et al. 2013; Fagan 2000;
Giles 2013; Greber 2009; Hively and Horn 2013; Nolan, Seeman, and Theler 2007; Seeman
1979).

Early to middle 20" century scholars explained the presence of this phenomenon as
representing an interregional phenomenon and as a single monolithic culture. Shetrone (1930),
for example, posited Hopewell was a single culture that spread from Ohio through conquest or
diffusion, while Deuel (1952) suggested that Hopewell constituted a loose confederation of
contemporaneous peoples who cooperated with one another and were tied together via trade,
genealogy, and colonization from Ohio. Others (Hooten 1922; Neumann 1950, 1952; Prufer
1961; see Buikstra 1979 for a summary) suggested that Hopewell simply originated from a single
long-headed people who shared an identical biological stock. Seltzer (1933) envisioned
Hopewell as a series of similar cultures that developed from one common ancestral culture in the
Southeastern United States. These interpretations, however, are dated and are no longer
endorsed.

Perhaps the most influential early interpretations regarding Hopewell were put forth by
Caldwell (1964) and Struever (1964, 1965). Both defined Hopewell as an interregional
phenomenon and as a single, coherent entity separate from local culture. Their fixation upon the
interregional scale derived from their reliance on what they termed the “Hopewell Interaction

Sphere” (Struever 1964), an interregional exchange system linking much of the continent
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through the exchange of exotic raw materials. Caldwell and Struever both defined Hopewell as a
religious, mortuary, ceremonial, social, and material symbolic phenomenon associated with the
interregional spatial scale, which excluded consideration of more local level secular, domestic
and subsistence-settlement practices and ideas.

Thus, following Caldwell and Struever, the Hopewell phenomenon was historically
defined in similar and singular interregional terms by archaeologists. Carr (2006d: 576-577)
succinctly summarizes the various ways in which Hopewell has been defined in this manner: a
wide network of trade of raw materials and exchange of ideas (Struever 1964; Struever and
Houart 1972), a specific mortuary cult (Prufer 1964), a shared religion (Caldwell 1964; Maxwell
1947), a worldview (Carr 1998, 1999; Carr and Case 1996; Romain 2000), a Sprachbund (speech
area of shared understandings) (Seeman 1995), a Great Tradition of religious-based interaction
and innovation (Caldwell 1964), a complex social organization interwoven with a symbol-
ideological system for marking and claiming leadership and prestige (Seeman 1995), a network
of peer polities involved in competitive display and consisting of two “core areas” in the Scioto
and Miami valleys in southern Ohio and the Illinois and Mississippi River valleys in Illinois
(Braun 1986; Dancey and Pacheco 1997), or simply an ecological adaptation (Braun 1986;
Dancey 1996).

Although some of these scholars later acknowledged local contexts by articulating
regional and local aspects of Hopewell, the primary focus of most of these studies was on the
interregional Hopewell Interaction Sphere exchange system and/or explanation of how
interregional distributions of interaction sphere goods arose (e.g., Brose 1990; Carr and Sears
1985; Goad 1978, 1979; Hatch et al. 1990; Hughes 2006; Struever and Houart 1972; Walthall

1981; Walthall et al. 1979, 1980), or on the interregional exchange of artifacts and ideas (Penney
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1989; Smith 1979; Toth 1979). Thus, these studies focused on the connections between distant
cultures or the nature of interregional interactions, at the expense of local practices and local
conditions that led to the wide distributions of cultural similarities within the Eastern Woodlands
(Carr 2006a).

It should be noted that one reason for the early archaeological fixation upon general
“cult” behaviors or ritual interregional connections was due to the infancy of **C dating at the
time, as well as the early emphasis in the field of archaeology on the culture-historical approach
(Trigger 1989), and specifically on the use of W.C. McKern’s (1939) Midwestern Taxonomic
System (also see Trigger 1989 and Griffin 1943 for a discussion on the origins of the system).
Although culture-history and McKern’s classification system were (and still are) necessary to the
field of archaeology due to the importance of developing chronological frameworks, they did
lead early researchers to rely on normative spatial-temporal frameworks that did not draw the
connection between the domestic/habitation and funerary/ceremonialism spheres.

Despite this trend, some archaeologists, most notably James B. Griffin (1967) did not
ascribe to this interregional fixation and laid the initial groundwork for subsequent research on
local cultural contexts. Griffin (1967) attributed the distribution of Hopewellian traits to
variations among distinct, regional traditions and not to a pan-Middle Woodland mechanism that
earlier studies generally proliferated. Griffin described the Hopewellian origin in Michigan, for
example, as resulting from a migration of peoples from the Illinois valley, while Ontario
Hopewell populations were posited to have arose due to either diffusion or population
movements. Additionally, he suggested that independent regional traditions obtained exotic raw
materials independently of other traditions, thus keeping the study of Hopewell within its local

context. An important consequence of Griffin’s (1952, 1965, 1967) work was a return of focus
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to non-mortuary contexts. For example, he suggested that Hopewell Ware was not only used in
mortuary-Interaction Sphere contexts, but also in local domestic contexts (Griffin 1952). Thus,
Griffin argued against Struever and Caldwell’s separation of local culture and interregional
practices by urging the re-connection of the domestic and funerary aspects of Hopewell and
defining Hopewell as deriving from local-level cultural practices.

Griffin’s early influence really began to be expanded upon in the late 1980s and 1990s
when archaeologists began to incorporate new analytical techniques and technologies (e.g.,
geochemical or mineralogical sourcing [INAA, x-ray fluorescence, ceramic petrography],
residue analysis [phytolith analysis], lithic use-wear analysis, DNA analysis, etc.). New
approaches that focused more on symbolism and ideology in order to examine differences
between regional Hopewell expressions also influenced the discipline at this time. These new
methodologies and approaches ultimately led to the illumination of a new picture of Hopewell,
one that shifted the focus of research to the more variable expressions of local variants of
Hopewell and the examination of local contexts. Attention paid to local contexts and a
multiscalar approach led to the realization that Struever and Caldwell’s interregional model of
Hopewell masked the variability present within regions and the significantly more complex
cultural dynamics operating during the Middle Woodland period.

Smith (1992), for example, explicitly fused local with interregional practices and the
domestic sphere (consisting of small farming settlements) with a “corporate-ceremonial sphere”
(consisting of earthwork and mound complexes). Rather than aligning the corporate-ceremonial
sphere with only the interregional scale, Smith defined Hopewell as being generated from both
local domestic and ceremonial practices, which acted to provide a strong link between both

spheres. Consequently, a more holistic and multiscalar paradigm ensued which carefully
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considered local contexts and their connection to larger regional traditions (e.g., Bolnick and
Smith 2007; Buikstra 1976; Buikstra and Charles 1999; Carr and Case 2006a; Carr and
Komorowski 1995; Carr and Maslowski 1995; Chapman 2006; Charles 1995; Greber 1976,
1996, 1997; Griffin 1967; Pacheco 1993, 1996; Pacheco and Dancey 2006; Prufer 1964; Prufer
et al. 1965; Stoltman 2015; Wymer 1996, 1997).

As a result, variable and unique Hopewell regional expressions (outside of Ohio and
[llinois) have now been recognized and defined in local contextual terms in the Eastern United
States, such as the Marksville culture in the Lower Mississippi River valley (Gibson and Shenkel
1988; Mainfort 1996; Mainfort and Sullivan 1998), the Copena, Swift Creek, and Miller
complexes in the Southeast (Bense 1994), the Kansas City Hopewell (Logan 2006; Wedel
1943Db), the Mann phase occupation in the lower Wabash River valley area (Kellar 1979; Ruby
2006; Ruby, Carr, and Charles 2006; Ruby and Shriner 2006; Stoltman 2015), the Waukesha
phase in southeastern Wisconsin (Jeske 2006; McKern 1942; Salzer n.d.), the Trempealeau phase
in southwestern Wisconsin (McKern 1942; Stoltman 1979, 2006), or the Crab Orchard Tradition
in the American Bottom (Fortier 2006; Fortier et al. 1989; Struever 1964). These distinct
variants of Hopewell point towards the adoption of only certain elements of Hopewell
information and material culture that fit within preexisting (and variable) cultural values.

This research follows this more contemporary trend by implementing a multiscalar
approach to identify and more holistically define Havana-Hopewell in west Michigan and
northwest Indiana. It implements a bottom-up approach that initially focuses on local cultural
domestic contexts and their contributions to the generation of larger Havana-Hopewell domestic
and ritual interaction patterns. The case study of this research focuses on the examination of

local contexts among small-scale communities in the Norton (west Michigan) and Goodall
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(northwest Indiana) Traditions (Figure 1-2), with a particular emphasis on west Michigan
populations and their adoption of Havana-Hopewell information and pottery technology. It
examines Havana Ware, representing an early Middle Woodland Illinois stylistic influence in
Michigan, and Hopewell Ware, which evidences an increasing Ohio Hopewell stylistic influence
in Michigan. Although more recent Hopewellian studies have begun to examine local region
interactions occurring within the interaction sphere, this research distinguishes itself because this
dissertation refocuses on cultural processes the other kinds of studies do not consider.
Specifically, it inquires about a whole different suite of questions related to the specific types of
mechanisms responsible for the introduction and sharing of new information (i.e., Havana-
Hopewellian socioreligious and technological ideas related to identity and interaction networks),
thus providing a richer understanding of the dynamic cultural processes operating during this
time period.

As described below, Michigan and northwestern Indiana’s Middle Woodland
archaeological signatures each represent unique Havana-Hopewellian expressions. This research
focuses on the ways in which Havana-Hopewellian information was incorporated into a
relatively egalitarian Michigan and northern Indiana Middle Woodland society that relied almost
exclusively on hunting and gathering as their primary mode of subsistence, based upon the lack
of evidence pointing towards a heavy reliance on cultigens in both of these regions (B