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Abstract

This research examines the issue of Groswater material cu ire stylistic variability
in Newfoundland. An excavation of the Salmon Net site, located on the east coast of the
Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland outside the town of Conche, introduced the
possibility that Groswater lithic assemblages could be stylistically mixed and/or more
variable than researchers previously proposed. The excavation produced a Groswater
lithic assemblage that included a mix of stylistically “typical” and *“‘variant” material
culture as well as a uniqi  “Salmon Net-type” of endblade. Prior to this investigation
Renouf (2005) first noticed and defined Groswater Palaecoeskimo stylistically variability
exclusively as the difference between Phillip’s Garden East, which generated a
stylistically “typical” Groswater a :mblage and Phillip’s Garden West, which generated
a stylistically “variant” Groswater assemblage.

Ten Groswater assembl s from Newfoundland were analyzed to determine
whether a stylistically “mixed” assembl. : like Salmon Net, or stylistically uniform
assemblages like Phillip’s Garden East or Phillip’s Garden West (Renouf 2005), is
characteristic of I wvfoundland Groswa as. abla . The cont 1sion is that matcrial
culture stylistic variability isa« ining feature of Newfoundland « oswater assemblages.
Consequently, material culture stylistic variability must factor into our understanding of
Groswater society. Three possible explanations for material culture stylistic variability

are discussed.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The primary focus of this investigation is to examine stylistic variability in

Groswater Palacoeskimo material culture in Newfoundland. In this invest™ ition the term
“stylistic” refers to the differences in the measurement and appea 1ce of attributes on a
completed tool. Researchers have generally characterized Grosv er lithic tool
assemblages as stylistically similar throughout Newfoundland and Labrador, with the
exception of the Phillip’s Garden West collection, which has been identified as a
Groswater lithic “variant” (Renouf 1994, 2005). Renouf (2005) classified the Phillip’s
Garden West assemblage as a Gre  /ater “variant” because she demonstrated that
although the tools had characteristic Groswater attributes, most were stylistically distinct
in comparison to all other previously identified, henceforth referred to as “‘typical”,
Groswater tools and assemblages. Significantly, when Renouf published her findii  in
2005, the Phillip’s Garden West assemblage was an anomaly. No other stylistically
unique Groswater assemblages had been identified in Newfound® dor ™ ibrador,
although, as Renouf explained, the were isolated “variant” artifacts found throughout
Newfoundland (Renouf 2005).

Salmon Net is located outside the town of Conche on the east coast of the
Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland (F° 1re 1.1). New evidence uncovered at the
Salmon Net site in 2006 suggests that Phillip’s Garden West is not the only stylistically
non-‘“‘typical” Groswater as nbla; in Newfoundland. ...e Salmon Net asst b’

appears to include both stylistically “typical” and “v: ”C  swater tools, as well as a







Archaeologists have confirmed that Groswater Palacoeskimos occupied the coast

of Newfoundland and Labrador between 2800-1900 BP and 2900-2 100 BP respectively,
based on evidence of a similar and distinctive style of material culture (Auger 1985; Cox
1978, 2003; Fitzhugh 1972, 1976, 1980, 2002; Kennett 1991; Lel inc 1996, 2000;
Loring and Cox 1986; Maxwell 1985; Ramsden and Tuck 2001; Renouf 1985, 1980,
1987, 1991, 1992, 1993, 19°  2005). However, it is likely that in that amount of time
(i.e. over 1000 years) and over such an expansive area (i.e. at least 31,340 km?), there
must be instances of behavioral diversity. Two researchers (Leblanc 1996; Renouf 2005)
in particular have begun to explore the issue of Groswater regional and behavioral
diversity. Leblanc (1996) explained that Groswater settlement-subsistence behavior
varied in response to location and resot : availability. Later Renouf (2005) identified a
stylistically distinct form of Groswater material culture at the Phi  p’s Garden West site.
These two investigations are p icul y ortant to the current research for a couple of
reasons. First, they inspired further invest 1t of the Salmon Net site, to explore
whether there was evidence of Groswater behavioral diversity on the east coast of the
Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland. Secondly, Leblanc (1996) and Renouf’s (2005)
analytical methods and conclusions have been influential to the fi nation and results of
this analysis.

The Salmon Net (EfAx-25) site was excavated during the summer of 2006 to
investigate Groswater Palacoeskimo occupation of the east coast of the Northern
Peninsula of Newfoundland. ~ ilmon Net was first located - Bradley Drouin durir— a

2004 survey of the east coast of the Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland (Drouin 2004,



2005). Prior to Drouin’s survey, there had not been a Groswater site identified on the

east coast of the Northern Peninsula. Thus this research fills an existing geographical gap
in our knowledge of Groswater occupation of Newfoundland. A research plan was
developed prior to the excavation, which included comparing the results of my research
with other Groswater sites  Newfoundland, particularly those on the west coast of the
Northern Peninsula. The objective was to determine how evidence of Groswater
occupation on the east coast of the Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland added to or
changed our understandir~ of Groswater occupation of Newfoundland in general. Three
research questions were developed prior to the excavation of Sali n Net as a way to
better appreciate the site’s cultural material and its general makeup. These were: (1)
What characterizes the lithic material culture at Salmon Net? (2) What is the function of
Salmon Net? (3) What is the ¢t nolc 7 of Salmon Net? These questions are answered
in Chapter 3. The results of the excavation were surprising. Inb f, there appeared to be
a mix of “typical” and Phillip’s Garden West “variant” lithic material culture at the site,
as well as a stylistically distinct form of Groswater endblade. Since the Salmon Net
assemblage could not nece: y be charact: | “typical” or “vari. ™ like other
Groswater assemblages, n erial culture assessment and comparison with other

Groswater sites, particularly in Newfoundland, became even more significant.









Researchers do not all agree on how to interpret ‘style’ in the archaeological record and
thus they do not all agree on how to interpret behavior from style. Therefore Chapter 6
includes a discussion of some of the issues related to interpreting style as well as one on
possible cultural implications of material culture diversity in Newfoundland Groswater
assemblages. Three possible explanations for Groswater material culture diversity are
explored: that socio-cultural factors affected Groswater material culture stylistic
variability, that Groswater material culture is stylistically variable for a functional reason,
or that Groswater material changed over time.

This thesis is composed of seven chapters. The following Chapter 2 provides
bacl ound information, includii  a discussion of previous research relevant to this
investigation and a description of Groswater material culture. Ch ter 3 focuses on the
Salmon Net site and excavation, since it produced the stylistically mixed assemblage that
initiated this investigation. Chapter 4 offers a summarized description of the 10
asscmblages analyzed in this investigation. Chapter 5 includes the primary data analysis;
qualitative and/or quantitative attributes of six categories of tools from each of the 10
Groswater assemblages are compared to determine whether Groswater material culture
among the 10 assemblages is  ylistically similar or diverse. The ita from Chapter 5, for
each assemblage, is combined in Chapter 6 to determine each assemblage’s stylistic
association (“typical”, “variant” or “mixed™). Chapter 6 also includes a discussion of the
debate over how to interpret ‘sty  in the archaeological record and what might account
for the occurrence of stylistic variability in Groswater material culture. Finally, Chapter

7 is a summary of the resul  of this thesis and includes concludii  remarks.






culture: “typical” as well as “variant”. Renouf made this distinction because the
Groswater assemblage she discovered at Phillip’s Garden West, a Groswater site at Port
au Choix, was stylistically distinct in ¢« yarison to every other Groswater site and
collection previously identified. Since the Phillip’s Garden West assemblage was
stylistically unique, Renouf referred to the Phillip’s Garden West-type material as
“variant” and all other Groswater material as “typical”. Renouf quantitatively
demonstrated the differcnce between “typical” and “variant” Gro:  ater material culturc
by comparing sty tic attributes from “typical” Groswater tools, represented by the
Phillip’s Garden East assembl: :, and “variant™ Groswater tools, represented in the
Phillip’s Garden West assembl . Stylistic attributes m six ¢ swater tool types;
endblades, bifaces, burin-like tools, sideblades, endscrapers and sidescrapers, were taken
into consideration for Renouf’s ~ )05) investigation. These six tool types arc considered
throv ~ out this investigation be 1se they show up most frequently in Groswa
assemblages and because  :y have attributes that can be attributed to Groswater
Paleoeskimos (Auger 1985; Leb ¢ 1996; Loring and Cox 1986; Renouf 1994, 2005). A
discussion of Renouf’s investigati , as well as a description of both “typical” and
*“varant” Groswatcr tools are included in this chapter because th  project incorporatcs as

well as expands on these topics.









group. Fitzhugh originally refe 1 to the culture as the Groswater Dorset Phase
(Fitzhugh 1972: 126) because the sites and assemblages that contained the new material
culture were originally discovered in Groswater Bay, Labrador. He thought it signified a
regional variant of the widespread Dorset culture (Fitzhugh 1972: 126). Fitzhugh
believed Groswater Palacoeskimos were a regional variant of Dot Palacoeskimos
based on the fact that both Dorset and Groswater tool assemblages originated from the
Arctic Small Tool Tradition (Fitzht 1 1972: 126). Belonging to the Arctic Small Tool
Tradition refers to a group’s technological approach; it involves the production of
microblades, bifaces and _  ind-stone tools (Fitzhugh 1972: 126). Fitzhugh also
associated Groswater Palacoeskimos with Dorset Palacoeskimos because the Groswater
sites he found in Labrador in 1972 were near or in a similar environmental context as
Dorset sites (Fitzhugh 1972: 102). Furthermore, Groswater Palacoeskimos appeared to
use the same type of raw material as Dorset people, namely “fine-grained green-brown-
tan mottled chert” (Fitzhn =~ 1972: ). Fitzhugh also found evidence of similar
structural remains, such as food cache pits created on a boulder beaches, at both
Groswater and Dorset sites in Groswater Bay (Fitzhugh 1972: 102). Finally, Fitzhugh
also recognized that Groswater a1 * Dorset Palaeoe: ™ " nos were ~ onologically related;
Groswater assemblages at East Pompey Island 1, Ticoralak 2-5, 7 and Red Rock Point 2
were dated to 800-200 BC or =, 50-2150 BP, which falls between the Pre-Dorset and

Dorset Palaeoeskimo occupations of Newfoundland and Labrador (Fitzhugh 1972: 126).
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fundamentally from the Dorset (Kennett 1991; Leblanc 1996; Renouf 1994, 2005; Tuck
1987; Tuck and Fitzhugh 1986). In tum, they began to characterize Groswater
Palaeoeskimos as a distinct cultural group (Kennett 1991; Leblanc 1996; Renouf 1994,
2005; Tuck 1987; Tuck and Fitzhugh 1986).

Groswater Palacoeskimos have been charact: red asase rate Palacoeskimo
group in large part because of their stylistically unique material ¢1  ure, which has
typically been recognized as similar throughout Newfoundland and Labrador (Renouf
1994, 2005; Tuck 1987). A typical Groswater tool set includes: box-based, side-notched
endblades; a variety of thin, often asymmetrical, corner-notched bifaces; chipped and
ground burin-like tools; circular, ovate and triangular sideblades; rectangular “eared’ and
triangular scrapers; concave side-scrapers; and microblades (Fitzhi "1 1980; Leb™ 1c
1996; Renouf 1994, 2005; Tuck 1987).

The Groswater toolset is stylistically distinct from Dorset lithic tool assemblages
for a number of reasons. Most of these tools were produced from a flake, as opposed to
Dorset technology, which are typically produced via core reduction (Renouf pers. comm.;
Fitzhugh 1972). In addition, certain Groswater tools exhibit stylistically unique
attributes, like box-bases and sic  notches on endblades, asymme ¢ bifaces, and ears on
the scrapers (Fitzhugh 1972; Tuc  1987). Groswater tools are usually made from
colourful fine-grained cherts collected in and around the Cow Head chert beds on the
west coast of the Northern Peninsula of Newfoundland (Leblanc 1996; Wheatley 2004).
These cherts are typically d :ribed as *h’ 1 quality” and come in an assortment of

colours (i.e. white, black. ey, 1 blue ¢ s, brov  mustard) and patterns (i.c.
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spotted, lines or swirls) (Leblanc 1996: 6; Wheatley 2004: 12). Some Groswatcr sites
also yield artifacts made of Ramah chert, quartz crystal, slate and/or soapstone (Auger
1985; Leblanc 1996; Wheatley 2004), but the amounts are far less than in Dorset
assemblages (Fitzhugh 1972; Tuck 1987).

Groswater archaeological sites are also distinctive in com| -ison to Dorset sites
because of their size and the type of structural evidence they typically yield. As Renouf
(2003, 2005) explained, Dorset sites tend to be large and typically contain architectural
features that suggest they were “large semi-permanent central places” (Renouf 2005: 58);
whereas Groswater sites  d to be small and their lack of structural evidence suggests
they were highly mobile. Groswater sites from both Newfoundland and Labrador have
yielded structural information; however they tend to yield relatively little, and the
evidence that they have turned up  1s to be inconsistent, especially between
Newfoundland and Labrador sites (Renouf 2003). In Labrador, structures are
characteristically oval and include typical Palaeoeskimo axial features and box hearths
(Renouf 2003). The axial features are either made of cobbles, col les and slabs or

[ couple e p ands(Cox 2003; Fitzhugh 1% . o; Loring 19¢_,
and Cox 10¢ , Renouf20( . Most structu  also have slab pavements which
define their shape (Loring 1983; Loring and Cox 1986; Renouf 2t 3). Groswater
structural evidence from Newfoundland is not as consistent as it is within Labrador.
Researchers have found oval, rectangular, and bilobate shaped st :tures (Auger 1985;
Erwin 2000, 2003; Reader 1997, Renouf 1994, 2003). There has been one identified box

hearth (Erwin 2000, 2003) but no axial features or slab pavem s. Rather than slab

15







and when inner bay sites were discovered, which st sted inner bay resource
exploitation (Au; - 1985; Cox 1978; Loring and Cox 1986).

Cox (1978) first proposed that Groswater inhabited inner bays during the winter
to exploit caribou and other interior resources and then switched to the coast during the
summer to exploit marine resources, much like the Pre-Dorset (Kennett 1991). His
hypothesis was supported by the excavation of the Postville Pentecostal site at Kaipokok
Bay in central Labrador (Loring and Cox 1986). Postville is an inner bay site which
Loring and Cox (1986) a ied implied that Groswater hunted caribou as well as other
inner bay resources. ...ey st ested that Groswater concentrated on inner bay resource
exploitation in the winter and marine animals during the rest of the year, though they still
stayed in the inner bay to do this (Leblanc 1996; Loring and Cox 19806). As Leblanc
(1996) explains, the inner bay/inner island settlement scenario be e the accepted
model of Groswater settlement-subs :nce by Arctic researchers. Howcver, as Leblanc
(1996) also points out, Loring and Cox (1986; Cox 1978) based their model on site
location and resource availability as opposed to formal data such as faunal evidence.

Groswater faunal data has been uncovered in Newfoundland and the Quebec
Lower North Shore sites since Fitzhugh (1* ..) and Loring and Cox (1986) prest ed
their settlement-subsistence models, which means researchers have been able to present
more accurate, substantiated hypothes  with regard to Groswater subsistence-settlement
systems (Auger 1985; Kennett 1991; Leblanc 1996; Renouf 1994; Pintal 1994; Wells
2002). Auger (1985) found about 600 specimens at Factory Cove, which included

m. mnals (i.e. Arcticha beaver 1f harbour seal, harp seal, seal and caribou),
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Groswater collections at Phillip’s Gar¢  East and Cornick were composed of a large

amount of pre-formed hunting tools. From that information she interpreted that
Groswater people anticipated and planned for the seal hunt in and around Port au Choix
year after year.

Leblanc 1 796) identified evidence of both opportunistic and I “stical foraging at
the Factory Cove site, which is located at Cow Head on the west coast of the Northern
Peninsula of Newfoundland. Cow Head is the main source for lithic raw materials in
Newfoundland, so Leblanc predicted that she would find substantial evidence of people
exploiting lithics at the Factory Cove site, and she did (Leblanc 1996). Leblanc also
explained that seals and caribou occasionally frequent the area, so she predicted that
people would have practiced opportunistic hunting when they were at Factory Cove to
gather lithic raw material. Acco ng to the faunal :ord, opportunistic seal, caribou and
bird hunting did occur while people resided at the site to exploit the lithic source.

Leblanc’s (1996) investigation demonstrated that Groswater people’s behaviour
and socio-economic pursuits varied o " time and in different regions of Newfoundland
and Labrador. / she explained, one of the primary goals of her research was “to study
individual sites within their regional contexts to define locally distinctive subsistence-
settlement patterns rather than trying to characterize Groswater in terms of one very
general pattern or adaptation type” (1996: 17). In other words Leblanc recognized that
Groswater people did not act in a uniform way no matter where they were and therefore

she could not and did not ¢« 1e up with one over-archir  definition of behaviour. Renouf
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Both Leblanc (1996) and Renouf (2005) demonstrated how important it is to
investigate Groswater Palaec " imo society at a regional scale. 7 y were able to prove
that Groswater people’s bel /iour varied over time and in differe  locations. The goal
of my research at Salmon Net is to explore this issue further, by investigating Groswater
occupation in a previously unexplored region of Newfoundland. | / Salmon Net
excavation was the first investigation of a Groswater site on the east coast of the Northern
Peninsula of Newfoundland. The evidence from Salmon Net adds to and changes our

understanding of Groswater society.
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season 16 new prehistoric sites associated with different cultures were discovered, some
of which included Groswater material. Salmon Net yielded particularly good evidence of
Groswater Palaeoeskimos (Drouin ~ 105). In his description of Salmon Net Drouin
(2005:21) explains that it is composed of “five distinct terraces which ra1 : in clevation
from 10-20 m asl”. It faces Conche Harbor and is bordered by 180° of water. The sitc is
bounded by vertical cliffs except for a sloped area which allows for overland access to the
site. Drouin excavated 34 test pits and found that twenty of them yielded cultural
material which included several hundred flakes and six characteristic Groswater artifacts
(Table 3.1, Figure 3.1). Drouin (2005: 22) explains that “the general stratigraphy is (1) 5-
12 cm of loose light brown peat over (2) 12-20 cm of dark brown more compacted peat
over (3) grey shale substrate.” Hov -er, he found that in some test pits there was a 3-9
cm thick layer of grey/black dirt which contained charcoal and sn | rocks, in between
layers 2 and 3 (Drouin ")05). Renouf (pers. com. 2006), who was at Salmon Net at the
time, noted that this was similar to the cultural stratum at Phillip’s Garden East. This
suggested to her that the Salmon Net cultural occupation might be fairly substantial.
Drouin did not notice any evidence of disturbance or features (Drouin 2005).

The six artifacts Drouin found were undoubtedly Groswa  however the bifaces
(Figure 3.1, ¢ and d) and sideblade (Figure 3.1, f) were somewhat unusual. They werc
more similar to the Phillip’s Garc W it “vanant” \..2nouf 2005) material than “typical”
Groswater material, in that they had narrower side-notching (bifaces) and a diffcrent
shape (sideblade). Essentially Drouin’s data indicated that Salmon Net had the potential

to contribute our understanding of Groswater material culture.

33






Objectives of the 2006 Field Season

Our strategy for the 2006 field season was to open a small excavation nearby
some of Drouin’s test pits that had yielded diagnostic cultural material, such as artifacts
and/or charcoal samples, in order to ¢« ect more data about the si . We identified a
potential area to begin excavations prior to the field season based on Drouin’s findings
(Figure 3.2) (Drouin 2005); however, we kept an open mind about where to start digging
until we saw the site first-hand (F res 3.3 and 3.4).> We did not determine a specific
amount to excavate prior to the field s on; the plan was to get as much done as possible
in a seven-week period given the effectiveness at which the Salmon Net crew worked.
Once the data was collected, it would be used to describe the lithic material culture at
Salmon Net, to describe the function of the Salmon Net site, and  dete  ine the

chronology of Salmon Net.

Int cho or to the field season.
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Figure 3.5: Excavation area with labeled units.
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Feature 1

This was a flake concentration just below the surface of Level 3 in unit N1013
E995 (Figure 3.19). It consisted of a few hundred very small, mu -colored retouch
flakes. The concentration was about 50 cm long and 30 cm wide, and then it thinned out
over a larger area. It was found right at the edge of an activity area (Feature 4), in a
crevice. This flake concentration likely reflects a spot in which tool retouch or
manufacturing took place; in fact there were some endblades nearby (EfAx-25:163,
EfAx-25:1064, EfAx-25:166 and EfAx-2 167) and based on their colors and chert-types it

appears as though some of - chert flakes could have come from them.

Feature 2/13

Features 2 and 13 are desc Hed together because they are components of one
feature. This feature is part of structure e d is character’ :d by a long (about 1.5
m), narrow (about .4-.5 m) mound of clayandas low gully in units N1011 E995,
N1010 E995, N1011 E996 and N1010 E996 (Figure 3.20 and 3.21). This
mound/structure edge was actually the second one we discovered (see Feature 10). It is
about 2.5 m south of the first identif | mound/s cture edge. The eastern edges of the
mound/structure edges flare away I 1 ch other at about a 45° angle (Figure 3.22).
When we first identified this feature while excavatii L3, we thought it was some sort of
pit (hence feature 2) because we had encountered the gully on the south side of the
mound. The gully was fil . with dark black dirt, small stones ar some regular L3

mottled matrix. Once we fully excavated L3 to the north of the gully, we realized the
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Figure 3.19: Feature 1, flake
concentration.
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Feature 2/13, mound

_Fanture 213, gully

0: Feature 2/13, mound and
cture edge.
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real event was the mound; the shallow gully was the result of building the mound. The
mound, we believe, would have been constructed on the inside wall of a skin structure to
keep out the draft when it was cold outside. ..i¢ base of the structure would have been
positioned in the gully and perhaps suppor by packed snow since there were no rocks

lining the edge.

anh...n 7

This is a naturally occt cliff found beneath the peat layer (Level 2) in units
N1016 E994, N1016 E995 and N1017 E99S (Figures 3.23 and 3.24). It is designated a
feature because it would have been part of the cultural landscape: is a natural site
boundary. The cliff is about 30 cm high and extends east/west beyond the limits of the
excavation. We did not have  >ugh time to explore the bottom « the east/west limits of

the cliff; however the top of the cliff extends out onto an activity area (Featurc 4).

Feature 4

This feature is designated as an activity :a. It extends into units N1016 E994,
N1016 E995, N1016 E996, N1015 E994, N1015 E995, N1015 E996, N1014 E993,
N1014 E994, N1014 E995, N1014 E996, N1014 E996, N1013 E993 and N1013 E994
(Figure 3.24 and 3.25). It is characterized by very thin lens (lcss then 5 cm thick) of
cultural material within a substrate-like surface (i.e. grey/white, ashy, dusty, dry clay),
and is found immediately underneath e peat layer. This area was unlike the rest of the

excavation, where we found about 20 cm of cultural build-up underneath the peat before
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Feature 7

This is a« 1ster of fire-cracked rock in unit N1012 E998, which extends into the
southern and eastern walls of that same unit (Figure 3.30 and 3.31 It was identified
early on in the excavation, before we had excavated so much fire-cracked rock in cultural
Level 3, so by the end of the summer we questioned whether or not this was actually a
feature. It is included in this report because it was a particularly large and dense cluster
on top of and associated wi  some large boulders that could be the makings of a hearth
or axial feature. Therefore this fire-cracked rock cluster/feature could reflect major

hearth activity.

Feature 8

This feature was identified as a posthole. It was found in unit N1012 E994; it first
appeared in the bottom of Level 3 (top) and then it ended in Level 4 (bottom) (Figures
3.32,3.33 and 3.34). Its dimensions are: 14x14 cm (top) and 8x9 cm (bottom). Itisa
shallow posthole, less than 5 cm deep, so any sort of a post would have probably been

surrounded by rocks to support it. We did not ...1d any rocks surrounding this posthole.
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Feature 9°

This is a possible hearth feature from unit N1011 E994, extending into the S wall
(Figures 3.35 and 3.36). It first appeared at the bottom of Level 3 and continued into
Level 4. It looks to be oval; however, because it continued into the wall, its limits are
unclear. This was designated feature because there was no clay on top of the shale or
cliff rock; the natural soil horizon vt from Level 3(b), which was the mottled, fire-
cracked rock-filled cultural layer, r 1t down to the shale/cliff rock. Throughout most of
the rest of the rest of the excavation we found a substantial layer of clay above the
shale/cliff rock. The lack of ¢+ this spot could be a natural phenomenon; however
there was clay all around it. Therefore it seems to be cultural phe menon. We are

unsure whether it reflects hea ~ activity or some other sort of cultural activity.

Feature 10

This is a structure edge, and it is characterized by a long ( out 3 m), narrow
(about .4-.5 m) mound of clay ar ~ a shallow gully in units N1O13E 994, N1013 E995,
N1014 E995, N1 4 E996, N1013 E996 and N1014 E997 (Figu  3.37, 3.38 and 3.39).
This mound/structure edge was the first one to be discovered (see Feature 2/13). It is
about 2.5 m north of the second identified mound/structure edge. The eastern edges of
the two-mound/structure ec s flare away from each other at about a 45° angle (Figure

3.22). The mounds, we believe, would have been constructed on the inside walls of a

* This feature is sim  in makeup to Fe 1¢ 16; they all ch by a thin or non-existent
clay layer which reflects some sort of cultural activity.
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skin structure to keep out the draft. The base of the structure wall would have been
positioned in the gully and perhaps supported by packed snow since there were no rocks
lining the edge. The gully socia | with this feature lines the e« : of Feature 4, which

is identified as an activity area outside of the main dwelling,

Feature 11

This is a midden in unit N1011 E993 (Figures 3.40 and 3.41). Itis classified as a
midden because it is just outside (i.e. west of) the structure, possibly at an entrance (see
Feature 17), and the soil composition was midden-like. It is characterized by dark, greasy

soil (likely decomposed f: al  iterial and fat) mixed with charcoal and pebbles.

TN acbaacea 1N

This is a dark black, :asy soil layer found just below the mottled, fire-cracked
rock-filled cultural Level 3 and above : clay and shale/cliff rock substrate Level 4. Itis
also referred to as cultural Level . in the stratigraphic description. It was found in units
N1011 E993, N1012 E993, N1011 E994, N1012 E994, N1013 E994, N1011 E995,
N1012 E995, N1013 7995, N1014 , N1010 E996, N1011 E996, N1012 E990,
N1013 E996, N1014 E996, N1015 71796, N1016 ~796, N1012 7797, N1013 E997,
N1014 E997, N1015 E997, N1012 E998, N1013 E998, N1014 E998, N1015 E998
(Figures 3.42 and 3.43). Interesti1 "y, esur :e area of this dark black soil layer is
similar to the dark black soil layer from above the mottled, fire-cracked rock-filled
cultural Level 3 (Feature 6). This is certainly a cultural layer because of its composition

(likely decomposed organic matter); however no flakes or artifacts were found in it.
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Feature 14°

These are three divots found in Level 4 in units N1011 E995, N1012 E995, and
N1012 E996 (Figures 3.44 and 3.45). They are similar, but not the samc as Fe:  re 8 (the
posthole) so they are referred to here as possible postholes. They differ in that their
diameters are smaller than Feature 8, and they were dug into Level 4 (the clay) at an
angle, as opposed to straight down. We believe the : were supportive post holes as

opposed to a main structural post hole like Feature 8.

Danbivg 15
This is a possible hearth found in unit N1013 E996 (Figi  :3.46 and 3.47). ltis
similar in composition to Feature 97 in that it is characterized by a lack of clay between
the cultural Level 3(b) and the shale/cliff rock. Th - was clay surrounding it so we arc
inclined to believe that the : :e reflects a hearth or frequent cultural activity. In other
words, frequent activity m 1t account for the lack of clay becau it was either worn
down or dug away over time with u  Another detail that inclines us to assoc ¢ this

clay-less patch with hearth activity is a large, flat slab stone right beside it. This stone is

certainly cultural and most likely a hearthstone.

Feature 16
This feature was found in units N1013 E998 and N1014 E 8 (Figures 3.48 and

3.49). It is characterized by a lack of clay between the cultural Level 3(b) and the

° Feature 13 was combined with the description of Feature 2 because they are components of one feature.
"It is also similar in composit  to F 16.
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Fe e, possk  earh

Figure 3.46: Feature 15, possible hearth.
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Figure 3.47: Feature 15. nossible hearth, surrounded by white strii
southwest of large slat  arth stone.



shale/cliff rock® and we believe it indicates a hearth or frequent cultural activity. Again,
there was clay surrounding it so we are inclined to believe that the absence reflects a
hearth or frequent cultural activity. In other words, frequent activity might acc  t for
the lack of clay because it was eitl - worn down or dug away over time with use. It is
located along the east wall of the excavation; just north of some large boulders in the east
wall that we believe might be the axial feature but did not have time to explore.
Accordingly, it makes sense that ah  activity area would be near the possible axial

feature.

Eocture 17

This is a rock ledge, which demarcates an edge of the stru: ire and could be an
entrance/exit. It is a natural rock : that we found below the peat and some 1ltural
Level 3 in units N1011 E993, N10"~ E993, N10"~ 7794 and N1013 E994 (Figures 3.50
and 3.51). Itis about 20 cm high. ...s feature is designated a structure boundary
because, logically, people in the past would have used their natural environment to
establish their boundaries.® Fu * 2rm¢ it seems like there is a midden (Feature 11) just
west of the rock ledge, and middens are often located just outside the structure. Finally,
there were two large, flat slab stones associated with the ledge that seem liket y could

have formed an entrance/exit.

® Similar to Feature 9 and 15.
It shc " be noted that about 4 m+  t of this feature is a natural rock cliff (about 1.5-2 m high), which
further demarcates the site boundaries.
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Figure 3.48: Feature 16, possible hearth activity area.

Figure 3.49: Featu 16, possib hearth activity area (surrounded by white string).
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We found considerably more fire-cracked rock (FCR) in the Salmon Net

excavation than any other matetr  (F ires 3.55, 3.56 and 3.57).  1e cultural Level 3
was li  ally paved with it, layer upon layer, and in most places it seemed like there was
more FCR than soil (Figures 3.58). We measured the amount of FCR in four of the units
by bucketfuls, and on average a 1 x 1 meter unit contained two or three four-gallon
bucketfuls.

Such ala :amount of fire-cracked rock reflects frequent hearth activity, either
for cooking purposes and/or for warmth. In light of this, Salmon Net could be a
processing site in which lot of cooking or smoking of meat was taking place, or it could
be a winter site and a lot of rocks v e being heated to keep warm, or it could be a
combination of both factors and the amount of FCR at Salmon Net is actually just
reflective of ger  al culture activity. Renouf (1985, 1994) noted that there was also a lot
of FCR at the Phillip’s Garden It Groswater site. Thus, heating rocks for cooking
and/or warmth may be acultu lya ted d culturally significant Groswater behavior.

Anintere ng group of arti ts related to this issue of rock heat were small,
round beach roc! found scatte ‘oughout the cultural Level 3 (Figure 3.5¢ These
rocks are obviously cultural because they were imported to the site, but they are not
worked in any way. At first we thought maybe they were net sinkers (Renouf 1994), but
upon further reflection we now believe they are boiling stones (Odgaard 2003). Odgaard
(2003) refers to an ethnographic example of the Coast Salish Indians who boiled water by
placii heated beach stones 1ito cool water. Clearly Salmon Net reflects that FCR,
including beach rocks, were important p:  of Groswater Palacoeskimo heating and

cooking technology.

80





















We also found a number of artifacts in the Salmon Net assemblage, not typically

identified in Groswater collections. For example we found four unusual scrap /side-
scrapers, including one spoke-shave .. .gure 3.62); two abraders, one was fine ained
and therefore probably used to grind bone and the other was coarse and probably used to
grind stone (Figure 3.63); a pecked stone (Figure 3.64); a few pieces of soapstone,
including one piece that was worked (Figure 3.65); a possible amulet which is roughly
chipped and resembles a seal or bird (Figure 3.66); a distinct group of sideblades that are
stemmed (Figure 3.67); and a group of silicified slate celts (Figure 3.68).

Four radiocarbon samples, out of 54 collected samples, were tested to ¢ ermine
the chronology of Salmon Net. The dates we received were 1510 +/- 70 BP, 2 )0 +/- 50
BP, 2420 +/- 50 > and 3710 +/- 60 BP (1 »>le 3.3). While these dates suggest a long
period of site occupation, two (i.e. 1510 +/- 70 BP and 3710 +/- 60 BP) are well outside
the accepted range of Groswater occupation in Newfoundland (i.e ~300-1900 BP). On
this basis, I judge that these two dates do not pertain to the Groswater Palaeoe imo
occupation of Salmon Net. [ am confident that the other two dates (i.e. 2200 +/- 50 BP
and 2420 +/- 50 BP) pertain to the Groswater occupation of Newfoundland. When 2200
+/- 50 BP and 2420 +/- 50 are calibrated (see Table 3.4 and Figure 3.69) they overlap
slightly at about 2350 BP. From this information it is unclear whether Salmon Net was

occupied once or whether it w . consistently re-occupied for an extended period of time.
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We identified structural evidence at the bottom of cultural Level 3. The structural
features were described individually earlier in this report. Together they inclu
Features 2/13 and 10, which are mounds that delineate the structure’s edges; Fi  ture 8,
which is a posthole; and Feature 14, which are divots, thought to |  supportive ost holes
(Figure 3.70). A number of other features are thought to be associated with the structurc;
Feature 17, which is a natural cliff edge, is thought to form the edge of the pro  sed
structure; Feature 12, which is a dark black, greasy soil layer, is thought to be the result of
extensive hearth activity within the structure; Features 9, 15 and 16 are thought to be
hearth features within the structure; Feature 7 is fire-cracked rock, again the re It of
hearth activity within the structure; ¢ | Feature 11 is a possible midden just outside the
structure. It is unclear whether or how Feature 5, a rock mound and Feature 4, an activity
area, are associated with the structure, but sinc  they might be tI  are include herc
(Figure 3.71). We did not have tin to explore the eastern edge of the structure, but
based on the fact that we found the densest: ount of artifacts, the thickest cultural laycr
and potential axial rocks in the stern side of the excavation, we propose that e
structure continued to and was bounded by the grassy incline at the east:  edge of the
excavation area (Figure 3.72). From all this evidence we determined that at one time
there was a semi-circular or oval structure at Salmon Net. The structural evidence
identified at Salmon Net is unique in comparison with other Groswater structural
evidence; however Renouf (2003) has explained that a characteristic of Groswater

structural evidence is its variability.
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gullies and stained black soil, naturally occurring cliffs which could have served as site
boundaries, an activity area, an unusual rock cluster, a cluster of 1 :-cracked rock, a post
hole, possible hearth features, a midden, and divots which could have also been post
holes. Fifty-four charcoal samples were recovered, and from those, four radior -bon
dates were obtained: 1510 +/- 70, 2420 +/- 50, 2200 +/- 50, 3710 +/- 60 (Table 3.3). Two
dates are within the accepted Grc water time-period (2800-1900 BP) (Renouf 2005),
while the other two are outside the accepted time limits. The two dates outside the
accepted Groswater occupation time limits may be anomalous, thus they are ignored here.
Salmon Net is hypothetically a cold-season site, based primarily on structural evidence as
well as the quantity of FCR and hw  th :tivity. However, resource availability suggests
that Salmon Net could have been occupied throughout the year. Local knowledge of the
resources around Salmon net inform us that seals would have bec available to people in
the late winter/early sprit  and duc  and salmon would have been available in the spring
and summer.

The Salmon Net assemblage was identified as a Groswater assemblage, based on
the presence of characteristic Grosv er tool attributes (Figure 4.1). However, unlike
most Groswater assemblages, the Salmon net assemblage appeared to include examples
of both stylistically “typical” and “variant” artifacts (Figure 4.2). In addition, cre were
a number of endblades that do not stylistically correspond with either the “typical” or
“variant” categories of Groswater endblades described in Chapter 2 (Figure 4.3). The

Salmon Net lithic assembli  inclu¢
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dwelling enclosed by a ri1  of five small post holes, a hearth inside the dwelling, three
other poorly defined hearths outside the dwelling and one unusual spiral rock structure.
Uncalibrated radiocarbon dates from PGW?2 suggest the occupation period was 2350-
2000 BP. After consideri a number of explanations for the unusual archaeolc cal
features uncovered at Phillip’s Garden West, Renouf (1994; 2005) postulated that thc
site’s significance pertains to huntir ritual.

Phillip’s Garden West is an exceptional Groswater si  bothin  ms of the site
makeup and location, and especially in terms of the assemblage. Significantly, the
collection includes not just one class of atypical tools (i.e. endblades), but a whole array;
including, bifaces, burin-like tools, sideblades, endscrapers and sidescrapcrs. | illip’s
Garden West “variant” tools have | identified in other Groswater collections (Ryan
1997; Renouf 2005); however other assemblages only have samples of these ¢ 3ptional
artifacts, whereas e whole Phillip’s Garden West collection is exceptional. The
Phillip’s Garden West assemblage p s a significant role in this investigation. Since it is
the only identified stylistically “variant™ assemblage in Newfoundland and Labrador
(Renouf 2005), other assemblages will be compared against it to determine ift 7 also
yield stylistically “variant”” material culture. The Phillip’s Garden West assemblages

include the following, based on analytical data used for Renouf (2005):
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Party Site (EeBi-30)

The Party Site is located on the southern shore of Back Arm, which is a sheltered
cove between the Port au Choix Peninsula and the mainland, on the Northern | 1insula
of Newfoundland. It is about 5 km away from Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden
West. Survey work was carried out at the site in 2000 and 2001 (Renouf 2002; Renouf
and Bell 2001, 2002), and an excavation took place in 2003, which yiclded primarily
Groswater Palaeoeskimo material culture (Wheatley 2004). Two areas (Area | and Arca
2) were excavated in 2003; however, for this investigation, the assemblage is trcated as
one because there are so few artifacts. The excavation was carried out in a wooded area,
on a terrace above the beach, about 4-6 m above sea level. In total 48 m? were :cavated
and Wheatley (2004) identified five features over two excavation areas. The 1 ures
included two hea 1s (one a possible burming area), two flake concentrations, 2 1a
midden. Wheatley obtained three radiocarbon dates for the site, 2710+/-40 BP (Beta
183603), 2460+/-70 BP (F 1 183604), and 2570+/-60 BP (E a 146666). W1 tley
(2004) interpreted two separate occupations at the Party Site; Area | was interpreted as a
summer occupation site where people relied on local flora and fauna and Area was
interpreted as a late spring/early summer occupation site where people relied ¢ the
harbor seal hunt.

The Party Site as:  iblage is relatively small. In total, 377 artifacts and 14218
flakes were recovered. Wheatley’s (2004) description of the artifacts st zests that most
are stylistically similar to “typical” artifacts. The ai"" " cts that are relevant to s

investigation include:
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Table and Chart 4.8: Peat Garden artifact data.
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Cow Head (DIBk-1)

The Cow Head site is located in the town of Cow Head, a small enclave village
within Gros Morne National Park on the west coast of the Northern Peninsula of
Newfoundland. The site was likely on an island when Groswater people were living
there, but due to isostatic rebound and resulting declining relative sea levels it  now
connected to the mainland (Hartery 2001). Currently the site is located on an' per and
lower terrace betweena 1 and . embankment. Tuck excavated the site in 1976 and
1978 and identified both Cow Head complex Recent Indian cultural material as well as
Groswater Palaeoeskimo cultural material (Tuck 1987). There are eight distinct bands of
ancient humus at the site, and each refl s a period of stability and human occupation
(Hartery 2001). Groswater mater’ ~cultu was ic tified in Bar 5 (most productive)
and 6, on both the upper and lov  terraces. Tuck (1987) identified a number featurcs
from Bands 5 and 6, including hearths and amorphous concentrations of rocks.
Radiocarbon dates for the site include 2010 - 80 BP (Beta 4364), 2480 +/-110, 2410 +/-
70 305 +/-130 and 2845 +/-120. Archaeologists contend that the primary function of
Cow Head was a workshop, used :quentially by Maritime Archaic, Grc  ater and
Dorset Palacoeskimos and Cow I d Complex Recent Indians (Hartery 2001; Leblanc
1996; Tuck 1987). This was deduced based on the fact that the Cow Head sitc is located
at the Cow Head chert source, as well as the fact Cow Head assemblages tend to yield
lithic evidence commonly associated with tool processing (Hartery 2001; Leb ¢ 1996;

Tuck 1987).
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The 2006 Salmon Net excavation yielded a mixed Groswater assemblage; based

on a visual inspection, some tools appeared to be stylistically “typical” and some
appeared to be stylistically “variant”. In addition, the majority of the endblades appeared
to be stylistically distinct from either “typical” or “variant” Groswater endblades. In
order to test my visual observations, artifact attributes from the Salmon Net lithic
assemblage are quantitatively and qualitatively cc  ared against stylistically “typical”
and “variant” tool attributes. This investigation is similar to M.A.P. Renouf’s 2005
investigation. As Renouf )05) demonstrated, two of the largest Groswater sites and
assemblages in Newfoundland, namely Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West,
are stylistically distinct, and now it seems that Salmon Net yields yet another stylistically
distinct combination of Groswater tools. In response to this apparent stylistic variation,
the following analysis will de ne whether or not we should reconsider what is a

characteristic Groswater tool assemb 3¢ in Newfoundland.

Methodology

Quantitative and qualitativ 0ol attributes are considered intl ©= ~ est tion.
Which attributes are compared vary accordi:  to tool type. Groswater endblac s are the
most stylistically variable tool type; th  fore the ‘eatest number of attributes arc
compared. Quantitatively comp: 1 endblade attributes include length, width, length to
width ratio, thickness, notch ler and width, and base height, while qualitatively
compared endblade attributes include percent serration, percent s ace grindii  the

[ ence or absence of basal thinning and whether a base is concav  convex « aight.
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Quantitatively co pared biface attributes include notch length and width and notch
length to width ratio, while qualitatively compared biface attributes include percent
serration and percent surface grinding. Quantitatively compared sideblade att1  ites
include length, width, length to width ratio and thickness, while qualitatively compared
sideblade attributes include shape, percent serration and percent surface grinding.
Quantitatively compared burin-like tool attributes include notch I gth and wic 1and
notch length to width ratio, and the only qualitatively compared burin-like tool tribute is
shape. Only qualitative attributes were compared among endscrapers; they included
shape, the presence or absence of “ears” and the presence or absence of an asymmetrical
distal edge. Fina v, only one qualitative tool attribute is compared among sid: rapers,
and that is shape. Different methods are employed to measure and compare both
quantitative and qualitative attributes.

A “box and dot plot” or “box and whisker plot” (Drennan 1996: 39) is used to
compare and analyze quantitative attributes. This cthodology was chosen to be
consistent with Renouf (2005) in her analysis of Groswater lithic variability at Port au
Choix. It was also chosen because it is particularly well suited to this type of exploratory
research project; itisau ul approach for making initial inquiries and primary
observations of patterns in the data. Box and whisker plots are useful to exploratory
research because they typically feature original or non-manipulated data, i.€. the actual
“spread of each batch” (D nan 1996: 171) in terms of the mids] :ad and rar :. In
other words, this methodol:  is useful to researchers like myself who may not want to

me" initial inquiries of their data by m ipulating it and using “‘a representat 1 of that
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spread” (Drennan 1996: 171), for example in the form of mean and standard deviation.
Another advantageous feature of the box and whisker plot is that it displays the complete
range of data from each assembl: :, all the endblade lengths for imple. An  portant
feature of the box and whisker plot is the box, which represents the central half of the
data and is referred to as the midspread or central tendency. Focusing on the middle 50%
of data assures us that we are dealing with the most representative sample since the upper
and lower quartiles of the range, represented by lines above and below the box’, could
reflect outliers or anomalies. The longer the box is in the box and whisker plot, the
greater is the midspread range. In other words, a long box reflects the fact that the data
are more widespread. In contrast, a short box indicates that the data arc confined to a
smaller range (Drennan 1996).

A bar graph is used to plot and analyze the qualitative data expressed as
percentages. The percenta; allow a comparison of proportions of qualitative attributes
amongst the assemblages and determine whether there are similarities or differcnces
amongst the assemblages.

Once all the sites’ attribute data are plotted on box and whisker and bar diagrams,
each site’s data are analyzed by comparing it against Phillip’s G:  en East “typical” and
Phillip’s Garden West “variant” data. Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Gar. 1 West
data are used as benchmarks for comparison since Renouf (2005) itablished them as

“typical” and “‘variant” as: 1blages. Thus, when other sites’ data are compared to

* If the central tendency data for a particular attribute fr ~ a is the s the  orlowerq ile
data, then an upper or lower quartile line will not appear on the graph.
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Once Phillip’s Garden East “typical” data and Phillip’s Garden West *“  -iant”
data have been determined, an analysis of the assemblages from the other 7 sites may
proceed. If there is a demonstrated “typical” or “variant” form of a particular . ribute,
and 50% or more of the central tendency data for that attribute from one of the other 6
sites falls within the “typical” or “variant” range, then that attribute is conside |
stylistically “typical” or *“variant™, respectively. For example, ift  central tendency data
for “typical” endblades ler ~*hs is 3-5 mm, the central tendency data for *“‘variant”
endblade lengths 1s 5-7 mm, and the central tendency data for Sa  >n Net endblade
lengths is 4-7 mm and more than 50% of the Salmon Net endblade lengths are between 5-
7 mm, then Salmon Net endblades would be considered to be *‘va int” (V) with regard to
their length (Figure 5.4). If, one the other hand, the central tendency data for Salmon Net
endblade lengths 1s 2-5 mm and more than more than 50% of the Salmon Net  dblade
lengths are 3-5 mm, then Salmon Net endblades would be consid: :d “typical” (T) with
regard to their length (Figure S . If the central tendency data for Salmon Net endbladc
lengths is 4-6 mm and 50% of the values are in the “typical” range and 50% of the values
are in the ““variant” range, then the attribute is considered “mixed” (M) with rc ird to
their length (Figure 5.6). If the central tendency data for Salmon Net endblade lengths 1s
6-9 mm and more than 50% of the values are outside both the “typical” and *“variant™

range then the attribute is considered “other” (O) with regard to their length (F  ure 5.7).

marked difference in the appearance of an attribute or artifact.
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artifact data trends are presented in this section. Overarching conclusions about the
results of this study, which includes a discussion of the stylistic tr 1s of each of the

assemblages as a whole, occur in the following chapter.

Groswater Endblades

Endblades are the most stylistically variable tool in a Groswater toolkit, thereby
requiring the greatest number of attribute comparisons. Most Groswater endblades
exhibit defining attributes like side-notches and a box base; however the size of these
attributes varies. Furthermore, some endblades are serrated and  ound, some have
unifacially beveled bases while others are bifacially beveled, some have a strai 1t base
while others are concave, the material type varies, some endblades are “tanged”, and
some are thinner than others. Each of the endblade attributes mentioned above are
examined in this section, from « :h of the eight sites described in Chapter 4, to better

understand Groswater endblade var Hility, particularly in Newfoundland.
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There is some variation int s of Groswater endblade n :h width, though not
between Phillip’s Garden East “typical” and Phillip’s Garden West “variant” assemblages
data. The Phillip’s Garden East comb :d central tendency data1 1ge is 2.08- 64 mm
and the Phillip’s Garden West central tendency data range is 1.75-2.89 mm, th  they
overlap between 2.08-2.89 mm. More than 50% of PGE1, PGE2, PGW1 and PGW2
central tendency data falls within the overlapping range, which means there is
significant difference between “typical” and “‘variant” endblades in terms of ni h width.
CH central tendency data also fall within the overlapping “typical” and *“‘variai " data
range. PS is “mixed” (M), with 25% of the data below the overlapping  ge, %
within the overlapping range and 50% above the overlapping range. The rest of the sites’
central tendency notch widths, includit  FC, SN, PG and CC, are for the most art less
than the overlapping “typical” and *“variant” notch widths, which means these sites are

characterized as “other” (O) in terms of this attribute.
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There is some variation in Groswater endblade base height, though aga not

between Phillip’s Garden East “typical” and Phillip’s Garden West “variant” assemblage
data. The Phillip’s Garden East combined central tendency data1 1ge 1s 4.8-& 4 mm
and the Phillip’s Garden West central tendency data range is 5.8-8.27 mm. Ph ip’s
Garden West combined central tendency data completely overlaps with Phillip’s Garden
East combined central tendency data, which indicates that there is no significant
difference between “typical” and “variant” Groswater endblades in terms of endblade
base height. On the other hand, the rest of the sites | ve a significant proportion of
endblades whose bases fall below the PGE and PGW overlapping ranges. In other words,
more than halfof . =, PG, SN, CC and CH base heights are shorter than PGE and PGW
endblade bases. This information is meaningful because PGE and PGW base height
central tendency ita is so consistent and because most of the other Groswater sites yield
a significant amount of the short-base endblades. In addition, 42% of FC and 45% of SN
endblade base height central tendency data do fall into the PGE and PGW range, so they
are not totally distinct endblade collections; they are somewhat mixed in regard to

endblade base height.




























It is important to note that specimens of both “typical” and/or “variant” endblades
occur in most of the six Groswater endblade collections considered here, even though the
general compositions of most of the endblade collections have been identified
stylistically distinct from PGE “typical” and PGW “variant” endblade collections. Table
5.1 suggests that PS, PG, CC and CH endblades are highly variable stylistically; however
these results are somewhat skewed because of small sample sizes. Inorderto  an
accurate understanding of PS, PG, CC and CH stylistic endblade compositions, one can
only consider the individual endblade specimens. The results of the individual specimen
analysis are that PS yields a mix of “typical” as well as “other”, small base endblade
specimens, PG yields primarily “other”, small base specimens, and CC and CH yield a
mix stylistically “typical”, ““variant” and “other”” endblade specimens. The FC endblade
collection includes a significant portion of short-based endblades, and the rest are
stylistically similar to “typical” endblades. Since there is a relatively equal amount of
“typical” as well as “‘other” endblades in the FC collection, it is characterized as TO in
Table 5.1.

Salmon Net endb® ‘e styl ic- ility is considered here more closely than the
other sites, since the Salmon Net te is the focus of this investigation and because it has a
particularly variable endblades a :mblage. Five stylistic endblade types have zen
identified in the Salmon Net col  ion. Short-based endblades are one type and they are
the most prevalent, making up 43% of the collection. Short-based endblades, herein
referred to as “Salmon Net-type” be  1se they were first identified and are so prevalent

in the Salmon Net  :emb identified by their base height; it is below the

166


















11_1_ 1. WT_. . ¥ _ _ a1

Salmon Ne* ™~

SN-PGE notch lengths are clearly the longest in the Salmon Net collection, while

SN notch lengths tend to be just slightly longer than SN-PGW and SN-Small notch
lengths. SN-no notch endblades are not featured in Figure 5.30 because they do not have
any notches. Referring to Figure 5.16, “typical” notch lengths are  nerally within the
range 2.95-3.99 mm, while “variant” notch lengths are generally within the rar : 1.54-

~ 23 mm. There is no overlap between “typical” and “variant” central tendency data,
which indicates that there isas™ ificant difference between “typical” and “variant™
notch lengths. According to F 5.30, SN-PGE notch lengths are slightly greater than
“typical’ notch length range determined from Figure 5.16, though just by a few tenths of
a millimeter which means they closely resemble “typical” notch lengths. SN-PGW notch
lengths are primarily within the established “variant” range. Interestingly, most of the
SN notch lengths fall in between the decided “typical” and *‘varia: 'rar | between
2.24-2.94 mm. Finally, SN-Small endblade notch lengths are somewhat variable; one is
just below the “variant” range, two are within the “variant” range and two are in between

the “typical” and “variant” range.
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“typical” notch lengths are larger than *“variant” notch lengths, by at least a millimeter.
SN-PGE notch lengths are slightly lot  r than the “typical” notch length range, but not
so much that they cannot be considered comparable. There is also a definite ¢ parison
between PGW “variant” endblades and SN-PGW endblades in the Salmon Net
assemblage. Most of the SN-PGW endblade attributes correspond with “variant”
endblade attribute data. Since notch length is the most valuable attribute in ter s of
characterizing “variant” endblades, particularly noteworthy is the fact that SN-PGW
notch length central tendency data correspond with PGW “variant” notch length data.
SN-Small endbla : attributes are generally characterized as *“O” in Table 5.2 because
SN-Small endbla s are smaller than most Groswater endblades and consequently their
attribute data tend to be below the norm. SN-no notch endblades e distingui able
from the other four stylistic types because SN-no notch endblades are missing notches
and a box base. It is worth noting that SN-no notch endblades are slightly smaller in
terms of length and width than most “typical” or “variant” endbl :s. SN endblades
stand out from the other four stylistically distinct types of endblac  in the Salmon Net
collection because of their base he 1t and notch length. Base! ght he most |
significant difference betv :n SN dblac  and the other types; SN endblades’ base
heights are smaller than both stylistically “typical” and *“‘variant™ endblades’ base heights.
SN endblades’ notch lengths are gene ‘ly la r than “variant” notch lengths and smaller
than “typical” notch lengths.

Potential explanations for the apparent stylistic variety of Groswater endbladcs

are  icussed in Chapter 6.
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7-~~--9¢-~ Bife~~ Notch Length

According to Figure 5. ., there is some variability among Groswater biface notch
lengths. The combined central tendency data for PGE1 and PGE2, and thus *‘typical”
bifaces, 1s 3.92-6.58 mm. The combined central tendency data for PGW1 and 3W2,
and thus “‘variant” bifaces, is 1.74-3.19 mm. The fact that PGE “typical” and ]| W
“variant” biface notch length data do not overlap indicates there is a significant difference
between “typical” and “variant” biface notch lengths. FC and PS central tendc :y data is
totally within the “typical” range. Most of PG central tendency data, i.e. 62%, is within
the “typical” range, the other 38% is above the typical range. CH and CC appear to have
much longer notches than any of the other sites, i.e. above the “typical” range, but due to
small sample sizes (two and three bifaces respectively) these data are unreliable. SN
notch lengths are mixed (M); : % are within the “variant” data rar :, 36% are in

between the “typical” and “variant” r.  3es, and 5% are within the “typical” range.





















“typical” and “variant” range. One hundred percent of PGW2 ¢ tral tendency data fall
within the “variant” range, while the PGW1 central tendency data are split, half within
the “variant” range and half within the overlapping “typical” and “variant” range. There
is not a significant difference between “typical” and “‘variant” sideblades in terms of
length, since a significant portion of PC™ and PGW data fall with  the overla] ing
sideblade length range. PG central tendency data are within the overlapping range. FC
sideblades are somewhat unus:  because they yield the longest sideblade central
tendency data of any of the Groswater collections. PS and SN sic lades are mixed in
terms of length. Half of PS sideb les are within the overlapping range, while the otl
halfis within the “typical”’rar  how er PS only contains two specimens. Sixty-nine
percent of SN sideblade lengths are within the “variant” range, while 23% are within the
overlapping range and 8% are within the “typical” range. Finally, CH and CC central
tendency data fall within the “variant” rar :; however, these assemblages only yield onc

specimen.
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and PGE2 contains predominantly stylistically “typical” sidcblades; it is FC. FC is
characterized as a “typical” sideblade assemblage because most of the sideblades in the
assemblage yield attribute data similar to “typical” sideblades. PGW1 and PG 2
contain predominantly stylistically “variant” sideblades. ..ie CC assemblage is also
characterized as “variant”’; however the assemblage only one sideblade specimen and it is
slightly distinct from *“variant” sideblades. The CC specimen is characterized as
“variant” because it is semi-lunar shaped. Besides its shape, the CC sideblade >ther
attributes are distinct from both “typical” and “variant” attributes. PS, SN, PG and CH
are identified as “‘mixed” sideblade assemblages, primarily because they contain both
semi-lunar, oval, 1din SN’s n llar, elongated and circular sideblades. PS, SN,
PG and CH sideblades yield varied data for the other sideblade attributes like width,
length-to-width ratio, thickness and serration; some data are similar to “typical”
sideblades’ data, other data are lar to v “ant” sideblades’ data and some data are not
like either “typical” or “variant” data. ...e fact that PS, SN, PG and CH yield mixed
sideblade assemblages, with both stylistically “typical” and *‘variant™ sideblad  likely
accounts for why the data for width, length to width ratio, thickness and serrati 1 are so
variable. Itisimportanttorei @ thatPS, PG, CH and CC only generated a 1all
number of sideblades, which means their data are unreliable in terms of illustrating a

stylistic trend.
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According to Figure £ 3, there is a significant difference between PGE *‘typical”
and PGW *“variant” burin-like tool notch lengths, since PGE and PGW ¢ tral dency
data do not overlap. The combined central tendency data range for PGE is 3.64-4.95
mm, and the combined central tendency data range for PGW is 1.51-2.06 mm.
Essentially, PGE “typical” burin-like tool notch lengths are longer than PGW “variant”
burin-like tool notch lengths. Over half of both FC and PG central tendency data is
within the “typical” range and the rest is above the “typical” range. Most of PS and SN
central tendency data are in b “typical” and “variant” burin-like tool notch length
data, which means their buri  ike tool notch lengths are characterized as “other”. Even
though PS and SN are charac  zed as “other” with regard to burin-like tool ni :h
length, it is important to note that their data are more closely related to, and somewhat
overlapping with “typical” data. It is also important to note that PS and PG yielded small
sample sizes, and so their data are not reliable. Furthermore, the | rin-like tools in the

CC assemblage did not yield any measurable notch length data, which 1s why n=0 for CC

inF  1re 5.48.
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‘style’, possible reasons for why material culture stylistic variability exists and how it

affects our understanding of Groswater social and economic behaviors.
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Chapter 6

Data Interpretation

An Inter-Site Comparison

In this chapter the  1lts of all six artifact categories for each sitc from 1e
previous chapter are combined and discussed to draw conclusions about the stylistic
composition of each assembl: _ . Ch |  5re \led that Groswa tools can
stylistically “typical”, “variant”, some endblades are “Salmon Net-typc” and s¢ 1e tools
do not fit into any category so they are classified as “other”. This chapter compiles these
data per site and shows how each assemblage as a whole yields stylistically “typical”,
“variant”, “mixed” or “other” tools. Assessing each assemblage in its cntircty providcs

the foundation for describing and understanding Groswater mater  culture stylistic

vartability, particularly in Newfoundland.

Phillip’s Garden East | Data Compilation

The Phillip’s Garden East 1 assemblage can, as a whole, can be classified as
“typical”. Thisis ot surprisii = sin : definition of a “typical” Groswater assemblage
was based on matcrial from this nblage as well as the later Phillip’s Garde East 2

assemblage (below). To reiterate, Phillip’s Garden East is the standard for “ty; :al

Groswater Palacoeskimo material culturc.










Fuctory Cove Data Compilation

The Factory Cove assemblage is composed primarily of “typical” Gros 1ter
material culture; however,as  ficant portion of Factory Cove endblades arc  signated
as “other”, which 1eans the Factory Cove asscmblage is somewhat “mixed”. The
occurrence of stylistically “mixed” sidescrapers is less significant feature beca :of a
small sample sizc.

The Factory Cove assemblage has usually been characterized as a “typical”
Groswater assemblage (Auger 1985; Lavers 2005), and clearly that characterization is
mostly accurate. However, as discuss« in Chapter 3, several researchers, including
myself, noted that a significant] p« on of Factory Cove endblades were not
stylistically identical to “typical” or “variant” Groswater endblades (Auger 1985, 1980;
Leblanc 1990). The endblade attribute analysis in Chapter 5 verified that over  If of the
Fac -y Coveendblades have 101  box basecs than “typical” or “variant” endbladcs.
Essentially, over half the Factory . uve endblades are similar to short-based “Salmon
Net-type” endblades, while the rest are stylistically similar to “typical” Groswater
cndblades. Therefore, the F: ory Cove assemblage can and should be charact «d as
“typical” but there is also an endb le component that does not stylistically coincide with

“typical” Groswater material culture.
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Party Site Data Compilation

The Party Site assemblage is designated in this analysis as a stylistically “mixcd”
Groswater assemblage because ' 1 though it most closely resembles a “typic.
Groswater assemblage, some tools are stylistically distinct from “typical”” Groswater
tools. It is important to consider that the Party Site assemblage is small in corr  irison to
some of the other Groswater assemblages and therefore the data cannot reliably establish
trends. About half the Party Site cndblades are stylistically distinct from “typical”
Groswater endblades; some have la  :r notches than “typical” Groswater endblades and
they all have larger or smaller bases than “typical” Groswater endblades. Even though
some Party Site endblades 1 rela r notches and bases than “typical” Grosw: r
endblades, they closely resemble “typical” Groswater endblades. The Party Site
endblades with short bases rest  ble “Salmon Net-type™ endblades. There arc two
sideblade specimens in the Party Site collection; one resembles a stylistically “typical”
sideblade, and the other resembles a stylistically *“variant” sideblade, which is why Party
Site sideblades are designated as stylistically “mixed”. The Party Site burin-like tools arc
designated as “other” because of their shape and notch tengths. Half the Party Site’s
burin-like tools are triangular, which isah” "\ percentage in comparison to other
Groswater sites. In addition, Party Site burin-like tool notch lengths measurc in between

“typical” and “variant” notch let ns.
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“Typical” Mixed = “typical”, “variant™ and /or “other”
“Variant” [ Other  aeither “typical” nor “variant”
The Party S 'PS)
8
Party Site (PS)
Party Site (PS) Party Site (PS) Sideblade
Endblade Biface n=2
n=10 0
Party Site (P!
Party Site (PS) Endscraper
BLT n=10

n=6

Figure 6.4: The Party Si 1:  compilation pie charts.
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Peat Garden Data Compilation

Peat Garden is characterized as another “mixed” Groswatcr assemblage, even
though most tool types are stylistically similar to “typical” tools, | :ause there e also
some stylistically “variant” specimens as well as some tools that are stylistically distinct
from both “typical” and *“v 1ant” Groswater tools in the assemblage. Itisimp tantto
consider that the Peat Garden assemblage is small in comparison to some of the other
assemblages. Peat Garden endblades are characterized as “other” because most are
*“Salmon Net-type”, which means they 1ve shorter bases than both “typical” and
“variant” endblades and t  r notch lengths are in between “typical” and “variz " notch
lengths. There are two sideblades in the Peast Garden collection; one is stylistically
“typical’” and the other is stylistically “‘variant™, which is why Peat Garden sideblades are
characterized as stylistically “mixed”. Peat Garden endscrapers are similar to “variant™
endscrapers in terms of shape quantities; however there are propor Hnally more ‘¢ :d”

Isc _ ersand endscrapers with  asymmetrical distal edge in the Pecat Garden

collection than in “variant” collections, which is why Peat Garden endscrapers
characterize as “‘mixed/other”. In general, the Peat Garden assemblage is *‘mixed”, with

primarily “typical” artifacts, a few *“‘variant™ artifacts and ““Salmon Net-type” endblades.
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Cow Cove Data Cc  ilation

Cow Cove is another “mixed” Groswater assemblage, though its gencral make-up
is somewhat different from the Party Site, Salmon Net and Peat Garden. The Cow Cove
assemblage includes a mix of “variant” and “‘other” Groswater artifacts. Like the Party
Site, the Cow Cove assemblage is small in comparison to some of the other assemblages.

Cow Cove endblades are characterized as *“‘other” because many are similar to
“Salmon Net-type” endblades; their bases are shorter than “typical” and “variant™
endblade bases, and most of their notch lengths measure in betwe  “typical” and
“variant” notch lengths. It is we 1 noti:  that a few Cow Cove endblades are unique
from “typical”, “variant™ or “Salmon Net-type” endblades; they have short bases but their
notch lengths are longer than “ty] :al” notch lengths. Cow Cove bifaces are also
characterized as “‘other” because their notch lengths are, in general, longer than most
Groswater biface notch ler  hs. There are only two measurable sideblades int : Cow
Cove collection; one is semi-lunar and the other is triangular. The fact that one is semi-
lunar implies that it is stylistically “variant”; however the other attribute measu mnents

are outside the va int range, so it is designated as *“‘other”.
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“Typical” Mixed = “typical”, “variant™ and /or “other”

“Variant” -] Other = neither “typical” nor “variant”
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n=57
Cow Cove (CC)
Endblade Cow Cove (CC) Cow. Cove (CC)
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n=15 n=4
Cow Cove (CC) Cow Cove (CC)
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F re 6.7: Cow Cove data compilation pie charts.



Cow Head Data Compilation

Most of the artifacts in the Cow Head assemblage are stylistically distinct from
“typical” and ‘“‘variant” Groswater artifacts, which means tl assemblage is characterized
as “other”. There are also some “typical” and “variant” specimens in the collection;
however they are in the minority. The Cow Head assemblage is another small
assemblage. In fact, suchasn  assemblage likely accounts for 1y the Cow Head
assemblage is composed primarily of stylistically ““other” artifacts.

Cow Head endblades are similar to “Salmon Net-type” endblades because they
have shorter bases than “typical” and “‘variant” endblades and bec 1se their notch lengths
measure in between “typical”  d “variant” notch lengths. Cow Head bifaces:  unusual
because their notch let  hs ¢ greater than most Groswater biface notch lengths. Cow
Head endscrapers are similar to “var 1t” endscrapers in terms of shape quantities;
however there is proportionally more “eared” endscrapers and endscrapers with an
asymmetrical distal edge in the Cow Head collection than in *“variant” collections, which

is why Cow Head endscrapc a characterize as “‘mixed/other”.
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and Sackett have been drawn upon to develop a definition and understanding of style that
is useful to this analysis.

One stance taken in this investigation is that style and function are
complementary, or at least that : times they cannot be distinguished (Sackett 1982, 2003;
Shennan and Wilkinson 2001; Wiessner 1983). Researchers that continue to argue for a
distinction between style and function have begun to develop modcls that might enable
them to make the distinction (Brantingham 2007; Neiman 1995). However these models
deal with ceramics (Brantit ~1  2007; Neiman 1995) and it is unclear how they can be
applied to lithic technology, w attributes like serration, grindit  or base height that
might be used for both functional and/or social purposes.

It 1s also suggested that style exists both in the production process as well as in the
final product, whether it is in the form of rcsidual attributes/decoration or the actual form
of the object (Binford 1962, 1965, 1989; Sackett 1977, 1982, 19806a, 1986b, 1990, 2003).
Style exhibited in the production proc: : (i.e. in the choice a person makes with regard to
raw material) how he or she makes the object and finally what the object ends up looking
like is significant for disti1  lishing ethnic ~ >ups (Lemonnier 19*  Bleed 20( , while
style exhibited in the final product is significant for understanding the social dynamics of
a particular culture (Binford 1962, 1965, 1989; Hodder 1982; Wiessner 1983, 1984). It is
this second form of style that is of particular interest in this invest” tion; however the
first type of style must also be taken into consideration.

According to the theoretical concept of chaine opératoire (Lemonnier 1992;

Bleed 2001), when people n similar choices in the production process, it in cates a
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information such as: the existence of separate Groswater bands or regional groups in
Newfoundland, with each group producing slightly different styles of Groswater matcrial
culture; the rate of interaction between different groups; and/or the dynamics of and
betwcen personal and social relationships over time (e.g. Wiessner 1984; 1985).
Ethnoarchaeologists have shown that closely related groups or people with a
shared cultural heritage might produce stylistically distinct material culture (Dietler and
Herbich 1998, Wiessner 1983, 1984, 1 15). For example, Dietler and Herbich (1998)
investigated pottery production  »ng the Luo people of Western Kenya. This culturally
and linguistically distinctive  oup, which includes around two million people, is spread
out into dozens of “‘subtribes™ (i.c. what I refer to as separate bands or regional groups)
around the Winam Gulf of Lake Victoria. Some of the Luo subtribes produce
stylistically distinct pottery types, which are widely distributed and thus present amongst
all or most of the subtribes. This pattern demonstrates both regior ism and
communication. This may stand as one model for stylistic variability of Grosw r
material culture in Newfoundland. For example, Groswater lithic material culture is
stylistically mixed at six of the e invest ited G water tes the northw :region
of Newfoundland (Figure 6.12). Therefore, it is possible that like the Luo, there existed
Groswater subgroups who were distinct  ough to produce different styles of m  ecrial
culture but who communicated enough that the different styles are present in all or most

sites.
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projectile points varied stylistically in connection with individuals and linguis  groups.
To test whether stylistic variability existed at the level of the individual among the
Kalahari San, she studied projectiles made by five !Kung from different bands in the
band cluster /Xai/Xai, which is located at the border of Namibia and Botswana. In her
obscrvations, Wiessner (1984) noted that some craftsmen were more skilled than others;
she noted that each hunter produced a stylistically distinctive set of arrows with attributes
of varying sizes and shapes, and she observed that a hunter’s style changed over time.
Even though hunters produced stylistically distinctive arrows, they were not so different

as to be unrecognizably 'Kung. Some hunters varicd their style to amuse their exchange

partncr, while others were proud of m  ntaining a consistent style (Wiessner 1984, 1985).

Thus, according to these observations, stylistically mixed material culture found at six of
the eight investigated Groswater sites in the northwest region of Newfoundland (Figure
6.12) may also be a reflection of ¥ yir  skill level or conscious or unconscious
individual preferences.

Either explanation seems possible, given that many Groswater sites demonstrate
stylistic variability, having elements of “typical”, “variant” and “Salmon Net-type”
endblades; however neither explanation is supported by data from Phillip’s Ga1 :n East
and Phillip’s Garden West. Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West are located
adjacent to one another and twenty-two radiocarbon dates demonstrate considerable
chronological overlap; however, Phillip’s Garden East contains predominantly *  /pical”

material whereas | 1llip’s Ga *  West containsp | inantly * iant” material

(Renouf 2005). Thus, if there we _te bands or individuals producing and
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If Leblanc’s findings are applied to the occurrence ol “Salmon Net-type”
endblades in Newfoundland, an interesting pattern emerges. “*Salmon-Net type”
endblades show up in every Groswater assemblage except Phillip’s Garden Ea  and
Phillip’s Garden West (Figure 6.13). A possible reason for this could be that “*Salmon
Net-type” endblades with their small base were a more universal, multi-functional tool.
According to this ne of reasoning, “Salmon Net-type” endblades were used in
opportunistic foraging situations, when a person did not know when or what tv - of
animal would be encountered. “Typical” and “variant” endblades, which have a larger
box base, are associated with logistical and particularly seal hunting situations. Thus
Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West which are characterized as logistical secal
hunting sites (Lel inc 1996, 2000; Wells 2002) have only “typical” and *‘variant™
endblades.

A Chronological Explanation

Groswater material culture may have started out as stylistically “‘typical” and
char :d over time to stylistically “variant”. This sort of change over time can be duc to
innovation, i.e. socio-cultu  or functior  cause(s), or ‘drift’ (Neiman 1995; Shennan
and Wilkinson 2001). ‘Drift’ ises:  ially transmission error, either teachit  « learning
how to make a tool incorrectly (Neiman 1995; Shennan and Wilki  on 2001). My
analysis of Table 6.11 suggests that a chronolc "cal evolution may explain the difference
between stylistically “typical’” and “‘variant” tools because many of the rliest tes are

associated with “typical” material culture, many of the middle dates are associated with
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“mixed” assemblages and many of the later dates are associated with “variant’ material
culture.

To assess this proposition I divided Newfoundland Groswater chronolc ' into
three time periods: early, middle and late and compared each assemblage’s stylistic
designation(s) with its chronolc  cal designation(s). My hypothesis is that “typical”
assemblages correspond to the early time period, “‘mixed” assembl: s correspond to the
middle period representii 2 transitional stage, and “variant™ assemblages correspond
with the late period. The known range of Groswater occupation in Newfoundl: 1is
2885-1735 BP. When that  ge is divided ev ly into three, early Groswater occupation
1s established as 2885-2445 BP, the middle period is between 2444-2090 BP and the late
period is between 2089-1735 BP. In Table 6.11, the early period is highlighted in ycllow,
the middle period in blue and the late period in pink. In general, the trend supports the
hypothesis; yellow corresponds with isemblages that yield primarily “typical”
Groswater assembl: s, blue cor sponds with “miy I assembla: ; and pink
corresponds with primarily “variant” assemblages. It is worth highlighting Salmon Net
since it is associated with the middle phase of Groswater occupation in Newfoundland
and it is the largest “mixed” site, with numerous “typical” and “va .nt” tool specimens.
On this basis, Salmon Net represents a Groswater assemblage during the transition from
“typical” to “variant” material culture.

Some inconsistencies with the trend are Cow Head and to some degree Phillip’s
Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West. The Cow Hi lass. la_ 1s stylistically

"“mixed”, yet it is associated with early and late dates, rather than middle dates. This may
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be explained by the fact that it is a workshop site located at Cow ead, the principal chert
source for Palaeoeskimo groups in the region, and it was likely re-visited over ne. The
rest of the Groswater sites considered in this investigation are hunting sites. With regard
to Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West, one might expect that since they
yield exclusively “typical” and “variant” material culture, respectively, their associated
dates would not overlap. In other words, according to this hypothesis, since Phillip’s
Garden East is an exclusively “typical” site, one would expect it to be associated with
only carly dates and since Phillip’s Garden West is exclusively “variant’, one would
expect it to be associated with only late dates. However, Phillip’s Garden East is
associated with both early and middle dates and Phillip’s Garden West is assoc  .ed with
carly, middle and late dates. Thus. :cording to the hypothesis each site should also yield
partially “mixed” assemblages, but they do not. This inconsistency may be explained by
the fact that Renouf (2005) suggests that Phillip’s Garden West is | unusual, hunting
ritual site. Therefore it does not neces.  ly correspond with the normal behavioral trend.
In conclusion, as the data currently stand, the hypothesis that Groswater matenal culture

changed over time is partially supported.

' Researcher thinks these three recent dates are associated with the Dorset occupation of Phillip's Garden.

24,







from “typical” to “variant” because of individual preference, because of group

differentiation, for functional reasons or because of ‘drift’. There is, however, a likely
explanation for the occurrence of “Sa  >n Net-type” endblades instead of or in
conjunction with “typical” and “variant” types. “Salmon Net-type” endblades ty have
had a functional purpose. These ideas as well as some of the other main points from this

study are summarized in the followir chapter.
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endblades from the Salmon Net collection stood out in comparison to “typical” and
“variant” endblades because they had a shorter base and notch lengths that me: 1red in
between “typical’ and “variant” notch lengths. This stylistically distinct endblade form,
called “Salmon Net-type”, v ; also identified in a number of other Newfoundland
Groswater assembl:  :s. The results of the Chapter 5 tool-type analysis were ¢ nbined
in Chapter 6 to determine the various assemblages’ stylistic trends; in other words to
determine whether an assembl: : could be characterized as “typical”, “‘variant” or
“mixed”. The results from each sitea summarized in turn.

The Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West assi  slages were used as
archetypical “typical” and *“variant” assemblages, respectively, for comparative purposes
in this investigation following uf (2005).

The Factory Cove assemblage is primarily composed of stylistically “t' ical”
tools; however about half of the endblades were characterized as **Salmon Net-type™.

The majority of tools in the Party Site assemblage are stylistically “typical”, and
the rest are neither stylistically “typical” nor “variant”. The assemblage was therefore
identified as stylistically “mixed”. ...ere are some “Salmon Net-type” endbla ; in the
assemblage.

My hypothesis that the Salmon Net assemblage is a stylistically *“mixed”
assemblage was validated in this invest ition. The assemblage includes a mix of both
stylistically “typical” and *‘variant” tools. Furthermore, most of the endblades in the

assemblage were tif n Net-type”.
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The Peat Garden assemblage was identified as another “‘mixed’” assemblage. Both

“typical” and “variant” artifacts are found in the assemblage. Furthermore, “S: non Net-
type” endblades dominate the endblade collection.

The Cow Cove assemblage is another “mixed” assembl: :; it includes a mix of
“variant” and “other” tools. Cow Cove endblades are identified as “Salmon N type”.
The Cow Head assemblage 1s identified as “other” because most of the tools are
stylistically distinct from both “typical” and “variant” forms. There are two possible
reasons for this: (1) most of the tools are distinct because the Cow Head site had a
different function from most of the other sites considered here, i.e. Cow Head was a
workshop site, as opposed to the other Groswater sites, which were hunting sites; (2) the
fact that Cow Head was such a small assemblage could have skewed the results.

From the results of the ¢« )arative analysis performed in this investig: on we
can conclude that stylistic diversity of Groswater material culture is a significa aspect
of that culture. Therefore, a consid "why it occurred should give us a tter
understanding of Groswater cial and economic Hals and behavior. There is an
ongoing debate among archaeolc ’sts over the issue of style, what it is and how it should
be interpreted (Binford 1989; Conkey 1990; Conkey and Hastorf 1990; Dunne 1978;
Sackett 1977, 1982, 1986a, 1986b, 1990, 2003; Wicssner 1983, 1984, 1985). This debate
and the stance taken in this paper are discussed in Chapter 6. To summarize, in this study
‘stylistic variability’ means variation in the measurable (i.e. quantitative) and non-
measurable (i.e. « alitative) ributes of an artifact and, following from the ar ysis of

individual artifac  of an assen of artifacts. Three possible explanations Hr
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according to the hypothesis it should yield “typical” and “variant™ artifacts, yet its
assemblage is characterized as “other”. Both Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip Garden
West generated some midd  period dates. Thus, according to the ypothesis they should
yield partially “mixed” assembl: s, yet they yield exclusively “t' ical” and “variant™
assemblages, respectively.

Neither a cultural, chronological nor functional explanation satisfactori accounts
for the difference between “typical” and “variant” material culture becausc of 1 : data
presented by Cow Head, Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West. However
there may be reasons these sites generate conflicting data. Cow Head’s data may not
support the chronological hypothesis because unlike most Groswater sites cons  :red in
this investigation, Cow Head v . a workshop site located on a major chert source for
Palaeoeskimos in the region, and | ple may have returned to it over time. It is more
difficult to explain why the Phillip’s Garden East and Phillip’s Garden West data
contradict all the explanations for material culturc variability in Newfoundland. Phillip’s
Garden East and Phillip’s arden West are located next to each other, yield overlapping
chronological dates and seem to be occupied in the latc summer/carly spring for the scal

unt, yct they yield stylistically disti . asscmblages “typical” and *“‘variant” as  nblages.
In light of this, Renouf (2005) suggested that the main function of Phillip’s Garden West

ad to do with a seal hunting ritual. If Phillip’s Garden West is an exceptional site as
Renouf (2005) suggested, perhaps it should be removed from the equation in terms of

yit  to explain material cultu stylistic variability in Newfoundland. Furthermore

perhaps Cow Head should be removed from the cquation since its function does not
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correspond with the rest of the sites being considered here. If Cow Head and Phillip’s
Garden West are disregarded in terms of explaining material culture stylistic d rsity in
Newfoundland, than cultural, chronolc ical and functional explanations are cach, once

again, candidates that deserve further inquiry and proof.
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