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Fort Michilimackinac as it probably looked through the final
years of British occupation, 1774-1781. Courtesy of the Mackinac
Island State Park Commission. Drawn by Victor Hogg.
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Foreword

I am delighted that Mr. Stone and Mr. Miller have completed a study of
ceramics from Fort Michilimackinac and am honored by their invitation to contribute
a foreword. Along with many others, I have awaited with anticipation a detailed
description of the Michilimackinac ceramics.

The report which follows is a welcome addition to the sparse literature on
archeological samples of European and Oriental ceramics excavated from sites in
the New World. As the authors recognize, their effort is only a step toward the
ultimate creation of an inclusive ceramics taxonomy adaptable to the divers purposes
of historical archeology; but it is surely a substantial step that will stand as a major
pioneering achievement in the field.

Having discussed problems with both authors while the report was in preparation,

I am aware that initially there was a decided element of mutual skepticism between
Jeff Miller (a ceramics specialist of the art history school) and Lyle Stone (an an-
thropologically trained archeologist) regarding approaches to ceramics classification.
But after months of collaboration, skepticism gave way to mutual respect: Mr.
Stone discovered that art history can treat ceramics typology in a way that is comple-
mentary to the methods and purposes of anthropology, while Mr. Miller found that
the objective methods of anthropology are not incompatible, after all, with the more
subjective approach of the art historian. Together they have demonstrated that
archeological data from historic sites can be studied fruitfully by both the anthropol-
ogist and the historian. The view that such data should properly be studied exclusively
by one or by the other—a view that has been expressed in print recently by adherents
to both sides of the argument—has been laid, we trust, to permanent rest by Mr.
Stone and Mr. Miller.

Epwarp B. JELKS

Illinois State University

August 1968
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Introduction

J. C. HarrINGTON, of the National Park
Service, writing in 1955, on ‘Archaeology as an
Auxiliary Science to American History,” pointed out
that archeologists working on historical sites ‘“have
recovered a great store of data which should be of
use in historical studies, but, with rare exception,
they have not taken the next step—analysis and
synthesis.” ! Although significant advances have
been demonstrated in the analysis, interpretation,
and synthesis of historical site data since 1955, the
shortcomings cited by Harrington still exist to a
material extent. This may be due to several persistent
characteristics in the field of historical archeology.?
First, the objectives of this research have changed
little. The definition and interpretation of structural
detail for reconstruction and restoration purposes is
frequently stressed, while a comprehensive evaluation
of the artifacts associated with structural features
often is neglected.® This priority of restoration over

' J. C. HARRINGTON, ‘‘Archaeology as an Auxiliary Science
to American History,” American Anthropologist, vol. 57, p. 1126.

2 Historical archeology is concerned with the excavation
and interpretation of sites which have been occupied since
the time of recorded European history. It is traditional that
these sites bear evidence of European occupation or influence.
It is assumed that documentary evidence be available which
may be called upon to assist in interpreting the archeological
findings. The site location need not be restricted to North
America, but may be in any other area where Europeans or
American colonials had established themselves since the time
of recorded European history. Historical archeology has its
counterpart in Europe as postmedieval archeology.

3 Published reports on the sites of Womack (Harris and
BraiNne, 1965), Rosewell (NoiL Hume, 1962), Clay Bank
(NoirL Hume, 1966), Tutter’s Neck (NoiL Huwme, 1966),
Fort Michilimackinac (MaxwgLL and BinForp, 1961),
Gilbert (Jerks, 1966), Pearson (DurriELD and JELks, 1961),
and Johnny Ward’s Ranch (FoNTaNA and GREENLEAF, 1962)
are examples of noteworthy exceptions (for full citations, see
bibliography). But for comments on the continuing emphasis
on restoration, see Ivor No#L HuME, “Historical Archaeology
in America,” Post-Medieval Archaeology, vol. 1, p. 105.

evaluation frequently is due to a lack of funds or
research time rather than a failure of historical
archeologists to recognize the significance of detailed
artifact analysis. As a result, the techniques of
historical site artifact analysis have not developed
apace with analytic procedures designed to produce
structural data. Second, the analytic complexity of
historical site artifact assemblages continues to grow
as each new site is excavated and reported. Conse:
quently, the historical archeologist and artifact
specialist are increasingly confronted with large and
complex artifact assemblages manufactured, dis-
tributed, and deposited during very short periods
of time. The problems of analyzing and describing
these complex assemblages are obvious to anyone
who has worked in this field. The identification of
some eighteenth-century ceramic types, for example,
is difficult owing to the lack of adequate descriptive
reports. The archeologist often is forced to refer to
ceramic publications, catalogs, or collection indices
which identify only the best specimens of select
ceramic types. Unfortunately, these ‘museum
quality” items are found infrequently in an arche-
ological context.* Furthermore, the descriptive criteria

4 For examples of this quandary, see NorMAN FORTHUN
Barka, Historic Sites Archaeology at Portland Point, New Brunswick,
Canada, 1631-1850, p. 4. See also Curtis TUNNELL, “A De-
scription of Enameled Earthenware from an Archeological Ex-
cavation at Mission San Antonio de Valero (The Alamo),” State
Building Commission Archaeological Program Report no. 2, p. 19.

The authors: J. Jefferson Miller IT is Curator,Section of
Ceramics History, Division of Ceramics and Glass, Na-
tional Museum of History and Technology, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, D.C. 20560. Lyle M. Stone is
Head of Archaeological Research, Mackinac Island
State Park Commission, Stevens T. Mason Building,
Lansing, Michigan 58926.
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presented in many of the published sources are

seldom helpful.

In view of these problems, it is our opinion that
reports stressing the analysis, description, and inter-
pretation of historical sites artifacts are badly needed—
not only to test conclusions based largely on struc-
tural evidence, but also to provide comparative
data applicable to the interpretation of contempo-
raneous historical sites.

This publication is the result of a combined effort
by The Museum at Michigan State University and
the Smithsonian Institution. The ceramic artifacts
described were excavated between 1959 and 1965
from the eighteenth-century site of Fort Michili-
mackinac (MS?), Emmet County, Michigan.5 Fort
Michilimackinac is administered by the Mackinac
Island State Park Commission, presently under the
direction of Dr. Eugene T. Petersen. Since 1959 the
Department of Anthropology and The Museum at
Michigan State University have engaged in a con-
tinuing program of archeological investigation at
Fort Michilimackinac. Their program, undertaken in
cooperation with the Mackinac Island State Park
Commission, has three basic objectives:

1. To produce a scholarly study of the site. This
study, utilizing archeological and documentary
materials, is intended to provide detailed infor-
mation pertinent to a better understanding of the
history of Fort Michilimackinac.

2. To provide the Mackinac Island State Park
Commission with accurate guidelines for the
reconstruction and interpretation of Fort Michili-
mackinac on its original site.

3. To provide a field laboratory for the training
of students in the techniques of archeological
research.

5 MS? refers to Mackinac Straits area site number 2. The
term Michilimackinac, pronounced Mish la mack ah naw,
has been associated with a variety of meanings and has been
spelled in many different ways. Walter Havighurst, for example,
notes that at least 68 different spellings of the word were re-
corded between 1681 and 1855. WALTER HaVIGHURST, 7hree
Flags at the Straights, pp. X and XI. Spellings such as Mithini-
mackenucs, Michilimaquinay, Mishinimakinang, Eshelemack-
inac, and Mochenemockenugong were common during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The Jesuits spelled the

word in 13 different ways in The Fesuit Relations. . . . The
word means variously the “great turtle,” “a place of dancing
spirits,”” and “turtle spirits,”” and has been used to refer to the

Mackinac Straits area in general, to the seventeenth-century
Fort De Baude at St. Ignace, to the Fort on the south side of
the Straits which is the subject of this report, and to the 1781—
1895 Fort on Mackinac Island.

An interest in reporting the ceramic artifacts from
Fort Michilimackinac began late in the summer of
1965 when J. Jefferson Miller II, associate curator
of the Division of Ceramics and Glass, National
Museum of History and Technology, Smithsonian
Institution, visited the site and viewed a sample of
the ceramics recovered during the 1965 field season.
Mr. Miller’s inspection of this collection prompted
him to initiate plans for an analysis of the Fort
Michilimackinac ceramics and to suggest a joint
publication with Lyle M. Stone, then director of
field archeology for the Michigan State University
Museum Fort Michilimackinac Project. Subsequently,
arrangements were made with Mr. Stone and with
the Michigan State University Museum to conduct
a study of the Fort Michilimackinac ceramic collec-
tion. During the winter of 1965 and throughout 1966
and 1967, Mr. Miller and Mr. Stone conducted the
ceramics analysis and related historic research and
decided upon a publication format which would
include historical, descriptive, and interpretative in-
formation. Research on the ceramic artifacts from
the Fort has been carried out at the site, at the
Michigan State University Museum, and at the
Smithsonian Institution. Other comparable artifact
collections have been visited and studied, the most
important of these being the ones at Colonial Wil-
liamsburg, Virginia; Fort Ligonier, Pennsylvania;
and the Fortress of Louisbourg, Nova Scotia. Nu-
merous consultations were conducted with archeolo-
gists and ceramic specialists in the United States,
Canada, and Europe.

The primary objective of this publication is a
detailed description of the Fort Michilimackinac cer-
amics collection (1959-1965), including comments on
the manufacture, importation, use, and dating of
each ceramic type described. The term ‘‘ceramics”
as used in this report excludes aboriginal ceramics
and kaolin pipes. It is hoped that the descriptions
will contribute to the research of the following
specialists: (a) the historical archeologist, by provid-
ing a documentation of datable ceramic types for
comparative purposes; ¢ (b) the artifact historian,

6 One aim of this publication is to provide a useful reference
for those conducting investigations of historical sites where
ceramics specialists are not readily available for consultation.
With this purpose in mind, some general background material
has been included and the annotations are deliberately ex-
tensive in order to supply an immediate working reference to
the type of ceramic under consideration.
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by providing data derived from a region and period
relatively unknown from the standpoint of ceramic
importation and use; and (c) the cultural historian,
by providing evidence indicating the level of socio-
economic life maintained at Fort Michilimackinac
and presumably at other comparable frontier military
posts.

A second objective is to illustrate the interpretative
value of historical sites ceramics. By presenting several
interpretative problems to which ceramics data may
be applied, we hope to facilitate the evaluation of
historical sites upon which ceramics are found. The
relationships between ceramic change and changing
patterns of social life through time in view of different
historical and geographical factors must also be
studied. For example, ceramic data may reflect
diverse functional activities on a site, the presence of
various status or socioeconomic groups, and the locus
and importance of different trade routes.” Information
from sites in addition to Fort Michilimackinac has
been presented to support many of the interpretations
posited.

In consideration of these objectives, this study has
been organized as follows. Chapter I: outline of the
history of Fort Michilimackinac and the program of
archeological research. Chapter II: description of
ceramic types from the site. Chapter III: interpreta-
tion of historical sites ceramic data.

A basic problem of ceramics classification and
description was confronted during the course of
research. As the taxonomic system selected is a key
element in the structure of this publication, it bears
consideration at this time.

The difficulty arises in attempting to present a
ceramics classification which is useful and acceptable
to both the ceramics historian and the archeologist,
who—quite naturally—frequently hold different views
with respect to research objectives and the purpose of
classification. The ceramic artifacts from Fort Michili-
mackinac have been analyzed from two points of
view, not necessarily incompatable yet distinct in
perspective and objective—one archeological and the
other that of the ceramics specialist. The ceramics
specialist is concerned primarily with presenting a

7 In considering the interpretive aspects, we have assumed
that a number of factors commonly interact to determine the
presence and context of ceramic types on a site. Factors such as
transportability, trade logistics, functional necessity, expense,
and historic contacts are all related to the nature of ceramics
importation and use.

3

ceramics catalog for technological, historical, and
descriptive purposes. The archeologist may, on the
other hand, be concerned primarily with ceramic
artifacts as they reflect the social life and culture of the
occupants of a historical site. As a result, the purposes
and results of classification are different. Both ap-
proaches are valid and we wish to emphasize that
these differences in orientation exist and that they
cannot be (nor should they be) arbitrarily reconciled
in a publication of this type. Each orientation has
something unique to contribute. The ceramics
specialist contributes his detailed knowledge of ceram-
ics history, technology, and identification. The
archeologist contributes from the standpoint of
taxonomic procedure and interpretative methodology.

Regarding the problem of classification, we have
found that the two views do not necessarily differ with
respect to the techniques of analysis employed or the
definition of ceramic attributes which are relevant for
taxonomic purposes. The two approaches differ,
however, in the degree of analytic objectivity main-
tained during the course of research. The traditional
archeological approach to analysis relies upon a
number of established criteria for the classification and
description of ceramics. For example, the traditionally
trained archeologist confronted with a collection of
eighteenth-century ceramics would consider these
artifacts in the light of attributes such as method of
manufacture, temper, hardness, color, surface finish,
form, and decoration and would search for clusters of
diagnostic attributes in an attempt to define historically
and culturally valid ceramic types. The types identified
would then be evaluated in the light of any additional
archeological evidence.® This approach is exemplified
in a paper published by B. Bruce Powell ® in which he
proposes a rigorous classification of seventeenth-nine-
teenth-century European ceramics. In so doing,
Powell criticizes South, Maxwell and Binford,
Caywood, and Cotter for not adhering to three basic
rules of taxonomy: (1) there should be a single basis
of division between ranks (classes), (2) classes should
be mutually exclusive, and (3) classes should be
exhaustive. Powell’s system of classification represents
a thoughtful (and admittedly tentative) attempt to
solve this difficult problem, but a number of dis-

8 For example, evidence derived from the distribution and
association of ceramic types with other artifacts and structures.

9 B. Bruce Powerr, “Classification of Ceramics from
Historic Sites,”” special issue of the Southeastern Archaeological
Conference Newsletter, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 34-35.
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crepancies in his taxonomy illustrate the complications
involved. Thus, the existence of an understandable
and reasonable difference in approach between
archeologists and ceramic historians is eclipsed by
complicated variances among historical archeologists
confronted with the necessity of creating some sort of
workable taxonomy that will facilitate comparisons of
results obtained at the ever-increasing number of
sites under study.

Essentially, the ceramics historian employs the
same process as the archeologist by identifying at-
tributes and attribute clusters, although such classifi-
cation is carried out in a less mechanical or objective
fashion, with the ceramics historian usually relying
upon his accumulated knowledge to distinguish
ceramic types. The objective means of the archeologist
are not always easily applied to the analysis of
eighteenth-century ceramics, owing primarily to the
complexities of eighteenth-century ceramic pro-
duction and distribution.’® Moreover, information
contained in the available documentary material or
in published works may either override or reinforce
the evidence produced by archeologically objective
means. Ivor Noél Hume, director of the Department
of Archacology at Colonial Williamsburg, has been
a consistent critic of the traditional archeological
approach to classification:

The absence of knowledge on the part of the student
prompts him to seek it in the only way he knows
how—through the methods of anthropology and
-prehistory. Thus, he wastes time and funds laboriously
compiling useless pottery typologies in the quest for
dating and nomenclatures that should be sought amid
the vast corpus of material already published on the
subject. But not being acquainted with these sources,
he proceeds on the assumption that in digging an
historical site he is plunging into totally uncharted
waters.11

On the other hand, the methodology of the ceramics
historian is weak in certain respects. The comparative
lack of a precise, objective method of ceramics identi-
fication is reflected in the rather broad ceramics

10 Some studies in qualitative analysis have been made, but
constant changes and experimentation in eighteenth-century
manufacturing methods and body formulae tend to limit the
usefulness of chemical analysis for attribution purposes. For
a basic study of the properties of eighteenth-century European
ceramics, see ARTHUR Hurst, “Ceramics Construction,”
Transactions of the English Ceramic Circle, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 28-42.

11Tvor NokL HuME, “Historical Archaeology in America,”
Post-Medieval Archaeology, vol. 1, pp. 104-105.

categories (usually distinguished by country of origin
and type of ware) defined by the ceramics historian.

It is our view that, for the present, it is unnecessary
to rely totally on either approach to the exclusion of
the other. Rather, we have sought a workable format
that has, we believe, provided a symbiotic basis for
our study. Consequently, in an attempt to achieve
some degree of taxonomic consistency and to define
procedures and results which are acceptable to the
cultural historian, the ceramics historian, and the
historical archeologist, we have adopted an interme-
diate stance to the problem of classification. In so
doing, an endeavor has been made to use certain
objective means where the nature of the data warrant
their use and reliance has been placed upon more
subjective means in other cases. As a result, some of
the attributes utilized to distinguish ceramic types
possibly will seem simplistic or even naive to the
ceramics historian. We ask the ceramics historian to
bear with this divergence and to recognize that the
type of evidence which might seem superfluous for
his purposes may be of significance to the historical
archeologist. As we have stated, one of our aims is to
provide a source which will facilitate the identification,
by the working archeologist, of eighteenth-century
ceramics. Concomitantly, some of our descriptive
means and criteria may appear unorthodox or even
meaningless to the archeologist, whereas it is viewed
as significant data to cultural and ceramics historians’

The ceramics classification adopted in this report
consists of three levels of taxonomic differentiation—
the class, group, and type. No attempt, however, has
been made to be consistent in the definition of inter-
level differentia. Classes (earthenware, stoneware,
and porcelain) are distinguished by differences in
paste and certain physical properties resulting from
firing. Groups (tin-glazed earthenware, English cream-
colored earthenware, coarse earthenware, fine earth-
enware, English white saltglazed stoneware, other
stonewares, Chinese export porcelain, and English
porcelain) are distinguished on the basis of physical
and/or stylistic properties. Types are distinguished on
the basis of style and/or technique of decoration.

Consequently, in our classification of the ceramics
from Fort Michilimackinac we have been less system-
atic than we would have by following the recom-
mendations of Powell. Our classification is exhaustive
(with respect to the Fort Michilimackinac ceramics)
and attempts to define classes which are mutually
exclusive. This system does not, however, adhere to
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a single basis of division between ranks. Our basis
for division (taxonomic criteria) may vary in dis-
tinguishing two taxonomic units on the same level
of differentiation. This course has been adopted for
several reasons. First, adherence to an inflexible set
of diagnostic criteria would produce misleading
results with respect to the sample and would serve
to confuse our presentation. Second, we feel that the
more complicated a historical site ceramics classifi-
cation becomes, the less easily are we able to fulfill
two of the major purposes of classification: providing
a format for communication between scholars as an
efficient and adaptable means of comparative re-
search, and allowing the investigator to interpret a
site and its ceramics in terms of the society which
produced them. Third, the availability of documen-
tary evidence, which may identify the country of
origin or even the specific manufacturer of a given
ceramic type, allows the choice of relevant taxo-
nomic criteria in many cases, whereas a dependence
on inflexible criteria and a disregard for historical
evidence would produce a classification which does
not approximate the historically known situation.
On the other hand, historical evidence is not always
available as a basis for meaningful distinctions. In
such cases (the coarse earthenware group in particu-
lar) we have attempted to be more systematic in our
definition of taxonomic differentia.

Although we do not profess to have solved this
classificatory problem, we hope that we have con-
tributed to the realization that it exists and that
historical site artifacts of all kinds patently require
a more efficient and meaningful approach to analysis
and classification.!? The ceramics classification pre-
sented in this paper includes only the ceramics
produced from the site of Fort Michilimackinac. We
feel that, at present, this represents the most effective
means of describing the ceramic artifacts and allowing

12 Several published and unpublished works have grappled
with this problem. For example, see STaNLEY A. SourtH,
“The Ceramic Types at Brunswick Town, North Carolina,”
Southeastern Archeological Conference Newsletter, vol. 9, no. 1,
pp- 1-5; Epwarp B. Jerks, “Ceramics From Jamestown,”
included as Appendix B in Archeological Excavations at Jamestown
by Joun L. CoTTER, pp. 201-209; BARKA, Historic Sites Archae-
ology at Portland Point, New Brunswick, Canada, 1631-1850,
p- 493. Classification for data retrieval systems also offers some
promise. For this approach (designed for use at Louisbourg),
see RENEe H. Marwritt, “Punch Card Design for Ceramic
Analysis,” The Conference on Historic Site Archaeology Papers,
1965-1966, vol. 1, pp. 19-26.

5

the investigator to interpret the ceramics and the
site in terms of the society that produced them. Our
system does not purport to represent a final product;
and it should not be viewed as such. On this point,
we concur with Iain C. Walker, formerly of the
Canadian Historic Sites Commission, ‘“An artifact
typology is a hypothesis which may or may not
prove true and is occasioned by a lack of knowledge
on a subject; it is the starting point of a study, not
the end result.”’!® Our system stands for the present,
only to be reevaluated in the light of additional
archeological and historical evidence.

An admitted weakness of this study lies in the
fact that no comprehensive attempt has been made
to correlate the identified ceramic types with addi-
tional artifact classes and structural evidence from
Fort Michilimackinac. Essentially this is because a
detailed analysis of the Fort Michilimackinac archeo-
logical data has not been completed at present.'
In acknowledging the problems encountered in pre-
paring this report, we remain convinced that our
work represents a worthwhile contribution to the
respective disciplines of historical archeology, cul-
tural history, and ceramics history. In terms of
artifact description and interpretation, socioeconomic
history, and comparative data, we have presented
a large amount of heretofore unpublished informa-
tion. Hopefully, the ensuing years will see a con-
tinuing program of publication on the artifact col-
lections from many North American historical sites.
Such a program should result in a more compre-
hensive understanding of eighteenth-century North
America and in a clearer delineation of the complex
social and economic patterns of the period.

We assume equal responsibility for the preparation
of this report. Each read and consulted upon the
revision of the other’s contributions. Mr. Miller was
primarily responsible for Chapter II and Mr. Stone
was primarily responsible for Chapters I and III.

13 Jain C. WALKER, ‘“Historic Archaeology—Methods and
Principle,” Historical Archaeology 1967, pp. 23-34.

14 The task of analyzing the Fort Michilimackinac artifactual
and structural remains is presently being undertaken by
Lyle M. Stone and will be presented as a part of his Ph.D
dissertation for the Michigan State University Department of
Anthropology. This study hopefully will yield results which
will facilitate the interpretation of several of the more complex
ceramic categories presented in this publication, i.e., coarse
earthenwares.



Chapter 1

History of Fort Michilimackinac
and the Present Program of
Archeology and Reconstruction

FORT MicHILIMACKINAC is located on the
south side of the Mackinac Straits,
which separate lower and upper Michigan and join
Lakes Michigan and Huron (Figure 1).! To the
south and west is Lake Michigan and the headwaters
of the Mississippi drainage system. To the east and
south are Lake Huron and Georgian Bay, links in
the westward flow of trade goods and equipment
from the lower Great Lakes-Detroit-Lake Huron
route or the Ottawa River-Lake Nipissing route
(Figure 2). Mackinac Island, on which Fort Michili-
mackinac was relocated in 1781, lies eight miles to
the northeast of the original site. To the north of
the straits are the Sault Ste. Marie passage and the
entrance to Lake Superior. The straits provided an
economically and militarily strategic position for the
location of a fort. Fort Michilimackinac served as
a focal point for the upper Great Lakes fur trade
and was in a position to regulate water travel between
Lake Huron and Lake Michigan. The site rests upon
windblown beach sand and Algoma stage sand and
gravel deposits at an elevation of between 595 and
609 feet above sea level.

1 The history of the Mackinac Straits area is somewhat
vague, especially during the years preceding British occupa-
tion (1760). To date, no in-depth history of this region has
been written, although numerous primary documents relating
to this problem are available. The history given in this publi-
cation is based on primary documents and a number of second-
ary accounts which have dealt with limited aspects of Mackinac
Straits and upper Great Lakes history.

359-962 O - 70 - ¢

Fort Michilimackinac was established about 1715.%
Between 1650 and 1715 the upper Great Lakes
underwent a rapid settlement by French mission-
aries, traders, and soldiers. This period of expansion
and settlement had been paralleled farther to the
east between 1610 and 1650. With the partial ex-
haustion of fur resources to the east and south of
Georgian Bay by 1650 and with the exploration and
settlement of the upper Great Lakes, the focus of
the fur trade shifted to the west. One of the earliest
trading expeditions to the upper Great Lakes was that
of two French traders—Pierre Espirit Radisson and
Medard Chouart, Sieur de Groseilliers. Radisson
made his first trip to the Lake Superior region in
1654 and returned to Quebec in 1656 with many
high quality beaver furs. Groseilliers accompanied
Radisson on a second trip to the area between 1658
and 1660.> These early trading expeditions estab-
lished valuable contacts for the French and prompted
the government of New France to expand its trading
interests to the west. French traders were operating
near Sault Ste. Marie, at the mouth of Lake Superior,
by 1660.* The first permanent missionary settlement

2 The approximate date of 1715 was defined through the
research of Moreau S. Maxwell and Lewis R. Binford. See
MaxweLL and BINFORD, ‘“‘Excavation at Fort Michilimackinac,
Mackinac City, Michigan: 1959 Season,”” Michigan State
University Museum Cultural Series, 1961, vol. 1, no. 1, pp.
10 and 113.

3 HaroLp A. INN1s, The Fur Trade in Canada, p. 36; CLEVER
F. Bavp, Michigan in Four Centuries, p. 26.

1 Otrro Fowrg, Sault Ste. Marie and Its Great Waterway,
p. 89.

7
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in the region was established at Sault Ste. Marie
by Fathers Louis Nicolas and Jacques Marquette in
1668.5 This mission and the French traders centered
at Sault Ste. Marie attracted the settlement of the
Ottawa who had occupied areas along the southern
shore of Lake Superior. By 1669, the mission was
referred to in The Fesuit Relations . . . as that of the
Ottawa® although the Chippewa were also impor-
tant occupants of the Sault at this time.” The Sault
also served as a trading center for Indians inhabiting
the Green Bay area to the west. This contact with
Green Bay produced a further extension of the French
fur trade and the introduction of trade goods to
tribes such as the Potawatomi, Sioux, and Miamis.®

Shortly after the movement of French traders to the
west and into the Lake Superior region, British trad-
ing interests were secured to the north. The Hudson’s
Bay Trading Company was established in 1670 and
soon came to represent numerous small trading posts
in the James Bay area. The Hudson’s Bay enterprise,
backed up by cheaper goods and higher fur prices,
rapidly became a serious threat to French traders
in the south.? The French attempted to counter this
threat by creating changes in Indian trade patterns
and alliances and by establishing new trading posts
along the northern shore of Lake Superior.

By 1670 European influence in the upper Great
Lakes extended southward to the Mackinac Straits
area. A mission, established by Father Jacques Mar-
quette in 1671 on the north side of the straits at St.
Ignace, served as a focal point for groups of Ottawa,
who had entered the area from the Chaquamegon
Bay region of southwestern Lake Superior, for Chip-
pewa from the north, and for Huron from the east.
By 1683 the mission at St. Ignace had also begun to
serve as a French military post and was garrisoned by
30 soldiers under the command of Daniel de Grosollon,
Sieur dul’Hut (Dulhut).!® Fort de Baude was estab-
lished adjacent to the mission by Louis de la Porte,

5Ibid., p. 98.

6 R. G. Tuwartes, editor, The Jesuit Relations and Allied
Documents: Travels and Explorations of the Jesuit Missionaries in
New France, 1610-1791, vol. 51, p. 61.

7W. VernoN KiNietrz, The Indians of the Western Great
Lakes: 1615-1760, p. 318.

# INN1S, pp. 44-45.

9 The British at Hudson Bay were operating under a reduced
transportation overhead and thus were able to supply the same
or higher quality trade goods at a lower price.

10 FowLE, p. 177.

Sieur de Louvigny, in 1689.!! The maintenance of a
fortified post at this strategic location was in response
to King William’s War (1689-1697) and the intrusion
of British traders from Albany, New York, into the
Mackinac Straits after 1686. This competitive threat
is documented in a letter dated 1686 in which M. de
Denonville, governor general of Canada, noted that:
Missilimakinac is theirs. They have taken its latitude;
have been to trade there with our Outawas and
Huron Indians, who received them cordially on account
of the bargains they gave, by selling their merchandise
for Beaver which they purchased at a much higher
price than we.12

Although this encounter was short-lived and took
place at a time when the French post was under-
manned, it did demonstrate that British traders could
penetrate French territory and establish favorable
trade contracts with the Indians.

Antoine de Lamonthe Cadillac succeeded as com-
mandant of Fort de Baude in 1695. To control the
oversupply of furs accumulated by the increased
trading activity in the upper Great Lakes, Louis XIV
in 1696 ordered the upper Great Lakes closed to the
fur trade. As a result, Cadillac abandoned Fort de
Baude in 1698. By 1701 Cadillac having secured
permission to establish a fort at Detroit (Fort Pont-
chartrain)—although this was a direct exception to
the stipulations of the 1696 decree—was able to
convince many of the Indians remaining in the Straits
to join him at Detroit.”® The Jesuit missionaries, left
at St. Ignace with only a small parish, abandoned the
mission in 1705 and returned to Quebec.!* Between
1705 and 1715 the population and fur trade activity
of the Mackinac Straits area declined owing to the
abandonment of Fort de Baude and the Jesuit

11 BaLp, p. 43. See also N. M. MiLLER SURREY, Calendar of
Manusciipts in Paris Archives and Libraries Relating to the History of
the Mississippi Valley to 1803, vol. 1 (1581-1739), pp. 30-31. This
reference contains a statement “‘of the amounts due certain men
for the erection of posts at Detroit and Michilimackinac,”
recorded 25 July 1689 at Montreal. See also “An Account of
the Military Operations in Canada from the month of Novem-
ber, 1691, to the month of October, 1692 in Documents Rela-
tive to the Colonial History of the State of New York, edited by E. B.
O’CaLLAGHAN, vol. 9, p. 537.

12 M. pE DENONVILLE to M. DE SEIGNELAY, dated September
1686, from Missilimackinac, Documents Relative to the Colonial
History of the State of New York, edited by E. B. O’CALLAGHAN,
vol. 9, p. 297.

13 FOwWLE, p. 189.

14 SURREY, pp. 118-119.
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NUMBER 4

Mission, the decree of 1696, and Queen Anne’s War
which lasted from 1702 until 1713.15

By 1710 the Government of New France recognized
the importance of maintaining military control of the
Mackinac area and initiated plans to reestablish a
post at the Straits.’® Monsieur de Lignery, a captain
of the French army, was dispatched to Michili-
mackinac in 1712 for the purpose of securing the
alliance of the local Indians against the Fox and
Iroquois.'” The Fox had disrupted trade relations
with Indian allies of the French by stimulating inter-
tribal conflicts. The Iroquois were trade allies of the
British and were viewed as competition to the French
trade system. The strategy in reoccupying the Straits
sought to curtail the activity of British traders and
Iroquois middlemen in the upper Great Lakes and
to strengthen Indian alliances which had been
weakened by the Fox.

De Lignery apparently spent several years in the
Straits before the post was actually constructed.
The proposed establishment of this post is again
referred to in a letter written by Captain de la
Forest in 1714.'% Moreau S. Maxwell and Lewis R.
Binford note that

the original plan for the expedition against the Fox
was to send 20 troops under Captain D’Eschaillons,
Lieutenant Lanour, and Ensign Belestre from Montreal
to Michilimackinac to arrive early in August, 1715.—

However, the supplies and troops from Montreal did
not arrive at the Straits in time for the coordinated

15 Although the mission was abandoned in 1705, there is
some evidence to indicate that a new mission or fort was
established in 1706. See Surrey, p. 125, and Letter from
FaTHER MAREST to the MarQuis DE VAUDREUIL, 14 August
1706, Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections, vol 33, p. 265.
In addition, we know that Father Marest returned to Michili-
mackinac in 1706 and that the area continued to be frequented
by French traders and Indians during this period. See M. pE
VAUDREUIL to M. DE PONTCHARTRAIN, Quebec, 28 April 1706,
and M. pE PONTCHARTRAIN to M. DE VAUDREUIL, Versailles,
9 June 1706, Documents Relative to the Colonial History of the State
of New York, edited by E. B. O’CaLLAGHAN, vol. 9, pp. 775 and
779:

16 M. pE VAUDREUIL to M. DE PONTCHARTRAIN, Quebec,
31 October 1710, Documents Relative to the Colonial History of
the State of New York, edited by E. B. O’CALLAGHAN, vol. 9,
p. 849.

17 Ibid, p. 865.

18 “Memoirs on Detroit,” supposed to have been written by
CapTaiN DE La Forest, 1 October 1714, Quebec, Documents
Relative to the Colonial History of the State of New York, edited by
E. B. O’CaLLAGHAN vol. 9, pp. 866-867.
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operation, although presumably they did arrive later
that year.10
Maxwell and Binford suggest that

it appears likely that sometime between 1715 and 1720
De Lignery with several hundred men on his hands
waiting for supplies from Montreal put them to
work in the time-honored military tradition by building
a stockaded fort on the other side of the river, meaning
the south shore of the straits.?

An anonymous map in the Ayer Collection, Newberry
Library, believed to date from 1717, is also referred to
by Maxwell and Binford (Figure 3). The map

shows a stockade, square, with square corner bastions,
on the south side of the Straits, as well as a fort and
mission on the north side of the Straits. The caption,
indicating the fort on the south side of the Straits,
states that the former fort (at St. Ignace) has been
abandoned; that the fort on the south side of the
straits has a commandant, a few settlers, and even
some French women, and that in 1716 about 600
Coureurs-de-bois were gathered there during trading
time.?!

A later reference gives the year 1717 for the founding
of Fort Michilimackinac. This date is mentioned in a
letter by John Porteous, an English trader, from
Michilimackinac in 1767 in which he states that

Michilimackinac is Situated on [a large cape which
form([s] the] Southern [side of the] Straits between
the Lakes Huron and Michigan, has Lake Huron on
the E. and S.E., and on the S. and W., Lake
Michigan, This post was first established upon
an Isld on the E. enterance of the Straits, from thence
moved to the east point of the northern cape, and
afterward moved westwards, about 2 Miles, about
the middle of the Straits; and in the year 1717, by
request of the Ottawas whose village then stood
here, was again moved over where it now stands to
protect them from some of the Nations they were
then at war with.22

Charlevoix’s journal clearly illustrates that Fort
Michilimackinac was in existence on the south side of
the Straits by 1721.2% The founding date of Fort

19 MaxweLL and BINFORD, 1961, p. 14, defend this statement
by reference to letters from RameEzAay and BEcoN to French
Minister, September and November, 1715, and reproduced in
Collections of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, vol. 16,
pp. 314 and 327.

20 MaxweLrL and BiNnrorp, 1961, p. 10.

21 Ibid., pp. 11-12.

22 Letter from JoHN PorTEOUs to his father in Scotland,
Michilimackinac, summer 1767, “From Niagara to Mackinac
in 1767, Crever F. BaLrp, editor, H.storical Bulletin, No. 2,
The Algonquin Club, p. 12.

23 Le P. pE CHARLEVOIX, Journal d’un Voyage fait par Ordre
du Roi dans L’Amerique Seplentrionnale: Adressé a Madame la
Duchess de Lesdiquieres, vol. 3, p. 279.
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NUMBER 4

Michilimackinac on the south side of the straits is thus
narrowed to between 1714 and 1721, with the most
probable date, based on evidence above, falling
between 1715 and 1717. Maxwell and Binford, using
essentially the same evidence, concluded that the post
was established about 1715.2¢

A number of factors contributed to the establish-
ment of this post. With the close of Queen Anne’s War
in 1713, finances once again were available to support
renewed trading interests and military control of the
upper Great Lakes.? Although anticipated Fox con-
flicts gave impetus to the construction of the fort, other
long-term reasons were extremely relevant to its
establishment. A post was necessary at the Straits to
discourage competition from the Hudson’s Bay
Company to the north; to control the activity of the
unlicensed French traders, the Coureurs-de-bois; to
secure the alliance of the local Indians; and to serve as
focal point for anticipated fur-trading expeditions.

The Fox War of 1716 was undertaken under the
command of Sieur de Louvigny. Louvigny left
Montreal in May 1716 and arrived at Michilimackinac
during July or August with at least 300 Frenchmen.?®
There, he combined forces with De Lignery to produce
a total troop contingent of nearly 800 French and
Indians.?” This force proceeded to the fortified Fox
settlement near Green Bay, Wisconsin, and subdued
the Fox within three days. Louvigny immediately
departed for Quebec upon his return to the Straits,
leaving the command of the Fort to De Lignery with a
garrison of no more than 23 soldiers.”

In 1720 De Lignery relinquished his command at
the post to Monsieur Daneil Lienard de Beaujeau.
From 1715 until 1760, Fort Michilimackinac was
governed by the following French commandants:

Charles Regnault, Sieur Dubuisson 1729-1730
Jacques Testard, Sieur de Montigny 1730-1733
Pierre Le Gardeur, Sieur de Repentigny  1733-1734

24 MaxweLL and BiNForp, 1961, p. 113.

25 Memorial written by CLAUDE MiIcHEL BEcon, Intendent of
Canada, dated at Quebec, 20 September 1713. Collections of
the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, vol. 16, pp. 295-297.

26 Letter of GOVERNOR DE VAUDREUIL to Council of Marine,
dated 14 October 1716. Collections of the State Historical Society of
Wisconsin, vol. 16, p. 342.

27 Ibid., p. 343.

28 The conflict of 1716 discussed here was one of several
which took place between the French and Fox between 1712
and 1728. See WiLLiam Jones, “Ethnography of the Fox
Indians,” Margaret Welpley Fisher, editor, Bureau of American
Ethnology, Bulletin 125, pp. 3-5, for a discussion of the Fox
Wars of this period.
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Pierre Celoron, Sieur de Blainville 1734-1742
Jean Jarret, Sieur de Vercheres 1742-1745
Louis de La Corne 1745-1747
Charles Joseph De Noyelles 1747
Jacques Legardeur, Sieur de St. Pierre 1747
Nicholas De Noyelles, Sieur de

Fleurimont 1747-1750
Francois Lefebre, Sieur Duplessis-Fabert 1750-1753
Louis Lienard, Sieur de Beaujeu-

Villemonde 1753-1754
Louis Herbin 1754-1757
Louis Lienard, Sieur de Beaujeu-

Villemonde 1758-1760%°

During this period the size of the post garrison under-
went little change. In 1729 there were no more than
35 soldiers, including officers, at the Fort; in 1747
the troops numbered only 28. In addition to the
military personnel and their families, the Fort housed
traders, craftsmen such as blacksmiths, missionaries,
Coureurs-de-bois, and voyageurs during certain
seasons of the year. Local groups of Ojibwa and
Ottawa frequented the Fort to trade.

Owing to British competition and fluctuations in
the supply and demand of the fur market, the fur
trade grew slowly at Fort Michilimackinac between
1720 and 1760.2° The Fort continued to serve as a
supply depot for French traders arriving from the
east in the spring or autumn. Once provisioned with
food, the traders left for areas to the west and north,
returning to Fort Michilimackinac for provisions the
following spring and then going to Montreal with
their load of furs.®* The fur trade thus provided a
livelihood for the nonmilitary residents of the Fort.
The period from 1744 until 1760, during the King
George’s war and the French and Indian War, was
one of economic depression. During these years, the
British were able to blockade effectively the St.
Lawrence River which was the major supply route
for French trade goods to the upper Great Lakes.

By 1760 the fur trade had led to the rapid accul-
turation of the Indians occupying the upper Great
Lakes. The continual shifting of tribal groups (due in
part to European and intertribal conflicts and alli-
ances) accompanied by the introduction of European
trade goods and ideas had a direct effect on the socio-
economic systems of the contacted groups. The Euro-
pean, by 1760, had become an integral and necessary
part of the native life. The Indians had become de-
pendent on a continual supply of European trade

20 Old Fort Michilimackinac at Mackinaw City, Michigan, p. 12.
30 Ipa AMANDA JoHNsoON, The Michigan Fur Trade, p. 581.
31 INNis, p. 59.
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goods with which to meet their subsistence needs, and
in turn, much of Indian society had become oriented
toward fulfilling the necessities of European traders;
i.e., Indians produced the furs for the trade market,
supplied French traders with provisions, and acted as
middlemen between the French and outlying Indian
groups.®?

The early French post at Michilimackinac is
thought to have consisted of a small square stockade
with bastions, a mission, two guardhouses, and a 40-
foot-long structure to house military personnel.®
By 1760 the area within the stockade had been ex-
panded to nearly three times its original size during
at least five phases of construction.?* The first phase
(1725-1735) saw the expansion of the original stockade
to 200 feet per side, the addition of row houses, a well,
and at least three single-unit French inhabitant’s
houses.? During the second expansion (1730-1740),
a new row house unit was added, the west wall was
expanded, and the north wall was moved 65 feet to
the north to accommodate structures added during
this phase. During the third phase (1740-1745)
another set of row houses was added, the commanding
officer’s house was constructed, the west stockade was
expanded, and the church was rebuilt.* The fourth
phase of expansion (1751) saw the building of a pro-
visions storehouse and the rebuilding of a guardhouse
which had been burned. The final stage of expansion
must have taken place prior to 1766, at which time
the stockade was expanded to its maximum size of
360 feet north-south by 333 feet east-west, as suggested

32 See HaroLp HickersoN, “The Southwestern Chippewa:
An Ethnohistorical Study,” American Anthropological Asso-
ciation, Memoir 92, vol. 64, no. 3, part 2, for a discussion of the
effects of the fur trade upon the Chippewa.

33 In 1720 CaPTAIN DE LIGNERY wrote a letter to CouNnT
pE TouLouze asking for reimbursement for expenses acquired
while building ‘“a fort for the garrison, with two guardhouses;
and a 40 foot house,” Collecticns of the State Historical Society of
Wisconsin, vol. 16, pp. 386-387.

3¢ The hypothetical expansion phases were defined by
Lewis R. BINFORD in the 1961 Fort Michilimackinac Preliminary
Report (mimeographed report, Department of Anthropology,
Michigan State University) and represent refinements of the
original phases proposed by MaxweLL and Binrorp, 1961,
pp- 27-38.

35 Lewis R. BINFOrRD notes in his 71961 Preliminary Report
that the original De Lignery Fort has not been identified.

36 In the “Mackinac Register of Interments (1743-1806),”
we note that Marie Coussante, daughter of Joseph Hins,
“Died August 10, 1743; she was the first one buried in the
new church built by her father, under the holy water font.”
Collections of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, vol. 19, p.
150.

by three English military plans of the Fort—the
Magra Map of 1766 (Figure 4), the Nordberg Map
of 1769 (Figure 5), and the anonymous (Crown Col-
lection) map of circa 1760-1770 (Figure 6).7

The French garrison was involved in little military
activity from 1715 until 1760, serving primarily to
protect traders and maintain friendly relations with
the nearby Ojibwa and Ottawa. The Indians oc-
casionally were mustered along with the French
garrisons to fight against the British and allied
Iroquois to the east.?8 In 1739 commandant Sieur
de Celoron and the post garrison accompanied
Baron Longuevil with a combined force of 442
Canadians against the Chickasaw in the Yazoo
country of Mississippi. This campaign against the
Chickasaw was relatively ineffectual owing to Indian
desertions, lack of supplies, bad weather, illness, and
poor leadership. The expedition terminated after
several skirmishes with the Chickasaw which resulted
in meaningless negotiations.??

During the later part of the French period, there
were several shifts of location by Indians allied with
the French at Fort Michilimackinac. In 1741 the
local Ottawa moved a few miles south to L’Arbre
Croche (now Cross Village) on Lake Michigan.%
The Ojibwa also began moving at about this time to
occupy areas near Detroit and Saginaw. !

Capitulation of the French forces at Montreal to
General Jeffery Amherst in September 1760 ended
the French and Indian War, and gave control of
the upper Great Lakes to the British. After receiving
news of the end of hostilities, the French garrison at
Michilimackinac under Captain Louis de Beaujeu

37 The Nordberg Map was drafted by LIEUTENANT JOHN
NorpBERG in 1769. The Magra Map was drafted by Lieu-
TENANT PERKINS MAGRA in 1766. These English officers were
both in the 60th Regiment, commonly referred to as the
“Royal American™ Regiment. Although these maps are of
limited use for exact measurement purposes, they do show the
approximate position of many of the buildings which existed
between 1760 and 1780 and indicate the position of many of
the remaining French period structures. Both maps are in the
collections of the William L. Clements Memorial Library,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan. The third
map is anonymous and is in the Crown Collection of Maps,
British Museum.

38 HAVIGHURST, pp. 51-57.

3 Norman W. CaLpwerr. “The Chickasaw Threat to
French Control of the Mississippi in the 1740%s,””> The Chronicles
of Oklahoma, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 465-492.

40 KiNIETZ, p. 230.

41 Ibid., p. 319.
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18 SMITHSONIAN STUDIES IN HISTORY AND TECHNOLOGY

left to join French settlements in Illinois.*? Charles
de Langlade, second in command, remained at the
post and turned it over to British forces under Cap-
tain Henry Balfour in September 1761. Balfour
immediately departed, leaving the post under the
command of Lieutenant Leslye and a garrison of 40
troops from the 60th Regiment.*

The articles of capitulation agreed upon in Mont-
real 8 September 1760 were very favorable to the
remaining French inhabitants of Fort Michilimack-
inac. Religious freedom was guaranteed and the
French traders and inhabitants were permitted to
retain possession of their property and goods.** The
latter provision proved to be a matter of concern to
the British commandants who were forced to rent
troop quarters from the French inhabitants.

Documentary information pertaining to the British
occupation of Fort Michilimackinac between 1761
and 1781 is much more complete. As each of eleven
succeeding commandants took command, records
were made of the structural repairs and additions
which had been authorized. The British maintained
the Fort more strictly as a military post than as a
trading post or ‘“fortified settlement,” as had been
the case during the French period.* During the
British period, there was no further expansion of the
Fort perimeter, but occupants and traders built cabins
outside of the Fort enclosure.

Both the fur-trade activity and the population of
Fort Michilimackinac increased during the period
of British control. The change from French to British
trade policies was in part responsible for this growth.
Prior to 1761 the French had administered the fur
trade through the sale of monopolies and trade per-
mits. This system was never satisfactory, as the
existence of monopolies tended to increase the cost
of trade goods.* The British government removed
all monopolies and previous trade restrictions and
thereafter confined the fur trade in the Great Lakes
to five licensed posts: Kaministiquia, Michilimack-
inac, LaBaye, Detroit, and Ouiatanon. A license

42 HAVIGHURST, p. 58.

43 MaxweLL and BinForp, 1961, p. 13.

1 CaMERON NisH, editor, “The French Regime,” Canadian
Historical Documents Series, vol. 1, pp. 153-155.

45 LEwis R. Binrorp, A Discussion of the Contrasts in the
Development of the Settlement at Fort Michilimackinac under
British and French Rule,” Southeastern Archaeological Conference
Newsletter, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 50-52, 1962.

46 MARJORIE GORDON Jackson, “The Beginning of British
Trade at Michilimackinac,” AMinnesota History, vol. 11, no. 3,
pp- 235-236.

system was implemented which permitted anyone to
carry on trade from the licensed posts. The Indians
were then required to carry their furs to one of the
five posts and were not extended credit for trade
goods as had been the practice during the French
period.”” Besides the increase in private traders at
the Fort, the number of troops increased after 1761
to a garrison of over 100 soldiers in 1781.

Fort Michilimackinac was attacked and captured
by a group of local Ojibwa on 2 June 1763 as a part
of the Pontiac uprising. Twenty-one of the 35 British
soldiers and one British trader were massacred.
Nearby Ottawa released the surviving soldiers and
traders and took them to Montreal and safety.*
The post was not reoccupied by British forces until
1764 when Captain William Howard arrived with a
contingent of 80 troops. Howard was relieved by
Major Robert Rogers and 68 men in 1766. The
succeeding commandants were:

Captain-Lieutenant Frederick Speismacher
December 1767-July 1768

July 1768-May 1770
May 1770—July 1772

Captain Beamsley Glazier
Captain George Turnbull
Captain John Vattas July 1772-June 1774
Major Arent S. DePeyster ~ June 1774-October 1779
Lieutenant-Governor Patrick Sinclair

October 1779-1781

Numerous buildings were constructed and rebuilt
at the Fort after 1766. A new barracks to house at
least 30 men was built in 1769. The powder magazine
and provisions storehouse were rebuilt by 1773. The
civilian community of the Fort grew outside of the
stockade enclosure after approximately 1765. John
Askin, a resident trader, noted in 1778 that “there is
near one hundred houses in the Subarbs.”?® The
Revolutionary War had immediate effects upon the
post and resulted in the repair of the stockade with
wood from dismantled houses, the construction of
an internal stockade to enclose the soldiers’ barracks,
and the leveling of sand dunes to the west of the
Fort which might shield attackers.®® With the arrival
of Sinclair in 1779, the decision was made to rebuild
the Fort at a more defensible position. During the

47 Ibid., p. 244.

8 Davip A. ARMOUR, editor, Massacre at Mackinac—1763,
pp- 43, 59, 67.

49 See MaxweLL and BiNForDp, 1961, pp. 14-16.

5 MiLo M. Quarre, editor, The John Askin Papers, 1747—-1795
vol. 1, p. 69.

1 A, S. DEPevYsTER to CapraiN BreEuM, Michilimackinac,
20 June 1779. Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections, vol. 9,
p- 387.
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winter of 1780-1781 and through the following year,
the Fort was dismantled and removed to Mackinac
Island, eight miles to the northeast.

Contrasts between the French and British occupa-
tions of Fort Michilimackinac are many. Differences
have been noted between the French and British
garrison population size and governmental trading
policies. Although many French traders remained at
the Fort after 1761, life at Michilimackinac during the
British period differed from that of the French period.
Under British control, the Fort became an outpost of
the eighteenth-century British way of life; status
differences were recognized between craftsmen, officer’s
families, traders, and so on. The accoutrements of
day-to-day living were refined with the importation of
fine ceramic tablewares, furniture, and household
goods. Also, the use of domestic animals such as
cattle, swine, and sheep during the British period was
greatly increased. The French had relied primarily on
wild animals for their subsistence.

After 1781, when the garrison was moved to Mack-
inac Island, the remains of Fort Michilimackinac
deteriorated and eventually were covered over by
drifting beach sand. A section of land enclosing the
original site of the Fort and a portion of the outlying
eighteenth-century village were set aside as a local
park by the Village of Mackinaw City in 1857. This
enclosed area was transferred to the State of Michigan
in 1904, to be administered by the Mackinac Island
State Park Commission.

The first limited archeological work at the site was
undertaken by the park superintendent, Chris
Schneider, in 1932. As a result of this early work, the
1760-period stockade walls were located and recon-
structed. Subsequent archeological investigation has
confirmed the accuracy of their location. By 1959 the
reconstructed stockade had fallen into disrepair and
plans were made by the Mackinac Island State Park
Commission to begin a program of archeological and
historical research aimed at the eventual complete
reconstruction of Fort Michilimackinac. An agree-
ment was reached between the Mackinac Island State
Park Commission and the Michigan State University
Museum to begin an archeological program immedi-
ately. Excavations were sponsored by the Commission
and were directed and carried out by personnel
associated with the Michigan State University

52 CHARLES E. CLELAND, A Comparison of French and British
Subsistence Systems at Fort Michilimackinac, Emmet County,
Michigan.
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Museum and the University’s Department of Anthro-
pology. The excavations in 1959 produced data
which allowed the subsequent reconstruction of four
structures: the Commanding Officer’s House, the
King’s Storehouse, a British trader’s house, and a
soldiers’ barracks. Excavations between 1960 and 1964
have provided evidence for the reconstruction of the
church and a French period row house. The Com-
mission is planning the reconstruction of additional
structural units, including a guardhouse and the
priest’s house. Responsibility for the quality of the
archeological project has been carried by the curator
of anthropology at the Michigan State University
Museum (Dr. Moreau S. Maxwell from 1959 through
1964 and Dr. Charles E. Cleland from 1965 to the
present). Field excavations have been directed by
Dr. Moreau S. Maxwell, Dr. Lewis R. Binford, Dr. Carl
Jantzen, Ronald Vanderwall, Lyle M. Stone, and
Dr. James A. Brown. The archeological crew has been
composed of anthropology students from Mighican
State University since 1966. This student training
program has been partially supported by the National
Science Foundation Undergraduate Research Par-
ticipation Program (Grant GY-760). Prior to 1966
the work force was supplied by the Michigan
Corrections Department, Pellston Corrections Camp.

The excavation procedures adopted by Dr. Maxwell
in 1959 have been used until the present with con-
sistently reliable results.®® Excavations normally are
carried out in units of contiguous 10-foot squares.
Vertical excavation units consist of 3-inch-deep
arbitrary levels. Horizontal and vertical control has
been maintained by reference to the original grid and
vertical datum established by Dr. Maxwell in 1959.
Stratigraphic excavation is conducted in areas where
the eighteenth-century deposits have remained rel-
atively undisturbed. As each 3-inch level or stratum is
excavated, written and photographic records are
taken of the exposed soil surface. The soil from each
excavation unit is then sifted through }-inch hardware
mesh screen and the artifacts collected and sacked
according to provenience unit. All artifacts are washed
and cataloged during the course of the field season.
Features such as refuse pits, basements, fireplaces, wall
foundations, and wall trenches are excavated, re-
corded, and sifted separately through %-inch hardware
mesh screen. Additional records maintained through-
out the season include drawings of wall profiles, field

% MAXweLL and Binrorp, 1961, pp. 19-20.
e
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Ficure 7.—AIR VIEwW OF FOrRT MIcHILIMACKINAC, 1966. Courtesy of the Mackinac Island
State Park Commission.
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FicUrRE 8.— RECONSTRUCTION OF A FRENCH PERIOD ROW HOUSE, 1967.

Courtesy of Mackinac

Island State Park Commission.

notes, summaries of each 10-foot square, and exca-
vation-feature maps.5

A very complex pattern of deposition has been
produced by the various construction phases and
numerous structural remains at the site. At least
four major, distinct soil strata have been recognized
and interpreted. One of these zones represents a
pre-1715 historic Indian component. Although strati-
fication is common on the site, it is unusual to find
an undisturbed unit of soil zones. Numerous struc-
tural features representing original buildings, those
added during phases of expansion, and structural
modifications and additions have served to redeposit
the major strata in many cases. Problems of inter-

4 The Fort Michilimackinac field records are on file at
The Museum, Michigan State University.

pretation are compounded further by the fact that
many of the French inhabitants continued to live at
the Fort during the period of British control. Post-
1775 deposits, for example, commonly yield both
French and British artifacts. Consequently, the
demonstration of what Maxwell has termed an
“Isolated Associational Context” is infrequent and
has hindered chronological control based on struc-
tural-artifactual associations.?3

Approximately 300,000 artifacts have been re-
covered and analyzed at The Museum since the first

55 MOREAU S. MAXWELL, “Methods of Identification and
Some Products of Those Methods,” pp. 57-60. Maxwell
maintains that an Isolated Associational Context is present
when “valid associations between individual artifacts and
structures or other features” can be made.
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Ficure 9.—MicHicaN StATE UNIVERsITY archeology students excavating in the area of
the priest’s house, 1966. Courtesy Michigan State University Museum.

excavations in 1959. Field records total some 2,300
square sheets and profile drawings; 410 10-foot
squares have been excavated to an average depth of
3 feet 9 inches, representing approximately 153,750
cubic feet of earth. Four hundred and twenty features
have been excavated and recorded.

The archeological study of Fort Michilimackinac
has resulted in the definition of at least 48 eighteenth-
century structures and structural components. A
majority of the artifacts recovered have been analyzed,
classified, and stored in the Anthropology Laboratory
of the Michigan State University Museum. A number
of these artifacts have been placed on exhibit at
Fort Michilimackinac.

This continuing program of historical and arche-
ological research has been documented with a series

of publications. The results of the 1959 season have
been reported by Maxwell and Binford.®® Less ex-
tensive reports (listed in the bibliography) stressing
specific artifact types or methods of analysis and
interpretation have subsequently appeared. Each
season’s excavation is concluded with the preparation
of a preliminary report which is placed on file at
The Museum at Michigan State University and with
the Mackinac Island State Park Commission. The
Commission also has edited and published a series
of monographs relating to the historical and cultural
significance of the Fort.%”

% MAxweLL and BINFOrD, 1961.

5 DAVID A. ARMOUR, editor, Massacre at Mackinac—1763 and
Treason? At Michilimackinac.

GEORGE S. MAy, editor, The Doctor’s Secret Journal.
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Ficure 10.—VIEw OoF THE FORT MICHILIMACKINAC reconstruction from the southwest
bastion. Mackinac Straits and Mackinac Bridge in the background, 1966. Courtesy
Michigan State University Museum.
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Chapter 11

Ceramics at Fort Michilimackinac

THE EXCAVATION YEARS 1959-1965
yielded 14,407 ceramic artifacts.
After classification and dating, one salient fact
emerged. A remarkably wide variety of ceramics were
used at Fort Michilimackinac during its approxi-
mately 65 years of active existence. The ceramic arti-
facts indicate a standard of living, for at least some of
the Fort’s occupants, well above the austere conditions
that supposedly prevailed on the frontier prior to the
American Revolution. The ceramic evidence also
suggests that the English, after taking possession in
1761, enjoyed far more of the amenities of life than
did their French predecessors.! This, of course,
confirms the established view of the disparity between
the French and English adaptations to North Amer-
ica’s wilderness environment during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries.

In considering the material presented in this
chapter a few cautionary thoughts are in order.
First, a simplistic approach is to be avoided. Though
the French capitulated in 1760, French traders and
ex-soldiers continued to live in and near the Fort,
and French Canadians continued to visit there.
Thus, 1760-1761 does not represent a neat line of
demarkation for cultural distinctions. Second, the
sherd frequencies accompanying this chapter (Ap-
pendix A) provide a mathematical approach that
has only relativistic significance. It is reasonable to
assume that, over the years, acts of abandonment
and incidents of breakage roughly evened out insofar
as sherd type, size, and number were concerned.
The imponderables, however, are many and these
frequencies only reflect what was found during
excavation. Bearing this caveat in mind, the sherd
frequencies remain of considerable value in any

1 See BINFORD, “A Discussion of the Contrasts in the Develop-
ment of the Settlement at Fort Michilimackinac Under British
and French Rule,” Southeastern Archeological Conference News-
letter, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 50-52.

attempt to assay the material culture at Fort
Michilimackinac.?

In the following pages the various types of ceramics
found at Fort Michilimackinac during the excavation
years 1959-1965 are discussed and illustrated.? The
classification of a wide variety of ceramics into mean-~
ingful categories inevitably results in some anomalies.
The system of classification used in this paper was
specifically designed to deal with the materials at
hand.*

The ceramic artifacts have been divided into three
basic classes; earthenware, stoneware, and porcelain.
From these three classes eight groups have been
defined, each group consisting of ceramics which
share certain physical and/or stylistic properties.
These eight groups have been further subdivided
into types based on decorative style and technique.
Classification purely on the basis of physical properties
has been avoided (see Introduction, pp. 3-5).
Rather, the eight groups represent an attempt to
categorize the ceramics within the context of the
eighteenth-century culture that produced them. Inre-

2 Problems in artifact count and seriation at Fort Michili-
mackinac are discussed in MAaxXweLL and BiNFOrRD, 1961,
pp. 86-87.

3 The context in which ceramic artifacts were found as well
as other types of artifacts recovered in conjunction with ceramic
sherds are described in the yearly reports filed by the Michigan
State University archeologist in charge. For example, see
LyLe M. StoNE, Preliminary Report—1965, Archaeological In-
vestigation of Fort Michilimackinac, Mackinaw City, Michigan, pp.
13 and 15.

4 Problems of analysis, description, and classification are
considered in detail in ANNA O. SHEPARD, Ceramics for the
Archaeologist. This excellent volume is concerned with pre-
historic and classical archeology. Some of the suggested
criteria are applicable to historical archeology, others are not.
For another study of descriptive and analytic techniques, see
BenjaMIN MARCH, Standards of Pottery Description. For specific
approaches to this problem in historical archeology, see the
Introduction, infra.

'
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jecting a taxonomy relying on physical criteria alone,
we concur with Anna O. Shepard’s reasoning that:
In a sense, we [archeologists] have been too objective
in our attitude toward pottery; we have treated it
as a simple physical thing and, as I have said before,
we have well nigh forgotten the role of the potter.
Even though we are interested in pottery primarily
as one of the expressions of culture, we should be
more conscious of the human factor than we generally
are, and we will be reminded of it continually as
long as we question the meaning of ceramic properties,
seek to understand techniques, and study style in its
entirety. 5
It is hoped that the arrangement of ceramic groupings
in this study will present facts and conclusions in an
orderly manner. Detailed sherd type frequencies are
set forth in Appendix A. Pertinent qualitative and
quantitative data and some historical information are
presented in parts of the text and in the captions to the
illustrations. Other comparative material is included
in Appendixes B, C, and D. Unresolved problems and
areas of uncertainty are discussed in the text in the
hope that further scholarship will lead to greater
clarification.

Class A—FEarthenware

GROUP I—
TIN-GLAZED EARTHENWARE

In the eighteenth century, tin-glazed earthenware
was manufactured throughout most of Western
Europe. Called majolica in Italy, Spain, and Portugal,
faience in France, and delft in Holland and England,
these ceramics often differed stylistically but shared
basic similarities. All were made of earthenware, and
were covered with an opaque, whitish glaze. This so-
called ““tin-glaze” was essentially a basic lead-glaze
to which tin oxide was added, thereby producing a
white opaque surface that proved particularly suitable
as a ground for painted decoration. During the exca-
vations of 1959-1965 at Fort Michilimackinac, tin-
glazed earthenware comprised the largest category of
ceramic artifacts recovered: 4,220 sherds were found.
The numerical preponderance of this type is attrib-
utable, to a certain degree, to the fact that both French
and English occupants of the Fort possessed tin-glazed
earthenware. Indeed, the evidence indicates that

5 SHEPARD, p. 322.

FiGURE 11.—BLUE aAND WHITE ENGLISH DELFT AND FRENCH
FAIENCE. a, French faience chamber pot. Light red body
covered with a grayish-white glaze. Considerable crazing.
Diameter of base, 5 inches. Eighteenth century. &, English
delft bowl. Buff body covered with a bluish-white glaze;
decorated in blue with flowers and vines. Diameter 7
inches. Probably Lambeth, mid-eighteenth century. e,
French faience plate. Flat base with no foot ring. Thickly
potted buff body covered with a bluish-white glaze;
decorated with a single, blue band. ¥ inch in section at
base, diameter, 8} inches. Eighteenth century.
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during the French period of occupation, faience was
the predominate kind of European ceramic in use at
the Fort. On the basis of decorative style and tech-
nique, the tin-glazed earthenware found at Fort
Michilimackinac has been divided into four types.

TYPE A. Brue and WHITE

Date: Eighteenth century.
Origin: England and France.®

Description: Earthenware covered with an opaque,
tin-glaze. Plain white or white decorated
with blue.”

ComMENTS: A total of 3,764 sherds of this type were
recovered. As the principal factors in assigning these
wares a country of origin are form and decorative
style, specific attribution to England or France was
frequently uncertain as most of the sherds were small
with no, or limited, blue decoration.® For this reason,
no inclusive attempt was made to subdivide this
group. Where definite attribution was possible, it was
found that English delft was far more common than
French faience.® Though it is not practical to include
in this publication the complex question of differen-
tiations between typical French and English blue and
white tin-glazed earthenware decoration, some gen-

6 Small sherds of blue and white tin-glazed earthenware
with a minimum of decoration frequently defy precise attri-
butions as to place of origin. Thus, the possibility that some
of the sherds in this group came from Dutch, German, Spanish,
or Portuguese ceramics cannot be completely discounted. No
blue and white tin-glazed sherd was found that definitely
could be attributed to these countries.

7 All plain, white sherds are included in this group. A certain
percentage of these represent undecorated fragments from
Class A, Group I, Type B.

8 Body materials and glazes of English delft and French
faience vary extensively. Multiple ranges of texture, hardness,
and color occur from region to region and from factory to
factory. French faience tends to craze more frequently but no
general rule is applicable. On the basis of a limited sample, the
body material of French faience proved slightly harder than
that of English delft. All fell between 2 and 4, Moh’s scale, with
most of the English lying between Moh’s scale 2 and 3, while
much of the French yielded values of 3 or 3—4. At this time, the
most reliable method of attribution lies in comparative studies
of the decorative style and form of known pieces of English
and French tin-glazed earthenware.

? There is some evidence that tin-glazed earthenware was
made in the colonies. See FREDERICK H. GARNER, English
Delftware, p. 37. As no examples of North American origin
during the colonial period have been identified, this possible
source has been excluded from consideration.

Ficure 12.—WHITE ENGLISH DELFT AND FRENCH FAIENCE.
a, French faience sherd, probably from a plate. Light
pink body covered with a white glaze. Slight crazing.
Eighteenth century. &, French faience pitcher handle
section. Buff body covered with a white glaze. Considerable
crazing. Eighteenth century. ¢, English delft chamber pot
rim sherd. Thinly potted, buff body (3, inch in section)
covered with a grayish-white glaze. Slight crazing. Eight-
eenth century. d, English delft drug jar base section.
Cylindrical shape with a flat bottom. Light buff body
covered with a grayish-white glaze. Approximate diameter,
3% inches. Mid-eighteenth century. e, Bowl base section,
probably French or English. Buff body covered with a
white glaze with a faint greenish tinge. Slight crazing.
Eighteenth century.
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eral remarks on decorative style may prove helpful.
Though the usual motifs (geometric, foliate, land-
scapes, chinoiseries) are fouad on the tin-glazed wares
of both countries, the style of painting is frequently
different. This is especially true in the foliate designs
(Figures 13 and 14). The polychrome wares discussed
in the following section can often be distinguished in
the same manner as well as by the palette. Since
illustrated publications on these wares are limited, the
best way to achieve some degree of proficiency in
identification is to visit museums, dealers, and private
collections and to handle as much English delft and
French faience as possible.

Useful wares were found exclusively.’® The more
common forms of faience and delft in use at the
Fort were plates, platters, punch bowls, pitchers,
chamber pots, and pill pots (Figures 11 and 12).
Decorative themes on the English blue and white
delft included foliate patterns, geometric designs, and
chinoiseries (Figure 13). Rim sherds were decorated
with a wide variety of conventionalized border designs
with no specific motif prevailing. Such diversity
suggests a continuing pattern of importation of these
wares in small amounts.!! Indeed, delft wares were
a mainstay of the English export trade in ceramics
during the first three quarters of the eighteenth
century. It is of interest that much of the English
delft found at the Fort that can be assigned a probable
provenance was manufactured at Liverpool or Bristol
(Figures 13 and 15), the two major English seaports
serving the American trade.!> The problem of at-
tributing English delft to specific manufacturing
centers is a difficult one. Some archeological work
has been done, but many uncertainties remain.!?
The isolated outpost of Fort Michilimackinac seems

10 In all of the ceramics uncovered at Fort Michilimackinac
to date, no evidence has been found of the presence of purely
decorative ceramic artifacts such as figure groups or wall
plaques.

11 The extensive importation of English delft during the
colonial period is evidenced by finds at numerous historical
sites. For example, see Ivor NoiEL Hume, ‘“Excavations at
Rosewell in Gloucester County, Virginia, 1957-1959,” pp.
184-186, fig. 12; C. Marcorm Watkins, “The Cultural
History of Marlborough, Virginia,” pp. 136-138.

12 For an article on Bristol delft pointing out that the delft
industry there did not die until after 1780, see: SIR GILBERT
MEeLLOR, ““Bristol Delftware,” Transactions of the English
Ceramic Circle, vol. I, no. 2, pp. 22-28.

13 See FRepEric H. GarNEr, ‘“Lambeth, Bristol or Liver-
pool?” Transactions of the English Ceramic Circle, vol. 2, no. 10,
pp- 248-255.

FiGURE 13.—BLUE AND WHITE ENGLISH DELFT; DECORATIVE
MOTIFS. @, Bowl rim sherd. Thinly potted buff body
covered with a bluish-white glaze; decorated with a flower
in blue. Probably Liverpool, mid-eighteenth century.
b, Bowl rim sherd. Thinly potted buff body covered with
a grayish-white glaze; decorated with a Chinese landscape
scene in blue. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth century.
¢, Plate body sherd. Buff body covered with a grayish-white
glaze; decorated with a landscape scene in blue. No foot
rim; sunken base. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth century.
d, Plate rim sherd. Buff body covered with a bluish-white
glaze; decorated with a foliate border in blue. Probably
Lambeth, mid-eighteenth centary. e, Plate rim sherd.
Buff body covered with a bluish-white glaze; decorated
with a bell flower border in blue. Probably Lambeth,
about 1770. f, Bowl rim sherd. Buff body covered with a
bluish-white glaze; decorated with a geometric border in
blue, mid-eighteenth century. g, Plate rim sherd. Light
buff body covered with a grayish-white glaze; decorated
with a bell flower border in blue. Probably Bristol or
Lambeth, mid-eighteenth century. 4, Large plate rim
sherd. Buff body covered with a bluish-white glaze;
decorated with a geometric border and with palm trees
in center, al! in blue. No foot rim, sunken base. Probably
Liverpool, mid-eighteenth century.
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to have received English delft that differed but
little from the delft wares imported in large amounts
by the colonists of pre-revolutionary Williamsburg,
Virginia.!* In the quality and variety of English
delft on hand (as well as other types of English
ceramics), Fort Michilimackinac can claim no excep-
tional position. The English outpost at Fort Ligonier,
Pennsylvania (1758-1766), has yielded English ce-
ramics, including blue and white English delft, that
closely parallel the finds at Fort Michilimackinac.!®

The blue and white faience sherds of French manu-
facture, for the most part, were from utilitarian pieces
such as plates, pitchers, and platters (Figure 14).
Especially noteworthy are 20 fragments from a globu-
lar pitcher recovered during the 1962 excavating
season. Many of the blue and white French faience
sherds from Fort Michilimackinac are decorated with
foliate motifs of the type particularly associated with
Rouen and St. Cloud faience of the early eighteenth
century.®

Materially relevant to the work at Fort Michili-
mackinac is the archeological project presently being
carried out on the site of the eighteenth-century
French Fortress of Louisbourg, Cape Breton Island,
Nova Scotia.'” This fortress and naval base, which
guarded the entrance to the St. Lawrence River, was
operational from about 1720 to 1760. Louisbourg’s
forty-year period, of course, paralleled the French
occupation of Fort Michilimackinac (circa 1715-1761).

14 See Ivor NokEL HuMe, Here Lies Virginia: An Archaeologist’s
View of Colonial Life and History, pp. 290-296, for a discussion of
English delft in Colonial Virginia.

15 Consultation with Jacob L. Grimm, curator, Fort Ligonier,
Pennsylvania. The extensive range of ceramic artifacts from
Fort Ligonier can be seen in the comprehensive exhibition of
archeological finds from the site displayed in several of the
reconstructed buildings and in the Fort’s museum. It is hoped
that a detailed study of the ceramics from Fort Ligonier can
be made in the near future. For representative ceramics from
Fort Ligonier, see Appendix C, Figure 1. A brief account of
the project at Fort Ligonier is contained in CHARLEs M.
Storz, Fort Ligonier Outpost of the French and Indian War.

16 See Y. BRUNHAMMER, La Faience Frangaise, plates 7 and 8;
JEANNE Glacomorty, French Faience, figs. 19, 20, 34, and 35;
ARTHUR LANE, French Faience, plates 18 and 19.

17 Archeological investigations have accompanied a restora-
tion project at Louisbourg, begun in 1961. This great French
bastion (1720-1760) has yielded much important archeological
evidence to date. For representative ceramics from Louisbourg,
see Appendix B, and RENEE MARwWITT, “A Preliminary Survey
of Seven Coarse Earthenwares from the Fortress of Louisbourg,”
The Conference on Historic Site Archaeology Papers, 1965-1966,
vol. 1, pp. 53-59.

FI1GURE 14.—BLUE AND WHITE FRENCH FAIENCE; DECORATIVE
MOTIFS. a. Body sherd, probably from a bowl. Thickly
potted, % inch in section. Salmon body covered with a
bluish-white glaze; slight crazing. Decorated with a
scrolled band in dark blue. Possibly Rouen or St. Cloud,
early eighteenth century. b. Body sherd from a small
bowl or cup. Light salmon body covered with a glossy
white glaze; decorated with raised blue dots over the
glaze. Eighteenth century. c¢. Pitcher handle section.
Light buff body covered with a white glaze; decorated
with a blue foliate pattern. Early eighteenth century.
d. Bowl body sherd. Buff body covered with a grayish-
white glaze; heavily crazed. Decorated with a blue foliate
pattern. Eighteenth century. e. Bowl body sherd. Buff
body covered with a glossy white glaze; decorated with a
blue foliate pattern. Possibly Rouen, early eighteenth
century. f. Platter rim sherd. Buff body covered with a
grayish-white glaze; heavily crazed; decorated with a
blue foliate and geometric border. Possibly Rouen, early
eighteenth century. g. Rim sherd from a mug. Buff
body covered with a white glaze; slight crazing. Decorated
with a blue foliate border. Possibly Rouen, early eighteenth
century.
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Thus, artifacts from the two sites have mutual sig-
nificance in any assessment of the culture at military
posts in French Canada. In general, the quality of
the blue and white faience from Louisbourg is superior
to that found at Fort Michilimackinac. Elegant plates
bearing the arms of several of Louisbourg’s governors
(Appendix B, Figure 1), elaborate platters, and
flower holders all testify to a more refined standard of
living at Louisbourg. This, of course, is to be expected
as Louisbourg was one of France’s great bastions in the
New World, while Michilimackinac, despite its
strategic importance, was a remote outpost hundreds
of miles west of the nearest center of provincial
civilization. A number of the simpler types of blue
and white French faience have been found at both
sites. The Michilimackinac plate with the blue border
line (Figure 1ll¢) is the counterpart of many such
plates recovered at Louisbourg and the rim sherd
from the Michilimackinac platter (Figure 14f) is
similar to one from Louisbourg (Appendix B, Figure
2¢).18

TYPE B. POLYCHROME

Date: Eighteenth century.
Origin: England and France.

Description: Tin-glazed earthenware decorated in one
or more colors (plain blue and white
(Type A) excepted).

CoMMENTS: A total of 176 sherds of this type were
recovered.!® Decorative themes were foliate or geco-
metric and there are no indications of the presence
of any elaborate polychrome delft or faience at Fort
Michilimackinac. The English polychrome delft
dates from around the mid-eighteenth century. As in
the case of the plain blue and white, much of the

18 Sherds from similar French faience plates decorated with a
single band of blue near the rim have been recovered at the
eighteenth-century Spanish-American site of the Presidio of Los
Adais (near present-day Robeline, Louisiana). The Spanish at
Los Adais traded with the nearby French, and quantities of
French faience have been found on the site. This information
was provided by Dr. Edward Jelks, professor of anthro-
pology, Illinois State University.

19 The small number of sherds of this type clearly indicates
that the blue and white delft and faience predominated. The
ratio of the blue and white to the polychrome should be ad-
justed downward, as plain white or white and blue sherds
from pieces with polychrome decoration were classified and
counted in the blue and white category.

FiGUrRE 15.—PoLvcHROME ENGLISH DELFT. a, Sherd from
the bottom of a small bowl. Buff body covered with a
bluish-white glaze; decorated with blue and green leaves
in the “Fazackerly” style. Probably Liverpool, about 1750.
b, Rim sherd from a small bowl. Buff body covered with
a bluish-white glaze; decorated on the exterior with green
leaves and, on the interior rim, with a geometric border
in blue, green, and dark purple. Probably Liverpool,
mid-eighteenth century. ¢, Body sherd from a bowl.
Buff body covered with a bluish-white glaze; decorated
with a foliate pattern in blue and purple. Probably Bristol,
mid-eighteenth century. &, Rim sherd (with flange) from
a teapot or sugar bowl cover. Buff body covered with a
bluish-white glaze; decorated with a geometric border in
blue and red. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth century.
¢, Punch bowl rim sherd. Buff-colored body covered with
a grayish-white glaze; decorated with a geometric border
in blue and brown-red, with a yellow flower immediately
beneath the border. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth
century. f, Foot ring and base fragment from a punch
bowl (possibly from the same bowl as e, above). Buff
body covered with a grayish-white glaze; decorated with a
foliate pattern in brown-red and green. Probably Bristol,
mid-eighteenth century. g, Foot ring and base fragment
from a small bowl. Buff body covered with a grayish-
white glaze; decorated with geometric and foliate patterns
in purple. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth century.
h, Punch bowl rim sherd. Buff body covered with a grayish-
white glaze; decorated with a foliate design in blue, purple,
green, and yellow. Interior of rim has a blue border. Probably
Bristol, mid-eighteenth century. i, Cup, partially restored
from eight sherds. Buff body covered with a bluish-white
glaze; decorated with a geometric pattern in blue, red,
and green. Possibly Lambeth, mid-eighteenth century.
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polychrome English delft probably was manufactured in
Liverpool and Bristol, the two ports closely involved
in trade with North America. Of special interest
are fragments from an English delft cup and saucer
decorated with an overall lattice pattern in blue,
iron red, and green (Figure 15).2° Also, noteworthy
is the presence of Liverpool delft of the Fazackerly
type, dating about 1760 (Figure 15z).?* The forms of
the English polychrome delft from the Fort were
more varied including plates, punch bowls, mugs,
and tea services. The French polychrome faience
sherds from the Fort are from plates, platters, and
small jars (Figure 16).

Analogous polychrome English delft has been found
at Fort Ligonier and the Great Crossings of the
Youghiogheny River, Pennsylvania (Appendix C).?
Also, polychrome English delft has been excavated in
quantity at the French Fortress of Louisbourg
(Appendix B, Figure 2j).2 The presence of English
ceramics at Louisbourg resulted from two brief
American colonial and British occupations and from
intermittent illegal trade between Louisbourg and the
colonies.* The polychrome French faience from
Louisbourg is generally finer than that from Fort
Michilimackinac. For example, beautifully painted
Mustiers-type dinnerwares recovered at Louisbourg
have not been found at Michilimackinac. The less
elaborate polychrome faience from Louisbourg,
however, is very similar to faience from Michilimac-
kinac. (Compare Figure 16a with Appendix B,
Figure 25.)

20 For a mug decorated in this pattern see GARNER, English
Delftware, fig. 36a. A similar cup has been recovered at Louis-
bourg and is presently on exhibition in the museum on the
park grounds.

21 English delft decorated in the colorful style associated
with a plate supposedly given to one Thomas Fazackerly of
Liverpool is prized today both for its rarity and distinctive
floral painting. Such pieces are dated about 1760. See GARNER,
English Delftware, color plate D and pp. 26 and 33. For similar
sherds from excavations at Liverpool pottery sites, see FRED-
eric H. GARNER, “Liverpool Delftware,” Trensactions of the
English Ceramics Circle, vol. 5, part 2, plate 64.

22 Artifact collection, Fort Ligonier, Pennsylvania.

23 Artifact collection, Fortress of Louisbourg.

24 Mr. John Dunton, conservator, Fortress of Louisbourg, is
presently engaged in a series of studies of the ceramic artifacts
from Louisbourg. This important work will contribute a great
deal of information toward our understanding of the complex
distribution of various types of ceramics in North America
during the eighteenth century.

FicURE 16.—POLYCHROME FRENCH FAIENCE. g, Rim sherd.
White body covered with a tannish-white glaze; decorated
with a crude foliate border in blue, brown, orange, and
green. Eighteenth century. For a rather similar sherd
from Louisbourg, see Appendix B, Figure 2b. b4, Body
sherd from a small bowl. Buff body covered with a grayish-
white glaze; decorated in blue and yellow. eighteenth
century. ¢, Body sherd from a plate. Buff body covered
with a tannish-white glaze; decorated in blue, purple, and
brown. Eighteenth century. d, Body sherd from a plate.
Buff body covered with a glossy, white glaze; decorated
with a foliate pattern in black, blue, red, and green.
Possibly Rouen, early eighteenth century. e, Body sherd
from a plate. Thickly potted buff body covered with a
tannish-white glaze; decorated in blue and yellow. Eight-
eenth century. Sherds g, ¢, and ¢ shown here have similar
glazes and painted decoration, but the body compositions
and colors differ. f, Body sherd from a plate. Buff-colored
body covered with a glossy, white glaze; decorated with a
foliate pattern in black, blue, and green. Possibly Rouen,
early eighteenth century. g, Rim sherd from a platter or
large dish. Buff-colored body covered with a glossy, white
glaze; decorated with a foliate border in black, blue, red,
and green. Possibly Rouen, early eighteenth century. Same
type as 4 and f above. #, Rim sherd from a small jar or
pitcher. Buff body covered with a dull white glaze; decorated
with blue and yellow bands. First half of the eighteenth
century.
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TYPE C. BrownN and WHITE

Date: Eighteenth century.
Origin: France.

Description: Earthenware with white, tin-glazed in-
terior and brown, lead-glazed exterior
surfaces. The white interior glaze is
frequently crazed and occasionally deco-
rated with simple blue foliate or geometric
designs.

CommenTs: This type is, perhaps, the most interest-
ing variety of tin-glazed earthenware found at Fort
Michilimackinac. Clearly intended for everyday
kitchen and table use, the brown and white wares
that produced these sherds raise a number of pro-
vocative questions pertinent to American historical
archeology. A total of 149 sherds of Type C were
recovered at Fort Michilimackinac during the ex-
cavating years 1959-1965. Some were found in context
with early French features (the northwest corner of
the original French stockade) and the remainder
were found in random groupings distributed in French
and English areas of the Fort. In form, utensils for
kitchen use predominate. Fragments from platters,
storage jars, and bowls were found (Figures 17 and 18).

The probable origin of this ware has been ascer-
tained by Ivor Noél Hume, director, Department
of Archaeology, Colonial Williamsburg, Virginia.
Noting the ubiquity of brown and white sherds of
this type in American archeological sites of the
Revolutionary War period, Mr. Noé€l Hume pro-
ceeded to trace their probable place of manufacture
to Rouen.?* An oval, brown and white dish marked
“DELAMETTAIRE ROUEN?” is in the collections
of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London. Further,
several newspaper advertisements offering ceramics
and glass in Baltimore and Philadelphia papers of
the period 1778-1784 offered “Roan’ wares for sale
to the public.

The sparsity of this brown and white ware in a
colonial prerevolutionary context has led Mr. Noé&l
Hume to propose that

on the basis of this accumulative evidence it seems
reasonable to suggest that Rouen faience of the type
discussed here was not imported into America until
the Revolutionary period, at which time the French

seized an opportunity to grasp at a market that they
expected to be relinquished by the British.2

25 Jvor NoiL Hume, “Rouen Faience in Eighteenth-Century
America,” Antiques, December, 1960, vol. 78, no. 6, pp. 559-561.
26 Ibid, p. 560.

The appearance of Rouen-type faience at Fort
Michilimackinac does not necessarily contradict Mr.
Noél Hume’s tentative theory, but it does give an
additional dimension to the picture. Though some
of the Rouen-type sherds were found in association
with features of the French period of occupation,
many were found within the context of English
occupation (1761-1780). This raises several questions.
Were these wares owned by the French who stayed
on under the English? Were these wares imported
by the French and/or by the English after 17607 It
seems that a reasonable explanation for the presence
of this Rouen-type faience can be based on the fact
that the major trade routes serving Fort Michili-
mackinac went through parts of Quebec and Ontario,
which continued to maintain a French culture after
1760. It is also significant that this brown and white
faience has been found in considerable quantitites
during the excavations at the Fortress of Louisbourg
(Appendix B, Figure 2m).”” Further, none of this
brown and white ware has been found at Fort
Ligonier, Pennsylvania (1758-1766), an English out-
post isolated from French trade.?® Thus, the presence

27 Artifact collections, Fortress of Louisbourg.
28 Consultation with Jacob Grimm, curator, Fort Ligonier;
examination of artifact collection, Fort Ligonier.

FiGURE 17.—FRENCH BROWN AND WHITE ROUEN-TYPE
FAIENCE (exterior views). @, Body sherd from a small bowl.
Light red body covered on exterior with a dark brown lead
glaze. Eighteenth century. 4, Rimsherd from a plate or dish.
Light red body covered on exterior with a dark brown lead
glaze; rim covered with a white tin-glaze. Hole (for repair)
drilled just below rim. Eighteenth century. ¢, Base section
and one foot from a pipkin or footed pot. Pinkish-buff body
covered on exterior with a dark brown lead glaze. Eighteenth
century. d, Rim sherd from a large plate or dish. Light red
body covered on exterior with a dark brown lead glaze.
Hole (for repair) drilled just below rim. Eighteenth century.
(Also see Figure 27a.)

FiGure 18.—FRENCH BROWN AND WHITE ROUEN-TYPE
FAIENCE (interior views). a, Same as 17a. Interior covered
with a white tin-glaze; heavily crazed. &, Same as 175.
Interior covered with a white tin-glaze; heavily crazed.
¢,Same as 17¢. Interior covered with a white tin-glaze; some
crazing. d, Same as 174. Interior covered with a white tin-

glaze; heavily crazed. Stylized border in black and blue.



NUMBER 4 39

M.
I AN

359-962 O - 70 - 4



40 SMITHSONIAN STUDIES IN HISTORY AND TECHNOLOGY

of Rouen-type faience at Michilimackinac may be
attributed to general trade patterns before and after
the French and Indian War that predated any
French attempt to obtain part of England’s ceramic
market in the colonies during the Revolution.
Attention is directed to the small holes drilled in the
brown and white faience rim sherds (Figures 175, d
and 186, d). These holes were made for a rivet
(probably iron or lead) used to repair the piece. Crude
repairs were often necessary in a place such as Michili-
mackinac where usable ceramics were difficult to
obtain.?® A number of pieces showing evidence of
similar repairs have been found at Louisbourg.

TYPE D.
Date:

PowereD BLUE or PURPLE
Second half of the eighteenth century.
Origin: England.

Description: Tin-glazed earthenware decorated with
powdered blue or powdered purple
grounds.

ComMmENTS: One distinctive decorative category of
eighteenth-century English delft was produced by
sifting blue or purple (aubergene) pigments over the
white surface of the pieces. Geometric reserves, from
which this powdered decoration was excluded, were
painted with landscapes, chinoiseries, or foliate de-
signs.3® Mottled or powdered decoration of this gen-
eral type was probably produced by at least four dif-
ferent centers of delft manufacturing in England.*!
Most of the 131 sherds with powdered decoration
found atFort Michilimackinac were from plates or from
small bowls (Figure 19). The proportionately small
amount of this type reflects its comparative rarity.
Powdered blue and purple English delft also has been
found at the English Fort Ligonier and at the French
Fortress of Louisbourg.?? Of special interest at Louis-

29 See STaNLEY A. SoutH, “Repaired Ceramics from
Eighteenth Century Sites,” Brunswick County Historical Society
Newsletter, vol. 8, no. 3.

30 See GARNER, English Delftware, plates 60 and 61, and p. 29.
A similar technique was used on the Continent. See FRIEDRICH
H. HorManN, Geschicte Der Bayreuther Fayencefabrik, plates 22
and 23.

31 For comparable English delft from a Virginia site see
Ivor Noir Huwme, “Excavations at Clay Bank in Gloucester
County, Virginia, 1962-1963,” pp. 15-16, fig. 8(3).

32 Artifact collections: Fort Ligonier and Fortress of Louis-
bourg.

FIGURE 19.—ENGLISH DELFT WITH POWDERED GROUNDS.
a, Body sherd from a small bowl. Buff body covered with
a bluish-white tin-glaze. The exterior is decorated with a
powdered, purple ground containing a reserve with a
blue decoration, probably of a landscape scene. Probably
Bristol or Wincanton, mid-eighteenth century. &, Body
sherd from a small bowl. Baff body covered with a bluish-
white tin-glaze. The exterior is decorated with a powdered
blue ground. Probably Bristol, mid-eighteenth century.
¢, Base fragment from a small bowl. Buff body covered
with a bluish-white tin-glaze. The exterior is decorated
with a powdered purple ground. Probably Bristol, mid-
eighteenth century.
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bourg is a fine tile, decorated with a purple powdered
ground and blue landscape scenes in white reserves.
Tiles were often used for fireplace borders. The
absence of decorative pieces such as this at Michili-
mackinac demonstrates a major difference between
the material culture of the Fort and that of the more
advanced areas along the eastern seaboard ranging
from Williamsburg to Louisbourg.

GROUP II—
ENGLISH CREAM-COLORED
EARTHENWARE

Major technical and stylistic developments mark
the entire course of English ceramu history during
the eighteenth century. One siesutcant trend of
this period encompassed the efforts of many potters
to improve and perfect the processes for manufac-
turing a cream-colored, lead-glazed earthenware.®
By 1760 fine white clays were being used to produce
a white or buff body which was covered by a liquid
lead-glaze which imparted a clear, slightly yellow,
sparkling finish to the wares. Ten years later, cream-
colored wares had become a major ceramic export,
increasingly replacing delft and white saltglazed
stoneware as a staple in the trade.* Josiah Wedgwood,
in 1767, wrote to his partner, Thomas Bentley, that:

I am rejoyced to know you have shipped off the
green and gold— May the winds and seas be propitious
and the invaluable Cargo be wafted in safety to their
destined Market, for the emolument of our American
Bretheren and friends . . The demand for this said
cream-colour, alias Queens Ware, alias ITvory still increases.
It is really amazing how rapidly the use of it has
spread allmost over the whole globe, and how uni-
versally it is liked.*®

Though cream-colored earthenware was manu-
factured in many English potteries, two major areas
of production centered in Staffordshire and York-
shire. Perhaps the most important manufacturers of

3 For a history of eighteenth-century cream-colored wares,
see DonaLp C. Towner, English Cream-Coloured FEarthenware.

3 For a discussion of cream-colored ware’s rise in popularity
in Williamsburg and the attendant declines of delft and of
saltglazed wares, see Noir Hume, Here Lies Virginia: An
Archeologist’s View of Colonial Life and History, pp. 295-299.

35 Excerpt from a September 1767 letter from Josian WEeDG-
woop to THomas BENTLEY; Ann Finer and George Savage,
editors, The Selected Letters of Josiah Wedgwood, p. 58.

this ware were the Leeds Pottery in Yorkshire and
Josiah Wedgwood’s firm in Staffordshire.®

A total of 3,549 cream-colored earthenware sherds
were recovered during the excavations of 1959-1965.
Nearly all were found within an English context.’
Though some cream-colored earthenware was manu-
factured prior to 1760, it is reasonable to assume that
these wares were not introduced to Fort Michili-
mackinac until well after the beginning of the period
of English occupation. In attempting to ascertain
with some degree of precision the years in which
cream-colored earthenware first began to be imported
in volume, it is of interest to note that comparatively
small amounts of this ware have been found at Fort
Ligonier, Pennsylvania, which was decommissioned in
1766.38 Further, practically no cream-colored earthen-
ware has been recovered at the Fortress of Louisbourg
which was destroyed by the English and colonials in
1760.2® The English remained at Louisbourg until
about 1768, but little cream-colored earthenware

38 For a comprehensive study of the Leeds Pottery, see
DonaLp C. TowNER, The Leeds Pottery.

37 English cream-colored earthenware was imitated by the
French and Germans during the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries. It is highly unlikely that any of these
wares found their way to Fort Michilimackinac.

38 Artifact collections, Fort Ligonier.

30 Artifact collections, Fortress of Louisbourg.

FicUurReE 20.—ENGLISH CREAM-COLORED EARTHENWARE. &,
Base fragment from a mug. Cream-colored body covered
with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze; decorated with a
relief diamond pattern. circa 1765-1780. &, Plate rim
sherd. Cream-colored body covered with a clear, yellowish,
lead-glaze. circa 1765-1780. ¢, Plate rim sherd. Cream-
colored body covered with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze;
decorated with a rib and groove “Queen’s pattern’ relief
border. circa 1765-1780. d, Plate rim sherd. Cream-
colored body covered with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze;
decorated with the “feather” relief border. circa 1765-1780
¢, Small bowl. Cream-colored body covered with a clear,
yellowish, lead-glaze; decorated with a beaded border in
relief. Probably Leeds, circa 1765-1780. f, Rim sherd
from a small plate or stand. Cream-colored body covered
with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze; decorated with a pierced
border and a foliate pattern in relief, circa 1765-1780.
g, Upper portion of a mug. Cream-colored body covered
with a clear, yellowish lead-glaze; decorated in relief
with an alternating bead and gadroon border. Possibly
Leeds, circa 1765-1780.
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seems to have been present. As the ceramic finds from
Fort Michilimackinac (during its English period) and
Fort Ligonier and the Fortress of Louisbourg are
roughly similar in most other categories, the dearth
of cream-colored earthenware at Fort Ligonier and
Louisbourg suggests that the majority of Michili-
mackinac’s cream-colored wares were imported after
about 1770.

Again, no fragments of figures or other purely
decorative pieces were found, indicating a strictly
utilitarian function for these wares. The implications,
based on the evidence at hand, are twofold. First, the
volume and variety of cream-colored wares in use
after about 1770 indicates a material culture (at least
for some of the Fort’s inhabitants) well above sub-
sistence levels. Second, the wide variety of designs and
types encountered suggests a pattern of repeated
importation in comparatively small lots. In these two
respects the findings with regard to the tin-glazed
wares discussed in Group I and the cream-colored
wares are consistent and mutually reinforcing.

The breakdown of the cream-colored wares into the
types listed below is arbitrary, but it is hoped that this
arrangement adequately distinguishes the varieties of
cream-colored wares encountered.

TYPE A.
Date: Circa 1765-1780.

PLamN

Origin: England.

Description: Cream-colored earthenware covered with
a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze; no relief or
painted decoration.

CoMMENTS: A total of 2,874 plain, cream-colored
earthenware sherds were found during the excava-
tion years 1959-1965. Though some cream-colored
ware was produced without any relief or painted
decoration (Figure 20b), most had some decoration,
usually molded in relief. Such relief decoration was
generally sparse and most frequently utilized as
border or rim motifs. For this reason, the majority of
the sherds in this group are body sherds from relief-
decorated, cream-colored wares. Forms encountered
(with or without relief decoration) included standard-
size dinner plates, soup plates, platters (Figure 21),
and tea services or part tea services. To this list of
forms provided by archeological evidence can be
added large pitchers as ““2 Large Queen Wair Juggs”

were scheduled in the 1778 inventory of the trader,
John Askin.*

The abundance of cream-colored earthenware at
Fort Michilimackinac indicates a substantial use of
these wares by the British Army. The archeological
findings confirm this. During the 1959 excavations,
387 creamware sherds were found in association
with features (completed after 1770) relating to the
British military occupation.* The recovery of cream-
colored wares in this context raises the question of
whether it was usual for officers to include ceramic
dinner and tea services in their personal luggage? *
The evidence at Fort Michilimackinac suggests an
affirmative answer to this question. The fact that
some of the Fort’s civilian population owned and
used dinner and tea services raises the difficult
problem of ascertaining to what degree these arti-
facts represent the material culture of each group.
Certainly, the more affluent civilians observed tra-
ditional English amenities. In 1778 John Askin, the

40 John Askin’s Inventory of 31 December 1778, p. 10. Ms.
Ontario Archives, Toronto. “Queen’s Ware,’” a term introduced
by Josiah Wedgwood (see Wedgwood’s letter quoted on page
42, infra), quickly became practically synonymous with the gen-
eral term ‘“creamware.”

41 MaxweLL and BINFORD, 1961, pp. 93-94.

42 Surprisingly little research has been done on the social
(as opposed to military) history of the English army in colonial
America. Inquiries to a number of military historians as to
pertinent information, published or otherwise, resulted in
negative replies.

FIGURE 21.—ENGLISH CREAM-COLORED EARTHENWARE. 4,
Plate, 9% inches in diameter. Cream-colored body covered
with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze; decorated with “feather
pattern” relief border. circa 1765-1780. &, Plate, 9%
inches in diameter. Buff body covered with a clear, yellowish,
lead-glaze; decorated with a rib and groove relief border.
No foot ring. circa 1765-1780. ¢, Platter, 19 inches in
length, 14% inches in width. Cream-colored body covered
with a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze; decorated with a rib
and groove relief design (“Queen’s pattern”). circa 1765—
1780.
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trader, commenting on short supplies at the Fort,
wrote to a friend in Detroit that:

Mrs. Askin still has some tea and loaf sugar and at
once a day for herself will be able to hold out, the
rest of us have chocolate for Breakfast and Barley
substituted in the noon or Coffee for the afternoon.
Spirits and spruce we have and can’t much do without
for the present.*

TYPE B. RELIEF BORDERS
Date: Circa 1765-1780.
Origin: England

Description: Cream-colored earthenware covered with
a clear, yellowish, lead-glaze and dec-
orated with various molded relief borders.

ComMmENTs: Much eighteenth-century cream-colored,
useful ware had as its sole decoration a narrow relief
border. A total of 561 sherds with relief borders
were found at Fort Michilimackinac during the ex-
cavating years 1959-1965. Six border patterns were
represented (Figure 20a, ¢—g). A numerical break-
down of these patterns is given in Appendix A,
Table 2.

The plain, beaded border (Figure 20¢) was prob-
ably used by many different manufacturers including
the Leeds Pottery.** Some of the polychrome decorated
cream-colored earthenware sherds from the Fort also
contained this relief pattern. The second kind of relief
pattern (Figures 20¢, 21 4 and ¢), used primrarily on
dinner services, consists of single or parallel grooves
and ribs. Josiah Wedgwood, with his penchant for
vivid nomenclature, probably first designated the
single rib and groove as the ““Royal” pattern and the
double rib and groove as the “Queen’s” pattern.*®
After supplying services of cream-colored earthenware
to Queen Charlotte, Wedgwood called his cream-
colored wares “Queen’s Ware.” The name soon
became a general one for cream-colored earthenware
regardless of the manufacture. John Askin, the wealthy
trader at Fort Michilimackinac, used the term “‘queens
wair” as did the Detroit merchants, Alexander and

4 Letter from JoHN AskIN to SampsoN FLEmING, 20 April
1778. The FJohn Askin Papers, Milo M. Quaife, editor, vol. 1,
p- 79.

44 See TowWNER, The Leeds Pottery, figs. 30a and 30b.

45 See WoLF Mankowitz, Wedgwood, p. 56. TowNER, The
Leeds Pottery, facsimile reproduction of Leeds pattern book,
p- 1, nos. 2 and 3; plate 1, no. 2; and plate 2, no. 2.

William Macomb, who sold ceramics to Askin.®
Leeds used a number of the same pattern names as
Wedgwood, and it is probable that other manufac-
turers also conformed. Wedgwood, the Leeds Pottery,
and other English potteries also produced cream-
colored wares with a “feather” relief border.*” A total
of 248 rim sherds from the Fort were found to be
decorated with variations of the feather edge (Figures
20d and 21a).

Four other relief border patterns were found in
considerably smaller quantities. Dominant among
these were a geometric, diamond pattern (Figure 202)
which occurred in three variations and an alternating
bead and line border (Figure 20g). More elaborate
pieces of cream-colored earthenware often had pierced
borders, and a few sherds of this type were recovered
(Figure 20f).

4 John Askin’s Inventory, pp. 10 and 15; Macomb Account
Book, 1776-1778 Ms. (Burton Historical Collection, Detroit
Public Library), p. 50.

47 Josiah Wedgwood’s first pattern book (1770) showed two
types of feather borders. The pattern designated ‘“‘feather edge
shape No. 1” (which was widely copied) predominated at
Fort Michilimackinac. Both feather designs are illustrated in
Joun M. Grauam 1 and HensLeica C. WEbpGwooD, Wedg-
wood, p. 58, plate 67.

FIGURE 22.—E<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>