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Abstract

‘The focus of this thesis research is the excavation of a Labrador Inuit winter house
occupied during the 18" century. The 18" century in Labrador was the period in which
permanent European settlement began and intensifying Inuit-European and inter-Inuit
trade networks developed. Furthermore, in the 18* century the Labrador Inuit began to
construct large mult-family houses and thisis referred to as the Communal House phase.
“This research concerns the excavation and analysis of an Inuit winter house at the

Huntingdon Island 5 site (FkBg-3) in Sandwich Bay, southern Labrador. This excavation

represenis the

rst single component Labrador Inuit communal house to be investigated
south of Groswater Bay, and consequently, contributes to the overall understanding of the
Communal House phase and the distinct southern component of this period of Inuit

history.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

L1 Research Outline and Objectives
L.L.1 Project Overview

‘The purpose of this research is to investigate the Inuit in southern Labrador during

nt through ofan
Labrador has a lengthy and entangled contact history involving European fishers and
whalers from various countries as well as Inuit, Recent Indian, and Dorset Paleo-Eskimo
populations. The Inuit and the European fishers and whalers arrived in Labrador at
approximately the same time (McGhee 2009a; Ramsden and Rankin 2010), and are the
dominant cultural groups discussed in this study. From the 16™ century onward, the Inuit
were interacting with European groups on the Labrador landscape and finding new and
‘meaningful ways to deal with the foreign presence. This research is concentrated on the
Inuit populations who resided in the southern coastal area of Labrador, specifically in the
Sandwich Bay region (Figure 1.1). Southern Labrador was previously considered to be
outside the zone of traditional Inuit settlement; however, this issue is seemingly resolved
and parts of southern Labrador are now considered traditional Inuit land-use areas and
have received intense archacological focus in recent years (Beaudoin 2008; Brewster
200, 2006; Rankin 2010a, 2010b, 2010c; Stopp 2002). This research aims to contribute

to the understanding of the Inuit occupation in Sandwich Bay, souther Labrador, through

the excavation and analysis of a contact period Inuit winter house.
In the early 19905, the Huntingdon Island § site (FkBg-3) in Sandwich Bay was
identified as an historic period occupation (Stopp 1992) (Figure 1.2). In 2006 the site was

revisited and it was determined that the site was larger than previously recorded and that



Figure 1.1 Map of Labrador with Sandwich Bay

the site was representative of an Inuit occupation (Rankin 2009). Excavation began at the
site in 2009 (Rankin 2010b). The Huntingdon Island 5 site contains at least five semi-

‘subterranean Inuit winter houses (Houses 1-5) and a minimur of six summer season tent

rings suggesting the sustained re-use of this island by Inuit groups over multi-seasonal
visits. During the excavation of House 1 in 2009, it was determined that House 3 would

form the basis of my thesis research and it was slated for investigation in 2010, Initial




pr——

Figure 1.2. Map of Sandwich Bay with the Huntingdon Island 5 site indicated.

testing and assessment of th ize of House 3 led project

supervisor, Dr. Lisa Rankin, to suspect an 18"-century date for the occupation of the

2010b). The roughly rectang ipe and large size of House 3

‘compared to the other structures at the Huntingdon Island S site indicated that House 3

was likely a communal s Communal red suddenly in
Labrador during the 18" century and have been the focus of much archacological research

and interest because they indicate an immediate shift in the basic Inuit settlement and

‘economic pattern (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980; Kaplan 1983, 1985; Kaplan and
Woollett 2000; Richling 1993; Schledermann 1971, 1976a, 1976b; Taylor 1976;
‘Whitridge 2008; Woollett 2003). The excavation of House 3 revealed that it is indeed a

s one of the first structures of this phase of

communal style dwelling and, as a result



Inuit history to be investigated south of Groswater Bay, and the only such structure of this
type 1o be examined in the Sandwich Bay area. The excavation and interpretation of
House 3 from the Huntingdon Island 5 site contributes meaningful information
concering the Communal House phase of Labrador Inuit culture with a particular focus
on the nature of communal houses south of Groswater Bay.
1.1.2 Research Objectives

Specific research objectives were outlined and refined prior to the excavation of
House 3 to both focus and guide the project. Southern Labrador has only recently begun

1 involving the timing of the

initial Inuit arrival in this area and the unique adaptations to Inuit life ways as a result of
the southern migration are now actively being addressed (Rankin 2010a; Rankin et al

2011). While my research alone cannot directly answer L my

research will contribute to the refinement of the souther chronology of Inuit occupation

and p pecific ad fthe in southem

Labrador. There are three specific objectives that the excavation of House 3 at the
Huntingdon Island S site in Sandwich Bay seeks to address: 1) determining the date of the
occupation of House 3; 2) examining the extent of the Inuit-European interactions
through the analysis of the collected assemblage and house features; and, 3) interpreting
the nature of communal houses in the south of Labrador in order to contribute to the

recent debate concering the purpose of Inuit communal houses.

The primary concerned generally and
the dating of the House 3 occupation. Although obtaining an exact date is unlikely, by

employing various means of analysis a date range for the occupation may be determined.



Tnuit architecture chronologies developed for other regions of Labrador, and radiocarbon

analysis of vi

in p for

the structure. Determining a date range for the structure is important for lter

f the dwelling including

the house occupation and for comparing House 3 to contemporancous structures.

with

European goods were incorporated and used by the Inuit inhabiting House 3 and the

nature of the cultural interactions between the Inuit and European populations. In terms of
the incorporation of European goods by the Inuit the recovered assemblage is examined
to assess whether European manufactured items are present, and if 50, o determine the
‘manner in which these items were used and/or adapted for use by the Inuit. For instance,
were European items directly replacing traditional items in the Inuit toolkit or were new
practices and behaviours adopted? Does the assemblage indicate what types of tems the
Inuit were predominately acquiring? Apart from the focus on the use of European goods

by the Inuit,the secondary objective is also concemed with the nature of the cultural

be he Inuit and E ‘Trade with the indi

southern Labrador 1 aspect of the European ind hist

documents chronicle the attempts to establish and maintain peaceful trade relations with

the Inui the Inuit pillag ly
European setilements (Auger 1991; Stopp 2002; Trudel 1981). Understanding how the

E odi it can shed of




e Inuit and the Different European groups

had control of southern Labrador at dif hi d which

European group is represented in the assemblage will not only help to discern the period

of tion, but will also allow
Inuit and the dominant European cultural group.

‘The final research objective focuses on the nature of In

communal houses in
southern Labrador. House 3 is the first communal style dwelling to be examined in

Sandwich Bay, and only the second to be recognized in southern Labrador (Auger 1989,

1991). For this reason it is this feature by compari
known Inuit communal houses elsewhere in Labrador in order to reveal similariies or

disparities throughout the greater region. There is currently a debate within Labrador Inuit

the nature and of houses. Leading hypotheses

8¢ i bruptly in
climate (Petersen 1974/1975; Schledermann 1971, 1976a, 1976b; Woollett 1999),

as a result of social and ionships with
Europeans (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980; Kaplan 1983; Richling 1993; Taylor

1976), or the ongoing intemal dynamics of Inuit culture (Kaplan and Woollett 2000;

Whitridge 2008). and House 3 tothe

debate by, fror 1 house that is the area

y o be the core Lat area. In 3
is already distinctive given that the Inuit inhabitants of the Huntingdon Island 5 site lived

in proximity to the asa result,

circumstances than central and northern Inuit, including sustained European contact. An




important component of this objective s to understand whether the Inuit proximity to the

European ble di the House 3 occupation and

assemblage or if cultural continuity is seen within the region of Labrador during the
‘Communal House phase. Essentially, the goal is to determine if House 3 represents a
typical style Labrador Inuit communal house, or i representative of a different

phenomenon linked to its southern location.

The research objectives are ulimaely th 4:to date and describe a
contact period Inuit dwelling in Sandwich Bay, to examine Inuit-European interactions

during ind to interpret the nature of within the context of 18"

century Labrador. The excavation of a single household represents only one brief
temporal view into Inuit life ways, and so needs to be positioned and understood within

the long-term history of the Inuit. The following section discusses the complesities of

cultural d relation data sets and
“The purpose of th di is to set th I framework
in which lter addressed and of House 3 is

interpreted.
1.2 Interpretive Framework
“The aim of this research is o investigate a contact period Labrador Inuit winter

house, and as such, the interpretive focus of ths research project will be situating the

House 3 excavation veins of 8

par relevant and ion o ; sites in
colonial situations and incorporate aspects of various theoretical stances, including but

not limited to, practice theory, structuralism, post-colonial theory, and agency. The




oceupation.

For the purpose of this study, contact s viewed not solely as dualistc relations of
‘domination and subordination but as entanglement: a concept particularly suited for

Labrador as the establishment of a permanent colonial institutional presence occurred

more than initial E ! pt of cultural

el premise identity that

Ives ideas of resistas

variability, and (Martindale 2009:61),

instead of ly on I 1

‘domination. The notion of entanglement provides depth and mutuality to the interaction
of cultures instead of emphasizing contact as a singular or isolated event (Silliman 2005).
Relations between indigenous groups and colonizing agents can endure for centuries and

i “indi bi | in which local d

solidarity are explicitly contrasted with the inequality characteristic of relations with
outsiders” (Thomas 1991:4). In areas such as Labrador where encounters, however
sporadic or indirect, were ongoing between foreigners and indigenous groups for
hundreds of years, it is beneficial to conceive these interactions as lengthy and interwoven

ther than indi Iturat

Material remains are integral to the analysis of House 3 as it certainly is to

. |
analysis of House 3
record recovered to provide insightful information about the nature of the House 3

\

archacology as a disci its heavy focus on Silliman

(2001:196) discusses how colonial objects were “objects without local history” and could

igenous groups in order to negotiate social identities. The



‘appropriation of foreign objects is largely contingent on the context, and in many cases
exotic items were used by indigenous groups in familiar ways, thereby forging a link to
the past (Stahl 2002:834-835). The use of European commadities was a culturally
‘mediated and selective process, not a direct indication of the adoption of European

cultural practices or behaviours. The fact that indigenous groups adopted foreign objects

is not as important which foreign items made
relevant and useful within indi ciety (Kopytoff 1986:67).
boundaries between cultures, so do the meanings of objg il 2002:828; Thomas
1991),

With e focus of

inquiry, the discipline is provided with an opportunity to examine the changing roles of

objects ‘Through materi uch as clothing and housi

identities could be asserted and reasserted and existing boundaries could be reshaped and
changed (Loren 2008). Certain individuals could manipulate traditional social relations of
power and leadership roles to create new identities that were not avalable previously
(Silliman 2001). This concept i significant to Labrador n relation to the development

Tong-distance . which s explored in detail in later

chapters. Culture contact studies have typically focused on the artifact assemblages to

assess and ratios,

European items in relation to the number of indigenous items to be a gauge or

the level of ct htfoot 1995:206). This

is no longer viewed as simpl indi

idirectional flow d adaptati




(Lightfoot 1995:206; Lightfoot et al. 1998:200). It i  better fit to consider the

ndi 1 agents involved in daily d
An this research s a f
d | Lightfoot et
al. (1998:201): “itis through daily practices — how space is structured, how mundane

‘domestic tasks are conducted, how refuse is disposed of ~ that people both organize and

make sense of their lives”. These daily activities use and produce material culture, which
ultimately becomes part of the archacological record, and are evident in the construction

and use of space within a domestic dwelling (Lightfoot et al. 1998). As the focus of this

parti and analysis of a limpse into
the ordering of the daily lives of the inhabitants is obtained. Tt s through the structuring
of everyday life that individuals continually act and re-enact the principles foundational to

the cultural d in which to expl

activities and use of space over time (Lightfoot et al. 1998:201). This becomes

ns in colonial contexts as

increasingly significant n the face of changing social cong

daily mediated in order hfoot et al.

1998),

c i i number of
historically dependent factors at play. An interpretive format focused on cultural
entanglements is particularly relevant for this type of research as it emphasizes long-term
interactions rather than singular contact events, focuses on the agency and daily choice

making of d moves away ized dichotomy

Most significantly, this type of research is accessible to archacology through household



and spatial ysis and through the material goods that d
archaeological data sets. This study is concemned with situating the House 3 excavation in
relation to other Labrador Inuit houses and assessing cultural change or persistence over

time to provide a nuanced understanding of the contact milieu in southern Labrador.

rifact analysi i themes will aid in the interpretation of
House 3 and its positioning within the Communal House phase of Labrador Inuit culture.
1.3 Thesis Outline:

In order to start to address the research objectives outlined above, Chapter 2 of

this thesis begins with the histories of both the Inuit and the European groups in Labrador.

Chapter 2 also outlines . which izes the current research
pertaining to southern Labrador archacology and also describes the Labrador Inuit
architectural chronology. Furthermore, the various hypotheses concerning the shift to
‘communal houses are presented to inform future discussions and interpretations. Chapter
3 deseribes the geographical setting of Sandwich Bay and the Huntingdon Island 5 site,

outlines the methods for the House 3 excavation, and provides a description of the

Chapter 4 date d from House:
3. The artifacts are discussed firs,including details of the artifact distribution within the
dwelling and the relevant dates associated with the manufactured European goods
recovered in the structure. The second part of Chapter 4 examines the faunal data

including quanti Jity, and the distribution of the faunal el Chapter

5 places House 3 within by comparing it Inuit

houses from within Labrador and Greenland. Finally, Chapter 6 presents the discussion



and interpretation of House 3, which addresses the research objectives outlined in Chapter

1 and suggests areas for future research




Chapter 2. Cultural Background and Research Context
2.1 Thule/lnuit Cultural Background
2.1.1 Thule Origins and Migration

‘The Inuit f Canada fthe
cultural group referred to archacologically as the Thule. The Thule culture was first

identified . during the Fifth

Thule expedition of the carly 19205 (Mathiassen 1927). The purpose of the expedition
was to investigate the history of the Inuit populations in the Arctic through archacology
and ethnology in an attempt to shed light on their origins (Mathiassen 1927).
Archacological leader of the Fifth Thule expedition, Therkel Mathiassen, composed a
lengthy trait list defining the Thule culture (Mathiassen 1927; Maxwell 1985). In brief,
the Thule are classified as maritime hunters who possessed advanced sea-faring

technology and an extensive bone and antler tool industry designed to exploit a variety of

land and ces, including whales (Maxwell 1985). Apar f ibing the
Thule culture, Mathiassen suggested a western Arctic homeland for the Thule, an
assertion that was generally correct (Mathiassen 1927). The origins of the Thule culture
are indeed found in northern Alaska and the Bering Sea region and the Thule are
descendants of the Bimirk culture (McGhee 2009b; Rankin 2009; Whitridge 1999).
During the 13" century, the Thule undertook an castward migration across the Arctic
departing from northern Alaska and eventually reaching northeastern Canada and
Greenland (Friesen and Amold 2008:537; McGhee 20094:75; 2009b:161) (Figure 2.1).

The he high Arctic from di

of over 4000 km was rapid and, it appears, purposeful (McGhee 2009b:160). The Thule




Figure 2.1, The

migration has been atributed to the search for new and productive whaling grounds and

1 wd f the bowhead whale rang Medieval Warm
period, which may have forced the Thule to move cast (Mathiassen 1927; McGhee

1969/1970). Recently, whale-based and climatic hypotheses have been called into

que i for ligratic i for
the Alaska is d Armold 2008; McGhee
2009). 2009b) h: incir rgued that the igration fror
east. Iron was. i Thule
while in i nd metal quickly

became a highly sought tem (McGhee 2009b:161; Ramsden and Rankin 2010:8).




Atthe time of the Thule arrival in Greenland, Norse colonies had been established
for nearly 200 years and it has been posited that the migration of the Thule eastward was
deliberately focused on iron from both the Norse colonies and the Cape York meteorites

(McGhee 2009, 2009b; Ramsden and Rankin 2010). Word of the Norse settlements and

nearby likely reached the Alaska from Dorset Paleo-

Eski . tion beg fler to seek the iron sources

directly (Friesen and Amold 2008:535; McGhee 2009b:161; Ramsden and Rankin

20108). i i d large b 1
facilitate a rapid the Arctic and the

destination in a less th MecGhee 2009b:161).
MecGhee (. referred to the Thule notasa

‘migration, but a purposeful “mercantile exploration” focused on ron. The Thule desire to

obtain iron was to substitute metals in place of traditional materials such as stone, ivory,

and bone in igh 1985). Traditional be made and
used in the traditional manner with iron simply substituting for blades, drills, and other
tool parts (Fitzhugh 1985). Importantly, the Thule were only interested in acquiring the

raw material, not in adopting the European technology of smelting (Fitzhugh 1985:36).

‘The European items ly incorporated in the Thule toolkit
any social or cultural change (Ramsden 2010:4).

2.1.2 Thule Labrador Migration and Colonization

In the 15® century, the Thule abandoned areas of high Arctic Cana
Greenland in favour of more southern locations, such as Labrador (MeGhee 2009a:87;

Ramsden and Rankin 2010:9). The migration southward away from the high Arctic



coincides with the colonies

(Ramsden and Rankin 2010). Once again, the Thule movement appears to have been
purposefully executed to exploit European groups (McGhee 2009a; Ramsden and Rankin
2010). Fortunately for the Thule, following the abandonment of the Norse Greenlandic
colonies, European fishers, whalers, and explorers began to arrive in Labrador thereby
providing a new source of iron and other desired items (McGhee 2009a; Ramsden and

Rankin 2010). Essentially, it is speculated that the Thule originally left Alaska to

purposefully nd nd
Rankin 2010). Following the decline of these sources of iron and European technologies,

the Labrador and fortuitously

different European groups were just arriving (Ramsden and Rankin 2010).

The Thule entered norther Labrador in the late-15" or early-16" century and

were by no means the first group to inhabit this region (Kaplan 1985; Ramsden 2010;

Rankin 2009). At the time of the Thule arrival, Labrador was occupied by Recent Indian

populations in the central and southern regions, and potentially Dorset Paleo-Eskimo
‘groups in the north (Fitzhugh 1977; Loring 1992; McGhee 1996). The Thule were quick

10 exploit the resource rich ecosystems of Labrador and were successful i setling this

igh 1985). Rather than
remain in the north, the Thule continued a southward migration into the central and

southern coastal arcas beginning in the 16" century, during which material culture and

hitectural des i 2010a:323),

“The specd of the Thule migration within Labrador may be attributed to the specialized



Figure 2.2, Thule entry and colonization of Labrador.

land and sea transportation equipment the Thule brought with them to Labrador, namely

d ks o I I boats (Kaplan 1985:48)

Itis at the point of the Thule migration southward within Labrador during the 16
century that archaeologists begin to refer to the Thule as the historic Inuit (Fitzhugh
1977). Archacological evidence indicates that the Inuit colonization of Labrador was
extensive, with groups eventually reaching as far south as the Strit of Belle Isle (Auger

1991, 1993; Stopp 2002) (Figure 22). The Thule/Inuit colonization of Labrador was rapid




ranging from tretch
within a century of th initial arrival (Rankin 2009:26, 20100:323). With Labrador

representing part of limit of Inuit . the initial

clearly adap in order to thrive so

successfully in southern territory (Brewster 2005; Rankin 2010a),

torical Background

European groups frequented the Labrador coast for centuries and the presence of

these groups has played a shaping the trajectory of Inuit-Ex
relations in this region. The European arrival and exploration in Labrador is generally
dated to the late-15" century, excluding the Norse who may have occasionally made
landfall close to five hundred years prior (Fitzhugh 1985; Gosling 1910; Odess etal.
2000). The Thule/Inuit were unlikely to have encountered the Norse directly in Labrador

(Rankin 2009:

), and for the purposes of this discussion, the European presence in
Labrador will be outlined from the 15" century onward. The focus of this section will be
an overview of the European presence in Labrador up to the carly-19" century in order to
provide a streamlined summary that is relevant (o this study. Particular atiention is paid to

the French fishery in the 17" and 18" centuries due to the occupation date of the house

here, and following the Fr r
Labrador are covered more broadly.
2.2.1 Migratory Fishery 16" and 17" Centuries

Various European groups plied the Labrador waters beginning in the late-15"
century to exploit the abundant sea resources, search for the elusive Northwest Passage,

or conduct trade (Trudel 1981). The dominant enterprise in Labrador during this period



was the migratory fishery, which involved a variety of fishers and whalers originating
from Spain, Portugal, France, and England (Gosling 1910; Trudel 1981). The fishery was

a seasonal venture and provided ample opportunity for the Inuit to raid the abandoned

camps the y of origin. The seasonal

nature of the fishery Tnuit ith lttle
interaction with the foreigners (Fitzhugh 1985). It is documented that the Inuit would

scavenge the seasonal camps when the migratory fishers retumed to Europe in the winter

months, but that

1d also oc y of

conflict between the European fishers and whalers and the Inuit (Stopp 2002:83). During

the tenure of the migratory. Labrador, »
tense and fraught with violence.

By the 17" century, independent Dutch traders were also sailing the Labrador
‘waters in order to conduct trade with the Inuit (Kaplan 1983:163, 1985:55). An important
contrast between the Dutch trading exploits and the seasonal fishing ventures was that the
Dutch traders visited areas along the length of the Labrador coastline, whereas the
seasonal fishing and whaling enterprise was predictably focused only on the southern
coastal regions (Kaplan 1983, 1985). Visits to Labrador by Dutch traders throughout the

17" century were both ariable to the.

southem migratory fishery (Kaplan 1983, 1985).
Encounters between the various European groups and the Inuit were of a non-

formalized, sporadic nature during this period and European goods recovered on Inuit

sites from this been easily through donot

necessarily indi 1985:56). I quiring European



items was relatively simple during this period for the Inuit with the flow of goods.

‘constant as the fishery followed a predictable seasonal cycle. The Inuit were able to avoid

d often d direct ith the foreigners
desired commodities. Although the Dutch traders may have sought Inuit trade directly

along the Labrador coast, the Dutch traders were much less reliable than the migratory

fishers and i ly irregular, brief, hostile
(Kaplan 1983, 1985).

One crucial result of the European migratory fishing and whaling in Labrador is
that, except for the few Dutch traders, the Europeans were frequenting the southern
coastal areas exclusively. This created conditions where goods of European manufacture
were available from only a single entry point in Labrador (Fitzhugh 1985). During the
‘migratory fishery and well into the subsequent centuries, European goods were
‘geographically restricted to the southern shores, which proved an integral factor for future
developments
2.2.2 French Fishery 17* and 18" Centuries

Between the late 1600s and 1763, the French were the dominant European
population on the Labrador landscape. The French were in Labrador to exploit marine
resources and also to contact and trade with the Inuit and Recent Indian populations

(Zimmerly 1975). The p

migratory fishing and whaling ventures, and as a result Inuit-European interaction was
altered. During the early years of the 18™ century, concessions were granted to French

‘merchants Labrador in order i fishing

stations (Anderson 1984; Brewster 2005; Kaplan 1983; Stopp 2008). The sedentary



French fishery were no long ; upsetting the

pre-existing Inuit raiding system. Moreover, establishment of the French sedentary

Y with the Inuit popul for the best
sealing grounds, an issue the Inut did not have to face in earlier times with the seasonal

fishery (Anderson 1984; Stopp 2002).

inthe y y
over-wintering in Labrador, the French presence was more severely felt aer 1713 with

the passing of the Treaty of Utrecht, in which Britain was granted the rights to

Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and Hudson’s Bay (Auger 1991; Gosling 1910). The Treaty

of French to focus more heavily
of Labrador, including encouraging permanent settlement there (Anderson 1984; Kaplan
1983; Trudel 1981). Due to the resource rich coastline of Labrador, establishing
permanent French settlements in this region was seen as particularly beneficial for France
and year-round residency was promoted (Anderson 1984). Establishing trade relations
with the Inuit was seen as complementary to permanent settlement with the hopes of

French settlers trading European manufactured goods for skins, fish, oil, and other

Inuit were adept at 1984:26; Trudel 1981:335-

336). Ultimately, the goal was to engage the Inuit populations in the lucrative global

with ping the economic 1983; Rankin et
al. 2011; Trudel 1981; Zimmerly 1975).
Despite the desires of France, French contacts and trade with the Inuit took place,
as phrased by Trudel (1981:332), “in a climate of extreme mutual caution”. The period

prior to 1713 saw many hostile and even fatal encounters between the French and Inuit



that served to instil a foundational fear in both parties when meeting the other group and
conducting trade (Stopp 2002; Trudel 1981). The French desired to establish peaceful

relations with the Inuit, yet the majority of French documents from the 17" and 18"

with the Inuit (Stopp 2002:82).
Following the Treaty of Utrecht, French guidelines were established for dealing with the
Inuit in an attempt to rectify the inimical trading relations of the past, This included no
trading of alcohol, no firing of weapons or displays of aggressive actions toward the Inuit,
and the promotion of treating it trading partners with utmost respect and kindness

(Trudel 1981:336). Despite the good intentions, the legislation arrived much too late and

had lttle impact on altering Inuit-European relations (Kaplan 1983). Nonetheless, over
the decades of the French presence in Labrador, a number of individuals attempted, with

varying degrees of succes

. 10 create amicable trading partnerships with the Inuit, most
notably Courtemanche, Jollet, and Forel (Gosling 1910:134; Stopp 2002:82-83).
Although specific individuals may have secured relatively peaceful trading relationships
with certain Init traders, overall the development of formalized trade did not oceur. The
hostile encounters of the past between the migratory fishery and the Inuit influenced the
relationships of the future with wariness and fear experienced on both sides.
2.2.3 Labrador Post-1763

The French tenure in Labrador effectively came to an end following the Treaty of
Paris in 1763 when French held regions of Labrador were ceded to the British (Gosling
1910; Kaplan 1983; Trudel 1981). In an attempt similar to the French in carlier decades,

the British introduced a formal trade policy and also prohibited European attacks on the

Tnuit in an effort to reverse the adverse Inuit-European interactions of the past (Auger




1991; Kaplan 1983). Furtherm iy

the year- laimi o the best fishing grounds and to return the

f 1 fishing b
settlement was temporary, and by the end of the 18" century permanent settlement was

ted with in souther Labrador.

British ce, relations between Ey d Inuit

remained antagonistic during the late-18" century.

In 1764, a Moravian missionary named Jens Haven met with the Governor of

Hugh Palliser, to di he | missions in

Labrador, as such ventures among the Inuit in
1983:169). The Moravians and the British had complementary goals, as the establishment
of Moravian missions with trading posts in northern Labrador would draw the Inuit north
o trade, leaving the southern coasts available for British use free of Inuit hostilities
(Auger 1991; Kaplan 1983). Moravian lobbying was a success and in arrangement with
Briish governance, the first mission station opened in Nain in 1771, with missions in
‘Okak and Hopedale following shortly after (Kaplan 1985:64). The establishment of

Moravian rked the in Labrador north of

Hamilton Inlet (Kaplan 1985). The full accounts of the Moravian presence in Labrador

are beyond the scope of this project, but it is essential to state that the initial focus of the

‘missionaries was to both introduce the Inuit to Christianity and preserve the traditional
Inuit way of life (Cabak 1991; Cabak and Loring 2000). In spite of the Moravian desire

for the Inuit to remain self-sufficient, the missions formed a largely economic relationship.




with the Inuit, which altered the traditional subsistence systems and caused increasing
reliance on European goods (Cabak 1991; Cabak and Loring 2000).

Distinet from the Moravian presence in the north, certain independent British
traders were focusing on the south of Labrador in the late-18" century, including Captain
George Cartwright (Zimmerly 1975). Cartwright was one of the first British merchants in
Labrador and beginning in 1770, lived for 16 years in southern Labrador while operating
fishing and sealing posts (Stopp 2008:4). Cartwright resided between Cape Charles and

Sandwich Bay and managed able trading hips and

relationships with the Inuit, at one point even bringing Inuit community members with
him to London (Auger 1991; Kennedy 1995; Stopp 2008; Stopp and Mitchell 2010).
During this period, the European men employed by the independent traders began to
periodically take Inuit women as wives, which ultimately contributed to a distinct
Labrador-Métis identity that continues o the present day (Kennedy 1995). From the late-
18" to the early-19" century, independent traders residing year-round in Labrador, such
as Cartwright, controlled the trading economy (Zimmerly 1975). By the 18305, however,
fur trade companies gained a trade monopoly and managed to force out the independent
traders, essentially ending the era of the independent trader/setler in southern Labrador
(Zimmerly 1975).

The 18" century saw the French and British exchange rights to Labrador and the
development of permanent European settlement in this region. Missions were established
in the later part of the 18" century, and were followed in the next century by fur trade

1975). Certain individuals did manage flly build

relationships with the Inuit, such as Cartwright, though Inuit-European hostilties



continued throughout the century in a similar pattern to earlier decades. It must be
stressed that the establishment of missions and trading posts drastially altered the Inuit

way of life in the late-18" and early-19" centuries in Labrador, the details of which have

only been loosely addressed here.
2.2.4 Conclusions

Inuit-European interaction in Labrador over the several centuries of the European
tenure in this region resulted in three crucial developments. First, the realization of the
presence of “the other” occurred centuries ago for the Thule/Inuit with a history of
engaging in extensive trade networks and of colonizing inhabited lands. The value of
European technologies was also quickly realized through access to foreign manufactured
resources and products available through exchange networks while the Thule were stil in

Alaska (McGhee 2009b; Ramsden and Rankin 2010). The Inuit were prepared to exploit

the Europeans in Labrador use whatever toacq
sought European items. Second, the Inuit incorporated these foreign objects into their
toolkit with litle, if any, cultural, social, or economic change (Ramsden 2010:4;
Schledermann 1971:19). As mentioned previously, the Inuit were not inerested in
smelting the iron themselves and instead the metal goods were directly replacing stone:

and other traditional style Thule/Inuit 1985:36)

‘Third, prior to the arrival of the Moravians in the late-18" century, the European presence
was restricted to the south of Labrador. The nature of the European fishing and whaling
ventures, including both migratory and sedentary explots, created conditions in Labrador
‘where goods of European origin had a single, southern point of entry into the Inuit social

system (Fitzhugh 1985). The combination of the southern entry point of European goods



long the length of the L

ord the social and realms of the

Inuit in the ensuing decades (Kaplan 1985). The three fi

10 the distinctive cultural setting of Labrador, which will be explored further in future
chapters,
2.3 Southern Labrador Archacological Context

Archaeological investigation of the Labrador Inuit began with William Duncan
Strong in the late 19205, not long after the conclusion of the Fifth Thule expedition, and
research has persisted since (Rankin 2009). Yet the focus of much of the archacological
research in Labrador to date has been concentrated on the central and northern regions
while the investigation of southern Labrador has been relatively limited in scope. The

interest in investigating the Thule point of entry and the wealth of Moravian documents

pertaining ettlements b ibuted to the general focus

on northern Labrador. Furthermore, it was widely assumed that the Inuit populations in
Labrador did not permanently inhabit the souther region (Taylor 1980), which has
resulted in limited archaeological investigation of the area. As Rankin (2010:320-321)
elucidates, the assumption that the Inuit did not inhabit the south may reflect a
fundamental bias of researchers who perceived the Inuit s Arctic dwellers associated
with an ice-covered environment, and hence overlooked the potential for Inuit sies in the
forested, warmer stretches of the southern coast

Unil recently, it was generally accepted that Hamilton Inlet was the terminus of
‘permanent Inuit occupation in Labrador (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980) (Figure

2.3). It was argued that the Inuit populations in Labrador used areas south of Hamilton



Inlet only as staging grounds for seasonal forays to trade with or raid the European
populations (Fitzhugh 1977; Taylor 1980). The Inuit presence in the south was considered
to be seasonal in nature beginning in the 16" century, which coincides with the arrival of

the Ex  the attraction of potential rtunities (Gosli

1910:166; Martijn and Clermont 1980). Only during the past two decades have these

limits of Labrador I  thereby



TR — e -

" the planations. Stopp (2002:96) used d
evidence to argue that the Inuit were occupying souther Labrador year-round from the
mid-16" to mid-18" centuries. Furthermore, recent archacological work in the Sandwich
Bay region, which is 65 km south of Hamilton Inlet, has revealed a number of multi-

w season Inuit sites occupied between the 16” and the 19" centuries suggesting a sustained
and continuous Inuit presence (Beaudoin 2008; Brewster 2005; Rankin 2009; Rankin et

n that southern

al. 2011). The discovery of stes in Sandwich Bay has challenged the n
Labrador was merely a staging ground for the Inuit and has provided substantial evidence
that the southern stretches of Labrador were continually occupied. At long last, the
contentious issue regarding Inuit occupation in southern Labrador is being resolved, with
the area south of Hamilton Inlet now warranting more than staging ground status and

indeed appears to be a traditional land-use area for the Inuit,

: 2.4 Research Context: Communal Hou:
During the 18" century in northem Labrador and parts of Greenland, there is a
in large, rectangular sod houses in which
multiple f have been termed 1 houses. Such a

profound and rapid restructuring of household composition has intrigued rescarchers for

decades, especially due to the extensive geographic focus of this trend as communal

h in and L (Gulloy 1997).

Communal h ption of have been the
subject of continued investigation and debate in Labrador Inuit studies. This section will
first briefly outline the basic tenants of Thule/Inuit architecture, including a description of

established chronologies. Finally, an overview of the various hypotheses regarding the



adoption of communal houses in Labrador will be presented in order to highlight the main
aspects of the communal house debate.
2.4.1 Thule/Inuit House Forms

‘The Thule/Inuit groups in Labrador constructed and lived in a variety of

seasonally including sod h ind snow houses which
‘complemented the seasonal round (Taylor 1974). I terms of research focus, the
concentration has traditionally been on the sod houses due to the archaeological visibility,

length of occupation, and ion of these winter dwell

the other house forms. The Inuit would move into sod houses around mid-October and the
houses were abandoned around the time of the spring thaw when the familis would then
move into tents, which were more comfortable for warmer weather (Taylor 1974:51-55).

Sod h defined bt with one or d

sq in shape (Mathiassen 1927). The consisted of flagged

stones and often a sunken cold trap entrance passage was present with the function of

I air he living 1983). House frames were.

pically with t 1 resource

lability, and covered with skins and sod (Brewster 2005). The slecping platforms

above 4 gravel and

jged by Kaplan 1983).

kins and twi b work 008; Kaplan

1983). Skins were likely hung from support beams to partition the interior living spaces
(Petersen 1974/1975; Taylor 1974). Soapstone lamps filled with sea mammal oil provided

heat and light in the winter houses and were also used for cooking (Cabak 1991),



2.4.2 Thule/Inuit Chronology: Northern Labrador

Junius Bird (1945) initially developed a three-stage architecture classification for
“Thule/Inuit sod houses in Labrador. Bird's (1945:128) chronology consisted of house:
Types I, 11, and I1L. Bird's (1945:179) chronology followed a sequential order in which
small, single-family houses (Type 1) were replaced by dual-family rectangular houses

(Type I1) that in tum were succeeded by large multi-family households (Type I1).

1971) later adapted and elaborated Bird's three phase model and created a
chronology composed of Early, Communal, and Late period houses. Schledermann’s
adaptation of Bird's architectural model saw the merging of house Types 11 and Il into
the overarching Communal House phase and the extension of the chronology into the 19"
century.

Schledermann’s (1971:34) Early period (A.D. 1450-1700) is defined as rounded,
single-family dwellings with one rear sleeping platform. Early period dwellings were
estimated o have housed between six and eight members of a nuclear family (Kaplan and
Woollett 2000:352). The following period, termed the Communal House phase (A.D.
1700-1850), consists of large, multi-family houses with sleeping platforms located along

three of the interior walls (Schledermann 197

0) (Figure 2.4). These houses were
generally rectangular in shape and contained an average of twenty individuals, and in
some instances significantly more, and housed an extended family (Taylor 1974:15).

Recorded communal houses range in size from 6 m by 7 m to as large as 6 m by 16 m

(Kaplan 1983:238). The Late period (A.D. 1850-present) is described as the shift back
towards small, single-family dwellings (Schledermann 1971:114). Both Early and Late

period houses typically measure 3 m by 6 m (Kaplan 1983:220). In the 19"

entury, the



retum to small family living arrangements in northern Labrador has been attributed to the
pressure placed on Inuit families by Moravian missionaries to live in single family units

inan attempt to end the practice of polygyny (Schledermann 1971).

that both Bird and s were focused on

northern Labrador Inuit settlements since it was not previously known if the same

architectural the south, o blished

" Labrador.

Early Period House Communal Style House
Staffe Island 1, House 10 Tkkusik House C

(Redrawn from Fitzhugh 1994:Figure 7). (Redrawn from Schledermann
1976a:Figure 4).

Figure 2.4, Labrador Inuit house forms (Early period and Communal House phase).



2.4.3 Thule/Inuit Chronology: Central Labrador

C discussedin

i a three-stage chronology for the central Labrador coast in the vicinity of Hamilton

Inlet. is based on y sod houses at various

Eskimo Island sites with the changes in housing style attributed to the Inuit response to
the European presence (Jordan and Kaplan 1980).
‘The first stage is ttled the Colonization period (A.D. 1600-1700) in which

with the Early phase sty of s ey with small

and rounded, single-family houses (Jordan 1978:175-176).
from sites of this period includes typical Thule/Inuit items as well as European
technologies, often altered into traditional items, for instance iron nails cold hammered
into harpoon end-blades, ulus, and knives (Jordan 1978:176). The European items

recovered from 1d have been obtained through

pillaging and do not represent direct, formal trade items (Jordan and Kaplan 1980).
‘The next phase is named the Intermittent Trading period (A.D. 1700-1800), which
coincides with Schledermann’s Communal House phase. Houses suddenly became larger

in size and housed more people. Direet trade with Europeans became a significant aspect

of d good: ed

of Inuit economy,
dramatically in Inuit houses (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980). Certain middlemen
traders emerged during this period and moved European goods north and Inuit goods
south along established trade networks (Jordan and Kaplan 1980). This period also saw a
shift in settlement location of winter sod houses from outer islands to inner islands in

order to have access to a wider resource base (Kaplan 1983).



“The final stage i termed the Trading Post period (A.D. 1800-1870) and

sponds wi ’s Late phase. g si d

popul to

1978:181). Trapping became a mainstay for the Inuit populations in order to trade the furs

at trading posts for the European goods which were now heavily relied on, thus involving
the Inuit in a cash economy (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980). Established inter-

Inuit and pean long: i this

‘period (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980).

‘The Inuit-E ’s architecture

chronology within a contact framework and situates the changes in household form within

the larger historical themes that were occurring. For this reason, the three-stage

chronology outlined above is the much the
chronology. As Jordan and Kaplan's chronology indicates, Inuit-European interaction
changed over the tenure of the European presence from opportunistic raiding and
plundering, to more direct and formalized trading partnerships, and finally to Inuit
employment by the Europeans. The 18" century was undeniably a time of Inuit cultural
elaboration, coinciding with the establishment of a permanent European settler
population. During this period Inuit architecture style changed and began to incorporate
multiple families, established trade networks thrived, and new high status roles, such as

middleman trader, suddenly appeared. The next section presents the leading hypotheses

in the C 1 House phase, which

corresponds tural Jordan and Kaplan's

Intermittent Trading period.



2.4.4 Hypotheses Pertaining 10 the Adoption of Communal Houses
The Labrador Inuit adoption of communal houses in the 18" century has intrigued

rescarchers for decades. Initilly, various hypotheses were put forth including the

per famil due to fear of the
encroaching European presence, and even a Norse architectural influence was suggested,

but these models found no archacologi

1 support and largely did not stand the test of

time (Bird 1945:179; Petersen 1974/1975:175; Schledermann 1976a:32). Conventionally,

the hypothe ain stances socio-

economic factors g the abrupt however,
incorporating multiple factors with a focus on intemal dynamics have recently come to

the forefront, The purpose of this section is deal

‘with the communal house shift as these themes will be engaged later in the analysis.
2.4.4.1 Environmental Causes
‘The traditional environmental perspective for the adoption of communal houses

argued that inL

the start of the 17" century and the first decades of the 18" century (Schledermann

1971111, 1976a:34, 1976b:39). Schledermann (1971, 19763, 1976b) suggested that the

cooling period would of
‘whales on which the norther populations relied so heavily, and instead the Inuit were
forced to shifttheir attention to seal hunting. The argument follows that unlike whales,
which were shared at the community level, seals were only distributed at the household

level. Living arrangements were soon altered and individual families began to merge into

large households to i of scarcity and to



provi net for hunters and their
1971:111-112; Petersen 1974/1975:178). Communal houses were seen as a response by
less successful hunters to seek out and combine with more productive households,
Hypotheses based on harsh climatic conditions have, however, fallen out of favour
i recent years as it was revealed that Labrador experienced relatively mild weather
during this period, thus disproving the main assumption propelling this interpretive

framework (Kaplan and Woollett 2000:352-354; Woollett 2003:613). Nevertheless, the

mild climatic i argued to b buted to house
phenomena as it has been posited that mild weather and reduced sea ice would have
shifted the focus to open water seal hunting (Woollett 1999). As opposed to ice-based
seal hunting, which was a solitary task, open water seal hunting from kayaks involved an
organized group effort (Woollett 1999). Communal houses may have been used to.
organize and control cooperative hunts. This would have afforded certain household
heads particular leadership authority that may have been extended beyond the seal hunt
organization and transposed nto other social realms (Woollett 1999:383).

2.4.4.2 Socio-Economic Complexity

Altemative focus less on ts and more on

the historical factors of the 18" century which cannot be ignored, namely the increasing
and intensifying European presence on the landscape. The size of winter houses appears
to correspond with the development of wealthy middlemen traders and it s suggested that
large communal dwellings are a result of the rise of a distinct middleman class (Jordan
1978; Jordan and Kaplan 1980; Kaplan 1983; Taylor 1976). Ethnographic documents

describe the presence of certain influential men in the 18" century who occupied large



houses, ind nd liaisons

between the Europeans in the south and the Inuit groups of the north (Taylor 1974:80-81).

it of entry of European good: whereby

ambitious le through E
commaodities to the north where European goods were scarce in exchange for the baleen,
oil, and other seal and whale products sought by the Europeans. The entrepreneurial
middlemen often combined the lucrative role of trader with previously held respected
roles, such as skilled hunter or shaman (Kaplan and Woollett 2000:352; Taylor 1974:81)
It follows that European goods would only be distributed at the household level and
through this process middleman traders would easily attract more members to their

household (Taylor 1976). By gaining more household members, the traders would

increase in status an even larger economit

roduced and the surpl ed for rading h

onnects with the larger themes of fying European pres

complesxity in an I residences. Morcover,
pp! 10 Greenland,

approximately 50 years earlier than in Labrador, but similar extensive long distance trade

rks and the ith

dwellings (Gullov 1997).
An for the adoption of

communal houses is that Ey items. y the Inuit
and would only have been shared within a household (Jordan 1978:184). If the foreign

items were considered private property, individuals would wish to join the household of a




‘middleman trader in order to have access to these commodites that were otherwise
inaccessible. A contrasting view that has emerged within the middleman hypothesis is
that European items may have instead been treated in the traditional Inuit manner of
dealing with scarce resources, which involves notions of reciprocity (Richling 1993:74).
Each individual family may belong to a series of extensive social networks in which the

distribution of limited has Ex factured items, is expected

(Richling 1993). In this vein, communal houscholds are interpreted as a mechanism for

restricting the chain of reciprocity expected of one family. Communal houses served to

sharing to only of household
(Richling 1993). In this version, the adoption of communal households s seen as limiting

the obligation of reciprocity regarding coveted trade goods rather than individuals

rega igh l & to desired it
24.4.3 Internal Factors

A growing number of researchers are not satisfied with the scemingly monocausal
focus for the adoption of communal houses in both the environmental and socio-
economic approaches (Whitridge 2008). Instead, the focus has shifted to examining
internal processes in an attempt to explain the communal house shift. One such

explanation focuses on the long-term trends of Thule houschold forms and the subsequent

time of the pl of the hearth. Th 1 early Bimirk house
design, from which the Thule/Inuit are descended, has the hearth placed in the centre of
the house (Whitridge 2008). This design changed over time with cooking areas often in a
separate wing or placed offto the side in Thule houses (Whitridge 2008). The changing

hearth location is posited to be a reflection of changing gender with




‘whaling, which placed less emphasis on women's houschold work (Whitridge 2008:300).
Tn communal houses, the hearth areas were once again located in the centre of the house
and are arguably part of a long-term trend back toward the original carly Birmirk house:

form and the retun to a focus on female household work (Whitridge 2008:301). The shift

isalso linked to the n bark on trade

would somet retum, thereby leaving. of women left at

settlements (Taylor 1974; Whitridge 2008). Joining together in large houses to distribute:
and share resources, including trade goods, as well as to pool labour seems a logical
response to declining numbers of males (Whitridge 2008:302).

“The final interpretation that will be discussed was put forth by Kaplan and
Woollett (2000) and includes a combination of external and interal factors. It s argued
that relatively mild climatic conditions during the 18" century allowed for subsistence

security and o lus (Kaplan and Woollett 2000)

Accumulating a surplus required increased leadership roles and organization and

ultimately allowed ividuals to embark on trading buain desired

European items (Kaplan and Woollett 2000). Apart from environmental factors providing
scaurity and enabling trading ventures, the encroaching European presence is considered

10 be a catalyst for the building of large communal dwellings. It is argued that the Inuit

dealt with fying European p through

[ ip roles and other cultural practi h . in a power

performance of sorts (Kaplan and Woollett 2000). Communal houses are seen as an

inct

intensification of existing cultural practices and a symbol of power and di

“Inuitness” in the face of infringing foreign groups (Kaplan and Woollett 2000:357).



Essentially, e

between the Inuit and the 2 house s viewed Itural

response to the
conditions and the relative security this afforded. Furthermore, the elaboration of cultural

practices h ‘mult-family communal h d

of complex ed
a tumultuous period (Kaplan and Woollett 2000).
2.4.5 Communal House Conclusions
“The shift in Inuit housing style that occurred rapidly and rather dramatically in the

18" century is ly compelling. ly length of this phase,

a century or so, in Greenland,

has drawn the attention of numerous researchers. Significant cultural and historical

conditions coincided with the adoption of communal houses in Labrador. Exteral factors

ch the European p
neither can the long-term internal workings of the Inuit culture itself (Kaplan and
‘Woollett 2000; Whitridge 2008). The European presence was more intense and sustained
during this period and historical documents outline the rise of a certain influential
‘middleman group who managed to take advantage of the situation at hand and make a
highly profitable play for power (Taylor 1974). It s clear that the development of
‘communal houses was contingent on a series of enmeshed factors including both Inuit

ind moti

Inuit society. The most dons will

undoubtedly consider multiple factors in addressing the communal house phenomenon.



‘The excavation of House 3 from the Huntingdon Island S site was not undertaken with the

purpose of settling house origins, s focused on
contributing to the overall understanding of the nature of communal houses in Labrador
through providing information about the first communal house to be investigated in

Sandwich Bay.



Chapter 3. Methodology and Excavation
3.1 Site Description
‘The intent of this section is to provide a brief geographical overview of the

Sandy

Bay region in general and Huntingdon Island in particular. The geographic
areas included in Sandwich Bay are discussed in a descriptive nature in order to highlight

the main resources available in this region. Attention is focused on available land and sea

resources that were of importance to the Inuit, Considerably more detailed descriptions
are available elsewhere of Labrador geography, climate, and animal and plant species (for
more information see Ames 1977; King 1983; Lopoukhine et al. 1977; Peterson 1966).
3.1.1 The Sandhwich Bay Region

Sandwich Bay is the second largest bay on the Labrador coast and is scattered
with many smal islands, peninsulas, and coves (Anderson 1984) (Figure 3.1). The bay is
approximately 20 km wide and 30 ki in length and so extends well into the forested
ecosystem of the interior but also encompasses the outer coastal regions of rocky.
headlands and offshore islands (Rankin et al. 2011). To the north of Sandwich Bay is a
long, sandy beach known as the Porcupine Strand that extends to Groswater Bay.
Groswater Bay, which contains a well-known Inuit occupation, was also formally
believed to be the southern limit of Inuit occupation (Jordan 1978; Jordan and Kaplan
1980; Kaplan 1983). There are three major river systems in Sandwich Bay that were used
by the Inuit and other indigenous groups for travel routes as a means to access the
interior. Two rivers, Paradise River and Eagle River, drain into Sandwich Bay while the

third, North River, is located north of the mouth of the bay (Rankin et al. 2011). For the
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Figure 3.1. Map of Sandwich Bay.

Inuit, Sandwich Bay offered a settlement location that was similar to previously inhabited

areas in many respects and was also a location ideally situated near the European visitors.
‘Sandwich Bay is well equipped for diverse resource exploitation as access is

provided to the Labrador Sea, a variety of river ecosystems, and the forested interior. The

Labrador Sea offered resources that were of impor Tnuit

including whales, walrus, seal, and an array of fish species. Furthermore, mussels were
also a predictable food source in coastal areas and were easily collected (Brewster 2005).

‘The Inuit residing in the southern regions of Labrador had generally shifted away from an

economy. g (Fitzhugh 1977). As whales
European enterprises, the Inuit i the south began to focus instead on seal hunting

(Fitzhugh 2009). Harp, grey, harbour, hooded, ringed, and bearded seals were present in
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the Labrador waters and provided a substantial subsistence base (Auger 1991; Rankin et

al. 2011). Seals have a tendency to congregate in large numbers at specific times and

I bling capture in , and in the area

ear, which was equally as 1991; Brewster 2005). The
assortment of seal species present in Labrador created beneficial conditions for the Inuit
as at least one seal species was available at any given time of the year whether to be
hunted by kayak in open water or on the ice in winter months (Brewster 2005). Seals
provided the Inuit with food, oil, skins, and were a valuable trade commodity (Brewster

2005). Itis noteworthy that the Inuit name for Sandwich Bay is Netshuckioke, translated

as “the place where there are many ringed seal” (Rankin 2010a:323).
‘The major river systems in Sandwich Bay provided a dependable supply of
salmon during the summer months as well as the aforementioned transportation routes.

‘Terrestrial mammals available in this area included caribou, black bear, polar bear, wolf,

fox, and small fur bearing mammals like marten, wolverine, otter and mink (Rankin ct al,
2011). Terrestrial mammals were used as food sources, for clothing and bedding, and as
trade items with European groups. In addition, there were close to fity permanent bird

species in Sandwich Bay and over two hundred migratory species that together provided

food in the spring and fall and cggs in the spring (Brice-Beanett 1977; Todd 1963). Over-

wintering bird species, such as the ptarmigan, were important winter food sources for the

Tnuit (Brice-Bennett 1977). In terms of plant species, edible lichens and a variety of

beries, fo berries, were present uthern

Labrador in the summer months (Rankin et al. 201 1).




Itis evident through this brief description of Sandwich Bay that the initial Inuit
colonizers of this region encountered a diverse and rich area containing many mammal

and plant species the Inuit already exploited. One contrast with the northern areas of

L presence of the forested interior that p p timber for
building and burning (Rankin 2010a; Rankin et al. 2011). Essentially, a variety of
seasonally obtainable resources were available for the Inuit in Sandwich Bay with

predictable animal migrations and gatherings creating the potential for the collection of

surpluses. Most of available between the early s the late
all, but key species were present in the winter. Ice edge hunting and localized polynyas,
or ice-free areas, allowed for hunting and fishing of ocean species throughout the winter

(Rankin et al. 2011). The Inuit sub

ted mainly on seal, terrestrial mammals, and fish,

supplemented by birds, molluscs, and berries. The Sandwich Bay region provided casy

coastal areas, river systems, and s and was consequently

favourable for settlement. Access to a variety of diverse ecosystems

paramount for
supporting a successful settlement and the proximity to the European presence was
advantageous and likely purposeful (Rankin 2009:28; Rankin et al. 2011),

To date 29 Tnuit ites have been identified in Sandwich Bay; however, Rankin

(2010a:323) suggests that the number of definite Inuit site

closer to 15, The majority

of the identified sites are located on outer

al islands and there is lttle archacological
evidence thus far of Inuit sites within Sandwich Bay itself (Rankin et al. 2011). The
scarce evidence of Inuit sites within the inner bay area may be the result of limited survey

of this forested rather than a lack of Inuit 1.2011).




3.1.2 Huntingdon Island

Huntingdon Island is the largest island in Sandwich Bay and in recent years a

‘number of Inuit sit immer and winter been identified

here (Brewster 2005; Rankin 2009, 2010b, 2010c; Rankin et al. 2011) (Figure 3.2).
Huntingdon Island i situated near the mouth of Sandwich Bay and offers easy access to

‘The island itself has low

hills and rocky beach terraces. It s classified as Forest Tundra, with the ground cover

consisting of lichen, d low shrubs with small cl f the
landscape (Brewster 2005:39-40). There are fresh water ponds and streams that support
‘mammal habitation, including a caribou population that presently reside on the island

(Brewster 2005:102).

Figure 3.2. Hummgdon Island with the sites of Snack Cove and Huntingdon Island §
(also known as Indian Harbour) indicat



‘The eastern side of Huntingdon Island was the location of intensive archacological
excavation between 2003 and 2005 at the site of Snack Cove (Brewster 2005, 2006;
Rankin 2009; Rankin et al. 2011). One Inuit tent ring and three Inuit sod houses were

excavated at Snack Cove | and 3, respectively. The dwellings at Snack Cove were

d during the 17" century and " pations
(Brewster 2006:33-34). Beginning in 2009, excavation began on the western side of the
island at the Huntingdon Island $ site (FkBg-3), located on a small island named Indian
Tsland. Indian Island is connected to and considered part of Huntingdon Island and one
can casily cross between the two islands at low tide. Indian Island is sparser than
Huntingdon Island, contains very few trees, and consists largely of a ground covering of
moss and small shrubs interspersed with boggy areas. Indian Island has a harbour on the
northen coast called Indian Harbour. The Huntingdon Island $ site on Indian Island

contains at least five semi-subterrancan sod houses and at least six tent rings indicating

more than one season of habitation on this island (Figure 3.3). To date, three of the sod
houses have been fully excavated (Houses 1,2, and 3). Houses | and 2 share an entrance
passage and preliminary dating suggests an early- to mid-16" century occupation date for
House 1 (Rankin 20100:9) and a slightly later occupation date for House 2 (Rankin
2010¢:3). House 3 forms the basis of this study and represents an 18"-century occupation
date. The other sod structures have yet to be examined in detail but the initial assessment

of size, shape, and tof wall slumping flater period

relation to the houses already investigated (Rankin 2010b:5). It appears that the two

distinct sites of Snack Cove and Huntingdon Island $ represent sustained use of the



Huntingdon Island arca by the Inuit spanning two or more centuries and reveal multi-

seasonal visits.

Figure 3.3, The Huntingdon Island S ste map. Al known sod house structures and tent
rings are indicated. The structures identified in red have been excavated.

3.1.3 House 3 (FkBg-3), Huntingdon Island 5
House 3 at Huntingdon Island § was identified in 2006, mapped in 2009, and
‘completely excavated in 2010. Prior to excavation, the house appeared to be excavated

- jth high sod-walls and ighly rectangular in shape (Figure 3.4).

‘The entrance tunnel was not

wall extending to the southeast. Measurements taken from the highest portion of the wall

pric it that the 10 m in length by 8 m in

width. i the sod walls around the peri the

structure as well as in the probable entrance passage. Long grass, small shrubs, and



Figure 3.4. House 3 prior to excavation.

patches of moss covered the entire surface of the structure and large rocks were exposed
in several locations. Initial survey did not locate a visible midden area near the site. To
the west of the house is the highest ridge on Indian Island with an elevation of
‘approximately 20 m (Rankin 2010b:3) and one of the many small fresh water ponds on
the island is located directly to the southeast of the house. The beach and harbour area are:
Tocated less than 50 m north of House 3. Houses 1 and 2 are located to the east and House:
4is positioned to the north of House 3. Significantly, all of the sod houses identified on
the island to date are within meters of each other and cluster on the western side of the
island. The tent rings are scattered to the north and to the east of the sod houses and are

situated closer to the beach than most of the sod houses.
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3.2 Field Methods
During the summer of 2010 a crew of thirteen, composed largely of graduate

tudens 3. We arived in late July for six weeks.
The crew was shared between two excavations, as Dr. Lisa Rankin excavated House 2. In
addition, a laboratory was established in the nearby community of Cartwright, which

employed four local students for the summer.

House 3 i previous

excavations undertaken on Huntingdon Island at Snack Cove and Huntingdon Island § in

orderto d 1n 2009,

datums were set up on Indian Island and these same reference points were used in 2010 in
order to tie the current excavation in with the previous grid. A total station was used for
recording purposes and for establishing the excavation grid. In total, 70 1x1-m units were
setup in House 3 oriented north-south and east-west, and 63 of the units were completely
excavated. Four datums were placed within the house in order to take level measurements
and to record the provenience of artificts. All measurements were taken from the

northwest comer of the uni

ind similarly, the northwest stake determined the unit name.

Due to the lack of visible stratigraphy, which was also encountered during Snack

C 2005:59), ertake bitrary 10 cm:
levels. Excavation was by trowel following the removal of the sod surface layer

east-west and north-south trenches that were then profiled to

record any visible stratigraphy. The trenches were placed through the centre of the house
in order to expose portions of the sleeping platforms and the floor area and with the

expectation of potentially cross-cutting the beginning of the entrance passage. Units were



excavated by and all artfacts i situ apart from faunal
remains, which were recorded to level and quadrant. Large and important finds were
photographed in situ. All sediment was screened through %4” mesh and all artifacts and

faunal house floor stones or

sterle sand were reached. Large rocks resting on the floor stones were left in place and
mapped. Afterall of the stones were mapped, those determined to be roof collapse were

removed to fully reveal the floor area. Once the entire floor area was exposed it was

intensively mapped, depths and angles of vertical
photographed. At the conclusion of the floor plan mapping, the house floor stones were

removed to collect any artifacts that may have fallen between the floor stones and to

beneath ing sterile sand directl

beneath the house floor stones, the house was photographed and then the ex
sediment was backfilled into the house structure.

Sediment samples were collected from the sleeping platforms and the entrance

passage ical and ical analysis. Radiocarbon
samples po ; however, it has been
noted that btained from

recovered from Inuit sites - wood and sea mammal bone - are particularly suspect as
these items produce dates that are often t00 old for the context (Friesen and Amold

2008:528; Rankin 2009:17). This is due to the fact that the wood may be driftwood o

curated from may pre-

(Friesen and Amold 2008:528; Ramsden and Rankin 2010:5; Rankin 2009:17). In an



attempt to obiain the most accurate radiocarbon dates from Inuit ites, unmodified
terrestrial mammal bone, particularly caribou bone, has been suggested as the most viable:
organic to sample (Friesen and Armold 2008; McGhee 2009b; Ramsden and Rankin
2010). Only unmodified caribou bone recovered from House 3 was selected for
radiocarbon analyysis.
3.3 Excavation Results: Architecture
3.3.1 House Description

The excavation of House 3 revealed a large, single room Inuit winter house
orientated to the northwest (Figure 3.5). During the course of excavation, no whalebone
structural elements were recovered as is typical in Inuit housing in northern Labrador,
which s likely due to the availability of timber i this region. House 3 appeared to be
constructed of sand, turf, and large rocks with timber structural components,
Measurements taken from the interior limits of the excavation, excluding the entrance
passage, revealed that the internal house dimensions were 7 m in length by 8.5 m in width
constituting a 60 m” area. The floor was constructed of tightly placed and levelled flagged
stones. A large portion of exposed bedrock formed part of the floor space near the easter
‘wall of the house and floor stones were placed around this natural feature. The bedrock

was also exposed near the edge of the sleeping platform on the southwest side of the

house and in passage. The total floor sp 23mtin
a generally rectangular shape.

Raised sleeping platforms were located along the three interior walls around the
periphery of the floor arca, The sleeping platforms were composed of grey to brown

coloured sand and fine gravel with small, rounded beach cobbles. The sleeping platforms




Figure 3.5. House 3 with floor and features exposed.

were raised approximately 30 cm above the paved floor and were skirted by upright stone

slabs. Vertical rocks were placed in an angular arrangement around the sleeping platforms

into the floor sp ypen-ended, alcove or niche areas

(Figure 3.6). Furthermore, in at least five separate locations and corresponding with the
distinct alcove areas, were horizontal tabular rocks situated around the edge of the
slecping areas. The horizontal tabular rock arcas around the edge of the sleeping
platforms were interpreted as bench or seating locations associated with each sleeping and
alcove area. At least three distinct areas of compact light yellow to brown coloured sand
‘were apparent at the junction between the end of the floor space and the edge of the

slecping platforms and were interpreted as cooking or lamp stand locations. Clusters of




Figure 3.6, House 3 floor plan map.

rocks on the sleeping platforms around the wall area were either roof collapse material or

post support locations.

passage tightly placed d

‘measured 4.5 m in length and was 75 cm wide. The entrance passage was excavated
approximately 40 cm below the house floor level, and the bedrock that extended into the
entrance passage may have been the limiting factor for the depth of the tunnel. Upright

stone slabs bordered the passage and a hori i w©

the living space. Clusters of rocks bordered the exterior of the tunnel area and were likely




structural components o the covered passage. The passage did not follow a straight path
and curved sightly along its length. The entrance/exit opened to the southeast direetly to

a small pond situated behind the house.

House 3 layers with “The initial
excavation level consisted of a sod surface and roof collapse layer in which limited
‘material culture was associated. The first level was covered with thick sod and plant roots
with lenses of sand (Figure 3.7). Beneath the sod level was a dark organic level composed
of fine-grained, slightly oily sediment representing the occupation layer. This level
contained the majority of the material culture and faunal elements recovered. The dark
occupation level often contained remnants of mussel shells, although allthat remained of
the bivalves was the brown periostracum or outer skins (Bird 1945:134). At the base of
the dark organic level was either the floor stones or sterile sand on the sleeping platform
areas or areas beyond the house limits. The floor stones were resting on a brown coloured
sterile sand level that also represented the limit of excavation. In the sleeping platform
aras, one often excavated through a ight brown organic layer composed of wood and
other fibres before reaching the sand layer. The light brown organic layer was likely the
remnants of plant-based matting or covering placed on the sleeping platform for
insulation and comfort.

‘When the Inuit were building House 3 and cutting sod blocks from around the

house area to use f uction, it app y cuti i from
Recent Indian groups. This was speculated due to the presence of quartz and Ramah
Chert flnt knapping debris n the roof collapse and sod level. The Inuit used ground stone

technology when working stone (Rankin 2009:5), and the flake debitage recovered from



Figure 3.7. Profile of north-south trench.

the sod layer was most likely Recent Indian in origin. The quartz and Ramah Chert flakes
were not associated with the occupation layer of the dwelling. The presence of Recent

Indian material culture was a direct result of cutting turf blocks to construct and cover the

during the Inuit occupation of the house.
3.3.2 Discussion

House 3 appears to adhere to the communal house form in terms of size and
spatial design. In regards to size, Kaplan (1983:220, 238) identifies Early and Late period

houses as averaging 18 m* whereas Communal period houses were in the range of 42-96

m, House 3 ly 60 m, and falls well

within par Iy tially, House 3 conforms to

exterior of House 3 for insulation, and in all likelihood remained buried in the sod roof
the general description of communal houses in Labrador. The house had three interior

sleping platforms around the rear and lateral walls and a number of discrete alcove or

[ ol



| ind later period h single, rear
platforms. House 3 contained a large, paved central living area and a paved, sunken

house. I structy the central

floor space but each family had a separate lamp and cooking area and a separate sleeping

1974/1975). The sleepin would into family
units by skins suspended from the roof and the area direetly in front of a sleeping area
was a storage location for that particular family (Petersen 1974/1975:181; Taylor

1974:70). Each al vertical stone slabs was

interpreted as belonging to a single family. Along this line of reasoning, the results of the
excavation of House 3 revealed that five families were residing in this structure (Figure

38).

According d . larg were ly
by closely related nuclear families (Taylor 1974). The most common household
‘composition of winter houses was the sharing of a large structure between fathers and

their married sons, though brothers were documented as sharing a residence if the father

was deceased (Taylor 1974:74). Father-in-laws and son-i

laws did not frequently share
living quarters in the winter and, similarly, uncle and nephew household sharing was
equally as scarce (Taylor 1974:74-75). Moreover, polygamous marriages were relatively

common large, extended family and kin network (Taylor 1974:67).

Members of an extended family or kin group would often reside together in winter
houses. Although one can never be certain without the support of documentary evidence,

itis fair to speculate that the inhabitants of House 3 were likely paterally related family



Figure 3.8. House plan map with the five posited family spaces indicated.

‘members or an extended family with most, if ot all, of the inhabitants being related in
some manner.

“The lack of a large and sep: f ted

with House 3 is suggestive of a single season occupation. Although two small faunal
deposit areas on either side of the entrance passage were encountered during excavation,

neither area was deep or | h to suggest d lation. A

potential explanation for the lack of a rich midden area is that refuse was dumped into the

‘small pond located directly to the southeast of the house. It may be, however, that no rich

‘midden . ltis



noted that d disti o Inuit houses
was generally the result of an interior cleaning of the house the following autumn prior to
the re-occupation of the dwelling (McGhee 1984a:78). If the house was not re-oceupied, a
large midden area would not be present. In accordance with the absence of a large and
ich midden area, the stratigraphy of House 3 lacked visible and complex layers, which

1 hortstay or a single period of habi dto a long-term

‘occupation. House 3 did not appear to have been rebuilt in any manner for re-use or to
have been re-occupied over a series of seasons. The presence of multiple sod houses at
the Huntingdon Island S site with a range of occupation dates suggests that Inuit groups
were frequenting this area over time as part of a land-use area, but rather than rebuild an
abandoned structure, groups chose to build new houses near to the previous house.
Tocations. After moving out of the sod houses and into tents i the spring, the sod

structures would often become waterlogged while the snow covering melted, causing wall

slumping and potential collapse. It may have been faster and safer to build a new house

rather than attempt to fix a slumping structure. Regardless of the motives, it i clear that

House 3 represents a single component, winter period habitation in which multiple
families resided.

‘The archacological data presented in the next chapter places the excavation of
House 3 within a narowed time frame of occupation to enable future discussion about the
positioning of this house within the larger themes of the Labrador Communal House:

phase.



Chapter

Results

4.1 Introduction and Artifact Cl:

Chapter 4 presents the artifact and faunal data recovered from the excavation of

House 3. The artfacts have been divided based on material
in order to effectively organize the discussion. The categories include metal, glass, stone,
ceramic, whalebone and mammal products, clay, and wood (Table 4.1). Metal is further
subdivided into iron, lead, copper, and pewter. The artifucts are discussed in terms of
‘mater