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Abstract

During the nineteenth century the Inuit-Metis, Inuit and migratory fishermen in
southern Labrador constructed and lived in similar sod dwellings. On the surface, the
archacological remains of these dwellings are almost identical, making it difficult to
determine the ethnicity of the occupants. To date only one known Inuit-Metis sod
dwelling has been excavated and further research is needed to determine how Inuit-Metis
ethnicity can be identified in the archacological record. Focusing on Sandwich Bay,
Labrador, this thesis combines oral histories, archacology, and documentary evidence to
examine the lifeways of the Inuit-Metis’s ancestors and to determine how their ethnicity

transcends to the archacological record in comparison to Inuit and European ethnicities.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction
During the late cighteenth and early nineteenth centuries many English settlers

came to the coast of Labrador to work in British trading and fishing stations. These
settlers were almost exclusively unmarried males and many eventually took Inuit women
as wives. These unions produced a generation of ethnically and culturally “mixed”
children (Kennedy 1997: 8). When this generation was old enough to marry they sought
out other people of mixed Inuit and European heritage. This “ethnic endogamy,” Kennedy
explains, “reinforced ethnic consciousness” and resulted in distinct communities of
people who are now known as Inuit-Metis (1997: 8). Currently there are over 6000 Inuit-
Metis living along the southern coastal and interior waterways of Labrador. Since the
formation of the Labrador Metis Association (now the NunatuKavut Community Council)
in 1985, Inuit-Metis communities have experienced a cultural awakening and there is now
a growing interest among the Inuit-Metis to learn more about their past. There is very
little historical documentation of the Inuit-Metis, making oral histories and archacology

the ideal tools for studying Inuit-Metis history.

‘The primary objective of this research is to determine how Inuit-Metis ethnicity
can be identified in the archacological record in souther Labrador. During the nineteenth
century, the Inuit, migratory fishermen and Inuit-Metis families all constructed and lived
in similar sod dwellings (Figure 1.1). On the surface, the archacological remains of these

dwellings are almost identical, making it difficult for archaeologists to determine the

ethnicity of the occupants and thus determine whose history they reflect (Figure 1.2). A



‘minimal number of European and Inuit sod dwellings have been excavated in southern
Labrador, and their ethnic signatures have been tentatively established, but to date only
one known Inuit-Metis sod dwelling has been excavated, namely FkBg-24. This dwelling
is located on North River in Sandwich Bay, Labrador, and was excavated in 2008 by
Matthew Beaudoin. Although Beaudoin et al. (2010) were able to draw some preliminary
conclusions from this excavation, further research on Inuit-Metis sod dwellings is
required to verify their conclusions and to determine how Inuit-Metis ethnicity transcends
o the archacological record in comparison to Inuit and European ethnicities. This thesis
examines Inuit-Metis settlement patterns and house construction style in comparison to
those of Inuit and migratory fishermen, to determine if there are any observable trends for
the Inuit-Metis in the archaeological record. In order to do this, I combine oral histories,

archacology and aspects of postcolonial theory.
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Figure 1.2. From the surface, the archacological remains of sod houses are almost
identical, making it difficult to determine the ethnicity of the occupants. Left shows
FkBg-24 prior to excavation (photo taken Lisa Rankin in 2002). Right shows an Inuit
sod house on Norman Island, Labrador (photo taken by author in 2010),

1.2 Interpretive Framework

There i no concrete definition of ethnicity, but for the purpose of this research

ethnic groups should be understood as “culturally ascribed identity groups, which are

n of a real or assumed shared culture and common descent” (Jones

based on the expres
1997: 84). In order to maintain an ethnic group, a consciousness of difference must be

of the

achieved. This relies on both internal and external perceptions. Both the members
group and non-members of the group must perceive the ethnic group as different.

Ethnicity is not static. It is ever-changing and adaptive. Burley et al. (1992 :4) point out

that a comprehensive theoretical framework for studying ethnicity in historical

archacology has yet to be developed

Discussions of ethnicity have been the source of considerable debate in the

historical archacological community. My rescarch is essentially an ethnohistoric study



drawing on oral history, documentary evidence and archacology to explore the Inuit-
Metis past. This research is informed by culture contact theory and post-colonial theory.
The study of Inuit-Metis ethnicity underscores two major issues regarding ethnic studies
in archacology. First, there is no straightforward relationship between material culture
and ethnicity. In the past, methodologies were used that equated a “one-to-one
relationship” between ethnicity and material culture (Loren 2008: 113). Additionally, the
presence of European artifacts on an Aboriginal archacological site was seen as an
indicator of the inevitable disappearance of Aboriginal cultures and the amount of
European artfacts versus Aboriginal artifacts was used as a measurement of assimilation
(Rubertone 2000: 428). Archacologists now understand that these past methodologies
over simplified the complexity of colonial processes and do not convey how individuals
used material culture “in seemingly inconsistent combinations in process of forming new
social traditions” (Loren 2008: 113).

It has been pointed out by posteolonial theorists that colonialism is not merely
about the meeting and maintaining of two separate cultures, the colonizer and the
colonized. Colonialism leads to changes in these cultures and even the creation of new
cultures (Gosden 2001: 241). Traditional views of colonialism regard the colonizers as

having all the power to shape cultures in colonial contexts and deny agency to the

colonized. In reality both the colonizers and the colonized had agency (Ferris 200
Gosden 2001). Posteolonial theory deviates from prevalent assumptions of acculturation,
dependency and cultural obscurity (Ferris 2009: 167). Feris explains that this theoretical
approach goes against previous notions of Aboriginal peoples as “a passive backdrop for

the socioeconomic motivations and histories of Europeans” (2009: 167).




The history of Labrador’s southern coast indicates that the categories of
“colonizer” and “colonized” are far too rigid to be applied to the Europeans and Inuit who
resided there. These two groups heavily influenced the lives of one another. In nineteenth
century southem Labrador, the many Inuit had similar access to European materials as the
Europeans. Furthermore, the Europeans also appropriated well-adapted Inuit tools and

h styles. This mutual iation has resulted in similar

archacological assemblages so ethnicity cannot be assigned based on the presence or
absence of artifacts. Additionally, the intense interactions between these groups
eventually gave rise to the present day Inuit-Metis. Often regarded as a “hybrid” culture,
the ethnically “mixed” population of nineteenth century southern Labrador further
complicates the relationship between material culture and ethnicity as one would expect
o find both Inuit and European artifacts. Archacologists need to examine how the same
objects were used and adapted by different peoples to maintain a separate identity and
continue social and cultural processes in a vastly changing place. Although people were
using the same items, different ideologies may have influenced different uses and
conceptualizations of the item. This thesis examines how the Inuit, Inuit-Metis and
Europeans influenced one another and adopted each other’s construction styles and
‘material culture while maintaining separate and distinet identities that are visible in the
archacological record.

Second, in an attempt to understand the past and link this past to the present, many
archaeologists may be imposing contemporary notions of an ethnicity onto past peoples
that may not have shared these notions. The term Metis was first applied to “ethnically

mixed” communities in Labrador in 1975. Prior to this, these people referred to



themselves, and were referred to by others as Setlers and most Settlers tried to hide their
Inuit heritage (Kennedy 1997). In 1985 the Inuit-Metis asserted a collective identity by
establishing the Labrador Metis Association (now NunatuKavut). This collective identity
is based on a common “mixed” Inuit and European heritage and denotes the group’s
ethnicity as neither Inuit nor European, but Metis. The Inuit-Metis's recent ethnogenesis
raises many questions for archacologists. It is not known if people of mixed Inuit and
European heritage saw themselves as ethnically distinct or if they shared a collective
identity in the nineteenth century, and how this collective identity differed from the Inuit
and the Europeans who frequented the coast. Recently, archaeologists have been
attempting to determine whether the ancestors of the Inuit-Metis merit their own
archacological definition or should be included in the realm of either the Labrador Inuit or
European,

“The analysis of FkBg-24 by Beaudoin et al. (2010) indicates that they do in fact
merit their own definition, but the results of this study are preliminary and it is not known
if the site excavated is an anomaly o representative of nineteenth century people of
mixed heritage in Labrador. In the first half of this thesis I examine the history of
Sandwich Bay, while showing that the inhabitants of the area with mixed ancestry
participated in a separate community and shared a way of life that differed from the Inuit
and Europeans on the coast and therefore they most likely shared a collective identity.
Throughout my thesis I argue that the ancestors of the present day Inuit-Metis shared a
distinet history and ethnic group and that this is represented in the archacological record.

Therefore the Inuit-Metis do in fact warrant their own archacological definition.



‘The term Jmuit-Metis may not best describe the ancestors of the present day Inuit-
Metis. The recent shift from Settler to Metis indicates a change in the way the Inuit-Metis
understand and interpret their identity. This shift also changes the way the Inuit-Metis
portray their identity to others (from a group of settlers to an Aboriginal Nation).
Although the term Jnuit-Metis may not accurately portray how the people of nineteenth
century Sandwich Bay understood their ethnicity and communicated it to others, it is still
used to describe the ancestors of the present day Inuit-Metis in this thesis. I should also
note that the people interviewed during this thesis were all of mixed Inuit and European
heritage and felt that they were part of a greater community with a shared past, although
not all of them used the term /nuit-Meis to describe themselves. A few interviewees felt
that this term had political connotations that they wished not to identify themselves with.
The term Inuit-Metis is used in my thesis to write about people of mixed Inuit and
European heritage who share a common history, community and way of life. This term

does indicate a political affiliation with the NunatuKavut Community Council.

1.3 Methodologies
Sandwich Bay is located on the south-eastern shore of Labrador (Figure 1.3).
Currently, over 600 people live in the region. The majority of Sandwich Bay’s population
reside in Cartwright, one of the largest towns in Labrador. Sandwich Bay was first
inhabited by Europeans in 1775 when Captain George Cartwright established fishing
stations there. Sandwich Bay was chosen as my study area mainly due to the recent
archaeological and genealogical research conducted there. Sandwich Bay is also the

location of the only excavated Inuit-Metis site in Labrador. Further investigation of Inuit-




Metis sites in the area will help construct a regional archacological assemblage for the
Inuit-Metis. Recent archacological work carried out by Lisa Rankin (2010, 2011), Natalie
Brewster (2005), and Phoebe Murphy (2011) on Inuit sites in the Bay has provided a
good regional comparison for Inuit-Metis sites. Additionally, genealogical research
conducted by Patty Way, a well known Labrador genealogist, as well as Sandwich Bay’s
small population and isolation have made the area ideal for family history research.

Prior to my fieldwork I had to familiarize myself with historic maps of Sandwich
Bay. One map in particular, Aivekiok oder Eskimo Bay, composed in 1872 by T.L.
Reichel was particularly useful. On an inset of Sandwich Bay, Reichel recorded the
names of people that he encountered and marked them on the map and by indicated them
as “Eskimo”, “Mixed”, or “Englander and Newfoundlander” (Figure 1.4). It is not known
what Reichel’s criteria for a “mixed” household was, as genealogical research has
indicated that some of the households labelled “Englander and Newfoundlander” were in
fact not strictly “European and Newfoundlander”. It was from this map, that Beaudoin et
al. were able to identify FkBg-24 as an ethnically mixed household. Although this was an
important starting point for my research, the inset only recorded winter houses and only
offered a glimps of what was happening in nineteenth century Sandswich Bay. During this
time 1 also composed a series of interview questions and received approval from the Tri-
Council and Interdisciplinary Commitice on Ethics in Human Research at Memorial

University of Newfoundland.




[

Figure 1.3. Map of Labrador with research area highlighted.



1872 by T.L. Reichel. Houscholds are recorded as cither “Eskino” (thick orange

line), “Mixed” (thin blue line), or “Englander o Newfoundland” (thin red linc).

Note C. And D. Williams in top right hand corner labelled as “Mixed” indicates

the location of FkBg-24. Courtesy of Hans Rollmann, Department of Religious
land.

Studies, Memorial University of Newfoundland.




The use of oral histories is particularly important to my research because it is
impossible to ascribe ethnic affiliation to unexcavated sod houses in souther Labrador.
The goal of the interviews was to make use of historic maps and family trees and ask
questions regarding the locations of the interviewees ancestors” settlements and the kinds
of daily tasks their ancestors performed (for list of guiding questions see Appendix A).
During July and August 2010 I conducted interviews with ten residents of Sandwich Bay
in order to locate archacological sites with a known Inuit-Metis affiliation. During the
interviews I used extant family trees for residents of the area to ensure ethnic affiliation of
sites and created maps containing Inuit-Metis place names that indicated who lived
where. Recording Inuit-Metis place names was important because many Sandwich Bay
residents do not use place names that appear on existing maps. It is also important to
record Inuit-Metis place names because they may represent Inuit-Metis relationships with
the land and also indicate possible places of archacological interest. The interviews
followed a semi-structured format where guiding questions were used to direct the
interviews; however, interviewees were encouraged to speak freely and openly and with
as much detail as possible. All of the interviewees signed consent forms before the
interviews were conducted and all of the interviews were tape recorded.

During August 2010, I conducted an archacological survey of various regions of
Sandwich Bay that were indicated as possible Inuit-Metis occupation sites during the
interviews, with the help of Lewis Davis, Doris Davis and Brandon Morris, all residents
of Cartwright. The survey areas included Goose Cove, Muddy Bay, Muddy Bay Brook,
Norman’s Island, Cape Porcupine, White Bear River, Dove Brook and Dumpling Island.

During this survey, four new sites were identified (FKBF-06, FiBg-02, FIBh-02, FiBi-01)




and two previously recorded sites were re-visited (FIBg-07, FIBf-04) (Figure 1.5). At the
sites, | photographed and mapped any visible features as well as excavated 40cm x 40cm

test pits.

g Adanic Ocean

y
2 FiBI-01,
g T Santvich Bir

e

Figure 15 Map of Sandwich Bay indicating sites looked at during survey.

After returning from the field, all interviews were transcribed and analysed. Other
areas of interest established during interviews that were not visited during the summer
were compared to previously recorded archacological sites to determine a possible Inuit-
Metis affiliation. All sites with probable Inuit-Metis affiliation were compared to

Inuit and migratory fishermen sites, with a particular

focus on settlement patterns and house construction style, to answer the following

questions
 Are all Inuit-Metis sites located in similar settings and do they include similar

Jeatures?




How do these sites compare to the site of FkBg-24 excavated by Beaudoin?

How do Iuit-Metis sites differ from previously excavated contemporaneous Inuit

and migratory European fishing settlements in the region?

Do the Inuit-Metis reflect the merging of two cultures into a hybrid culture?

In the end I identified a series of archacological sites that have known family

associations, and therefore ethnic affiliation, that can be subject to further excavation.

1.4 Overview of Chapters

Chapter 2 examines the viability of incorporating oral histories into archacological
research. It also discusses how local place names emulate local history while contributing
to a community identity. The final section of the chapter evaluates how the incorporation
of oral histories and local knowledge into archaeological research worked for this
projected as well as some community members” reactions and feelings towards the
project.

Chapter 3 discusses resource exploitation by the Inuit and various European
‘eroups and how this exploitation lead to the permanent settlement of Sandwich Bay and
the formation of the Inuit-Metis. It also examines traditionally Sandwich Bay life. arguing
that Sandwich Bay residents shared a common lifestyle and heritage, distinct from the
Inuit and Europeans, and participated in a separate community.

Chapter 4 describes the changes that occurred in Sandwich Bay during the

twentieth century. The Spanish Influenza, formal education, and government sponsored



resettlement programs were among the biggest factors that influenced a dramatic change
in settlement patterns and way of life in Sandwich Bay. Despite these changes the Inuit-
Metis have been able to hold on to their traditions which have very much formed their
present identity.

Chapter § analyses Inuit-Metis settlement patterns and house construction styles in
Sandwich Bay, which are then compared to contemporaneous Inuit and migratory
Newfoundland fishermen sites in Chapter 6. I argue that there is an observable pattern for
the location of Inuit-Metis sites and the construction of Inuit-Metis houses.

Chapter 7 reviews my research questions and conclusions. It also offers
suggestions for future research that would build upon my findings and enhance our
knowledge of Inuit-Metis history in Sandwich Bay, as well as inter-ethnic interactions in

southern Labrador.



Chapter 2: Oral Histories, Maps and Archacology

2.1 Introduction
While attempting to reconstruct the history of Aboriginal peoples in North
America, Western archacologists have often ignored what contemporary Aboriginal
communities can tell us about the past. As part of a growing trend, an increasing number
of archacologists are now trying to supplement their research by incorporating oral
histories and local knowledge into their work. This chapter examines this trend, as well as
discusses the local forms of knowledge in Sandwich Bay and how they were used in my

research.

2.2 Oral Histories and Archacology

History is important to all cultures, and although all cultures have a different way
of interpreting, understanding, structuring and relaying the past, history serves many of
the same social, economic and political functions across cultures. History can be used to
confirm identity, both personal and collective, as well as establish social and political
status (Carlson 2007: 49). Every culture must determine what is important enough to be
included in their history. History is constructed based on the values of the culture
constructing it and as these values change over time, so does the way the culture’s history
is interpreted. History is rewritten by cach generation of historians, who take present
concemns into account while interpreting history (Lutz 2007a: 4)

Itis believed by many academics that the role of the historian is *...to re-create
the conscious thoughts of a person from another era” (Carlson 2007: 46). However,

Carlson points out that *...in attempting to meet this objective, historians have



occasionally committed some of the worst acts of intellectual colonialism, appropriating
and misrepresenting the motivations, intentions, understandings, and voices of
‘marginalized people from past eras” (2007: 46). When it comes to the writing of North
American Aboriginal histories, Western historians and archacologists have favoured
Wester forms of knowledge over Aboriginal ones. Where Wester notions of the past
are seen as historical facts, Aboriginal notions are often demoted to nothing more than
beliefs or opinions (de Sousa Santos 2007: 4). Aboriginal oral histories are often seen as
unreliable and unscientific by academics. Some archacologists argue that there is often no
way of proving that oral histories are true because there are no written documents to
validate them. Collingwood argues that *...an historian who accepts testimony of an
authority and treats it as historical [in the absence of verifiable evidence]...obviously
forfeits the name of historian” (Carlson 2007: 66). However, Fontana points out that
written histories are nothing more than oral accounts written down (1969: 367). Many
people flel that archacologists have acted as if only they are capable of understanding the
history that has lead to contemporary Aboriginal cultures in North America (Watkin
2005:192). Uniil fairly recently, Western scientists and historians have taken it upon
themselves to write the only “true” and “accurate” interpretation of the past. In the 1960s
and 70s many scholars tried to write against the ethnocentric interpretations of the past;
however, *...in a well-meaning attempt to be relativist” these scholars applied a
“universal rationality across the European-Indigenous cultural divide”, which ended up
downplaying Indigenous belief systems and further projected European ideals onto the

rest of the world (Lutz 2007b: 32-33).




Currently, more researchers are attempting to use oral histories and Aboriginal
interpretations in their methodologies (Brink 2004; Dongoske, Jenkins & Ferguson 2000;
Friesen et al. 2000). The use of oral histories in archacology gives insight into past

cultures that would be impossible to learn from the archacological record. Using oral

histories with external such as provides a good

for understanding Aboriginal history because it accounts for Aboriginal perspectives and
broadens the view of the Western interpretive frame (Galloway 2006: 55; Garza and
Powell 2001: 54). It also allows Aboriginal people the chance to contribute to the
academic writing of their history.

There is very little historical documentation of the Inuit-Metis in southern
Labrador making the combination of oral histories and archacology ideal for studying
their history. Both the Europeans and the Moravians wrote extensively about Labrador;
however, neither recorded much information about the Inuit-Metis. The Europeans were
not interested in such marginal groups and the Moravians were mainly interested in the
Inuit who setled at or near the mission stations in northern Labrador. With the exception
of a small number of diarists including Lydia Campbell and Margaret Baikie, the Inuit-
Metis also did not literarily record much of their history due to a lack of formal education;
however, they preserved much of their history orally. These oral histories serve a vital
role in learning about Inuit-Metis past life ways and interpreting the archacological

record.
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