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CULTURE BUILT UPON THE LAND: A PREDICTIVE
MODEL OF NINETEENTH-CENTURY CANADIEN/METIS
FARMSTEADS

INTRODUCTION

During the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenthuwess, the
Canadien$ andMétis’ constituted a valuable class of servants emplayéue
North American fur trade (Brown 1980: 5-6; Peterd®81: 29-67; Pollard
1990: 93-94). In the Pacific Northwest, the Hudsd@ay Company’s regional
entrépot at Fort Vancouver (Erigero 1992: 38; Kartia71: 8; Tayor 1992: 5)
housed a large community of families headed by Gi@naand Métiengageés
and their Native American and Métisse wives (DuBda4t 104). After ending
their engagements, some of this returned to tlegions of origin, but many
settled to form agricultural satellite communitagsund the Fort. One of the
most successful settlements was established at¢Rrerairie,” located in
Oregon’s Willamette Valley (Blanchet 1847: 9-12igero 1992: 30, 44,
Hussey 1967: 53-55; Lee and Frost: 1973[1844]: &¥Hpson 1973[1841]:
90). This Francophone population formed the fishpanent settlement in
Oregon and provided vital assistance to settleessting across the Oregon
Trail in later decades (Applegate 1990[1934]: 14&: and Frost 1973[1844]:
125).

Often referred to as “the French,” the CanadiensMétis were
distinct population from other ethnic groups emgldyn the fur trade as well
as from the American immigrants and they formedtzesive community

based on their common language, persistent Caigmliperceived shared



history and unique traditions. Nonetheless, theyehbeen ignored,
misrepresented or stereotyped by contemporary wérseand many
researchers who have depicted them as one-dimahsioaracters lacking in
ambition, simple in thought, careless and indolti an interest only in
leisure pursuits such as drinking, smoking, dancamgl singing (Kardas 1971.:
129, 130). In current research, this bias hasiwenvpartially because this
largely illiterate community left very few conveotial, documentary sources
for researchers to access. Furthermore, an oliance on and uncritical use
of English language sources, both primary and s#srgn originating from
outside of Canadiens/Métis society have lead rekees to portray them with
little cultural complexity and to confuse race wathnicity (Cross 2000: 5-
12)°.

This thesis takes one small step toward findingvttiees of the
Canadiens and Métis by attempting to understandthewused material
culture to express themselves. | propose thaCtdradiens and Métis
attempted to recreate both the individual landmgldiand the riverine
communities that they had left behind in easterna@a in new regions along
the fur trade routes in the Great Lakes, the Sasth¢éhe Northern Great Plains
and the Pacific Northwest. The purpose of thigqmtas to illustrate that the
cultural identity of the Canadiens and Métis wasitth upon the land; the
character of individual farmsteads and their areangnt into larger settlements
represented a material manifestation of culturahidy and continuity.
Therefore, | have described key elements of thiu@lllandscape they created
including how and where they formed communities o they built, placed
and used their structures within individual projet Additionally, | have
attempted to model the traces these features maeyléti in the archaeological

record. The results of this inductive researchukhonform future



archaeological investigation of Canadien and Mggitlements at French
Prairie and elsewhere.

This ethnoarchaeological project combines researbistoric
documents, ethnographies, oral interviews, visualeys, architectural and
archaeological reports, and material culture stithecraft a model and guide
for the archaeological investigation of the Canasii®létis farmsteads and
larger communities. | have performed researcloth Brench- and English-
language sources from libraries, archives and nmsen Canada and the
United States. Through careful use of these sourtewe created a
boilerplate of the archetypical core features oh&hens/Métis settlements
and farmsteads, including the pattern of commusaied the placement and
arrangement of structures on individual propertigsave also delineated the
primary social and cultural functions of each featand the relationships
between features.

This thesis should be viewed as a part of the pooethe
development of an effective archaeological progfacased on the
investigation of the historic presence of the Cagradnd Métis population in
the Pacific Northwest as well as in other regionblorth America. This
endeavor also provides an opportunity to recogtmeéistoric presence of the
Canadiens/Métis in the Pacific Northwest and toagigke our understanding of
a group present before the Americans came acregddms in covered
wagons. Engaging in this research has provideskaiting opportunity for
networking with Francophone researchers in Quélierivave been studying
thele fait Francais‘the French fact” of North America ethnographigall
historically, politically and archaeologically fdecades. There is a wealth of
information and data that has been created thraatie and ongoing research
by Francophone individuals and institutions thatans largely unutilized by
their Anglophone counterparts. | hope to play @ pabreaking down this



linguistic barrier by including these works in tipioject and by creating

relationships with the individuals involved in thisportant field of study.

! The term “Canadien” is used in this thesis inste&tFrench-Canadian” to refer to
nineteenth-century, French-speaking creoles baised or ancestrally linked to the original
European settlers of the Saint-Lawrence Valleytdflisal documents indicate nineteenth-
century Francophones in Canada used this term abwokisively to identify themselves.
“Canadien” is the preferred term for this populataamong historians and other researchers in
French-speaking Canada and Québec today.

% The term “Métis” in this thesis refers to all betdescendants of Canadiens and Native
Americans. This population arose in the Great kakgion and in the Canadian western
Provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Albertanduhe seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries along the fur trade routes. In someantss, Métis communities were distinct from
their Canadiens neighbors and in others they wéhgihtegrated.

3 For a thorough discussion of the biases in Angdmilian history, see Laurence Cros’
excellent historiography, La Représentation du @argans les Ecrits des Historiens
Anglophones Canadierf2000).




THEORY

“Buildings, like writing or speech, can be corrgctiead or

understood only if the coded meanings can be amiyra
interpreted by the users. All of the built envimoent can than
be treated as a semiotic system in which all aspetta

building communicate information to the observeouwtbthe

environment, society, and accepted behavior’ (Sand890:

46).

“It is the task of the archaeologist to recognibe tmental
template behind the creation of the archaeologreaiord”
(Kreiger 1944: 272).

It is important to use theory to explain how etltyiand culture can be
defined, interpreted, and understood. A theorktiszussion of ethnicity can
explain and defend the use of the Canadien aniétis as an ideal subject
population and to explain why it is a valid expéciathat some of the core
features of their identity were carried with theanass the continent to the
Pacific Northwest. In the context of this thesmjll focus on their settlement
pattern and built environment as powerful and eimgucore attributes or
features of their culture. This is at the hearthef model-building process and
as a result, it is important to understand thergtezal underpinnings of this
assertion.

What does theory say about how ethnicity and celéue defined,
interpreted, and understood? Is culture the sanethmicity? What is the
relationship between ethnicity and the culturah$éfarmation of the landscape,
i.e. settlement and the built environment? Thdwlps us explain the process
for cultural systems. Theory is useful for diséngghe possibility for seeing
the historic actions or correlates of ethnicitiepopulations in the evidence

found during excavation. In addition, theory o$feupport for the use of



documentation by historic archaeologists when gitarg to understand and
explain the background and context for their fiedbdkvendeavors and for
creating models for testing.

Barth suggests that “biological self-perpetuatiean important
criterion for identification of an ethnic group population (1969: 10-11). If
his assertion is understood correctly, he is suggethat a group must be
comprised of a distinct genetic heredity and thatdenetic heredity binds
them as strongly as other characteristics that floeip them as a group. As
Castille points out many individuals believe thiinécity suggests an

endogamous population, but states that this isrnet

“The range of physical types acceptable as mendieapeople
can be truly enormous without compromising the safis
common identity or altering the recognition of tireup as a
separate entity by outsiders” (1981: XVI).

Castille further states that “No matter how isadiséegroup is they are not
completely genetically isolated. Isolation is aii@egree” (ibid). In
agreement with Castille, the Métis and the Canadiere not a biologically
isolated population. The Métis had a diverse angethe Canadiens, several
Native American groups, English, and Scottish atoces The Canadiens were
also of a diverse background including French, Bas&panish, Sephardic
Jew, Irish, and Native American.

Self-identification has been accepted by many apibipgists as a
legitimate approach for initially determining wharins or constitutes an
ethnic group or population (Just 1989: 74). Etityilcas been defined as a
process through which individuals in a group idgrtthemselves in contrast to
others and with each other through characteristich as language, religion,

territory, culture and historical experience (Fiark947: 397; Wallman 1977:



532). Spicer states that what is important totitheand to group unity is the
“common understandings concerning the meaningset af symbols” (1980:
347). A set of symbols that hold meaning for dmgt group and by others
outside of their ethnic group are formed by expergeover time, “The
persistence of a people rests on a set of meaalms actual events of
history, as uniquely experienced by the peoplesstas it were in a stock of
symbols” (ibid: 11).

Ethnic groups or populations are self-perpetuati@gneration after
generation, they pass on their sense of identityedlsas their behavioral ways
of achieving things or their “style.” The conceptintergenerational cultural
transmission is a widely accepted concept; peoplamself-defined groups
pass on their culture, values and worldview torthkildren. Bourdieu calls
the passing on and internalization of ethnic idgrihabitus” (1977:72).
Habitus dictates that culture is passed on gemer&bi generation. So, what is
culture? Tylor wrote that “culture or civilizatidaken in its wide
ethnographic sense, is that complex whole whicludes knowledge, belief,
art, morals, law, custom, and other capabilitied laabits acquired by man as a
member of society” (1871: xiii).

The Métis and the Canadiens lived within a largegliEh-speaking
and mostly Protestant political and social contexd authority, yet they
persevered. They held onto their language amgioaland they retained
much of their visual expressions of identity thrbugaterial culture. Living in
a context where a dominant group asserts its poarecreate a sense of

solidarity and group identity. Castille statesttha

“. .. enduring peoples are those who have devdispene
successful mechanisms to resist the efforts ofdtgger society
to incorporate them, and their special charactesistre directly
related to . . . boundary maintenance” (1981: XIX).



Peach suggests:

“Ethnic boundaries function to determine and signal
membership, and are maintained though continual
expression—this expression is generally attribtbetthe use of
ethnic markers . . . features that people lookafat exhibit to
show identification” (1993: 98-99).

Special characteristics, ethnic markers and boyndaintenance may
be expressed through material culture. In “Ethiypiand Ethnic Markers: A
Fur Trade Example,” Peach looked at “the possybditidentifying certain
artifact types as markers of ethnicity (for the Mgwithin the archaeological
record” (ibid: 98). She examined pictorial docunsesnd contemporary
documents, data from excavated fur trade postdithncpipe samples
recovered from excavations and surface collectidtesach specifically
focused on the possibility that the “Micmac” or tltalumet” style pipe would
serve as a marker of Métis ethnicity in the archagoal record. She found
that in historic documentary records that the Caredand the Métis were
equally associated with the use of this pipe, amtbumly, after looking at the
archaeological evidence she found that it was imiptesto find confirmation
of exclusive Métis use of the pipe. Instead shedbihat, like many other
material objects, there was ample evidence of nhuteof the pipe by the
Métis and the Canadiens. “An association of liphije use and manufacture
by the French Canadians and Métis is quite disffnatn other groups]” (ibid:
120). Peach’s work lends validity to the asserttwat the Métis and the
Canadiens formed together a cultural grouping hatthey shared a mental
template for cultural expression that may extenkaw they approach creation

of the cultural landscape and the built environnpated on that landscape.



The cultural landscape and the built environmeataavisible
expression of a population. These material elesar visible manifestations
of culture and the mental template from which peapress themselves,
build community and engage in activities. Theunat landscape and the built
environment are subsets of the cultural whole; re@yimportant components

of the cultural system. Rapoport proposes,

“Creation of the ideal environment is expressedugh the
specific organization of space . . . and is closelgted to the
concept of the Ethnic Domain. This can be defiagthe ideal
environment made visible; it is basically nonphgsia
inception and is given manifest form through buntgs” (1969:
49).

Culture process or processualism is a theoretiaats that explains
culture as being made up of interconnected systeatgunction to maintain a
balance between each other and with the environmEms process of
adaptation results in a stable system or entity ‘multure.” Artifacts are
representations of these functional and adaptistesys. Processualism is a
way of approaching the material correlates of pastan behavior in a way
that allows us to understand the systems or presdhat comprise a dynamic
culture. Binford has named three functional categahat make up a culture:
technomic, socio-technic and ideo-technic, whigiresent the environment
and the social and ideological relationships withiculture (1962: 219).
Binford made room in his culture construct for eegsion of identity in the
material record. Cross-cutting the three categare residual stylistic
attributes that promote and reflect group soligdittid.). Binford suggests
that, on a purely subconscious level, culturesupnaraditional learning and

adaptation to the environment leave particular sygfeartifacts that can be
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identified by their style and can, as a resultnidg the group that made and
used them (1965: 208).

Sackett refers to these stylistic attributes airiieticonology” and he
refers to stylistic variation as “isochrestic véna” (1977: 377). Groups or
populations have a wide variety of ways in whicldtosomething and their
choices are stylistic representations of their iitgn Style can be found in all
aspects of material culture. Sackett wrote thdiuhering technique may
potentially convey as much ethnically stylistici@éion as a pottery
decoration” (1986: 630) and style “is a highly sfieand characteristic
manner of doing something, which, by its very natisrpeculiar to a specific
time and place” (1982: 63). Beaudry proposesshde is not just a choice
among available options but can be a means of amrsscommunication that

expresses identity.

“Style . . . communicates subculture, and is imegntal in
group definition and boundary maintenance. Ethniclass
subcultures wield style as a tool to identify thed® “belong”
(1991: 155-156).

Beaudry further states,

“The relationship of behavior to the material woddar from
passive; artifacts are tangible incarnations ofedaelationships
embodying the attitudes and behaviors of the gast: 150).

To develop a model for material elements that igrethe actions of a
particular historic group, we need to understamdctntext and the form of the
objects, the material used and the function astastiaith the objects. In this
way, a model for the archaeological footprintshafde features and objects

will allow us to connect the “static” present wiahdynamic” past. By looking
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for regularities that agree with as well as tha$ferdnces that disagree with

the model, a clearer understanding for how a cellturan ethnic group adapts
to new contexts and new pressures can be investigBtnford 1968; Flannery
1972: 105). The cultural practices of an ethnmugrhave material correlates

in the archaeological record,

“Social expressions of culture, such as groupsijljam
structures, institutions, social networks, staglations, and
many others, often have settings associated wém tbr are
reflected in the built environment. Culture ishadretical
construct. No one ever has seen or ever will sebserve
culture—only its effects and products” (Rapopor®@910).

Cordell and Yannie advocate concentrating on nmadgetihat may represent

core features of an historic population,

“. .. rather than looking at the totality of reims
archaeologists may choose to emphasize those asgect
material culture that are expected to relate toroamication
and interaction, thus delineating the stylisticiatites of
materials carrying information content relativestbnic unity
and identity” (1991: 98).

Middle-range theory is made up of methods usediriking statics and
dynamics—the static record left as a result of pastities of a dynamic
culture group. (Johnson 1999: 49). One methodhkirlg the static with
dynamic is through historical analogy. “An analagyhe use of information
derived from one context . . . to explain data tbimanother context” (ibid:
48). Binford suggested using the “ethnographis@n€ to form an analogy
(1983a: 24). The use of ethnographic and histexts that pertain to a
particular population can also be used to formraatianalogy (Johnson 1999:
155; Orser and Fagan 1995: 51). Historic archagstio can take advantage of



this type of data to interpret past behavior andrtderstand the context of the

archaeological record.

“Context is where meaning is located and constitated
provides the key to its interpretation” and “an&ysf cultural
texts gives us insight into people’s attitudes talthe world
around them—an integral component of the recovéry o
meaning as well as of explanation of the archaecébgecord”
(Beaudry 1991: 160).

The goal and purpose of this thesis is to creat@a@el and a context
for the settlement system and the built environnoéthe Canadien and Métis
at French Prairie and elsewhere during the Nin¢te€antury. Research
using ethnographic and historic documentation oma@een and Métis life
ways during the historic period in North Americandze used to form a direct
analogy. The analogy or model formed as a reBidtvtork can be tested
through future archaeological investigation at EreRrairie. As Binford says,
“It is only through the testing of hypotheses |adig related to a series of
theoretical propositions that we can increase oradse the explanatory value
of our propositions” (1968a: 268-269). Flanneryeas, “To be useful a model
need only organize a body of disorganized dataiah & way that hypotheses
can conveniently be tested, accepted, modifie@jected” (1972: 107).

12
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

“Historical archaeology is text-aided archaeoldgythe point
that documents are a primary source for the fi@dcuments
and texts of all kinds support and supplement aclogical
information to such an extent that historical aeghagists must
be as adroit at archival research and documemégeypretation
as they are at site research and artifact discoy@nger 1995:
16).

The diversity of documents and materials used dusearch for this
thesis include: books, reports, journals, manusgrighotographs, satellite
images, written communication and oral consultatidhe success for
fulfilling the goals of this thesis rests on a hgasliance on French-language
sources and materials. English-language matewals also consulted, but
they were viewed with a critical eye. The use areh-language documents
expanded the range of information that is availéMeesearch. Using a body
of documents from Francophone Canada and Québenthaduced a
different voice and a new perspective. In paraculitilizing the work of
Québécois researchers and academics was a rewasdirgse in inter-
linguistic studies.

There are many reasons it was important to inckrdach-language
primary and secondary sources alongside Englisjulage sources. Most
important among them was to gain an insider’s vié@anadien and Métis
society, since North American French was the pradant language of these
communities. Additionally, Anglo-Canadian reseaichonducted in a highly-
charged political environment which poses seridustacles to objectivity; the
guestion of a French-Canadian identity is inextrigdinked to the national

Canadian debate over Québec’s political sovereiffotgs 9-10, 12). For
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these reasons, French-language sources—particthadg produced in
Québec and French-speaking Canada—add balance rtesegrch.

The nature of the research required for this ptajecessitated going to
where the bulk of the French language documentbeated. Research for
this thesis was conducted in the Province of Mdaitduring the summer of
2002 at the University of Manitoba at Winnipeg #éiby, and in the Province of
Québec during fall of 2002 and winter 2003 at tlidiBtheque de I'Université
Laval a Québec, the Bibliothéque de I'UniversitéQluébec a Trois-Rivieres,
and the Biblioteque et Archives Nationales du Quéla addition to libraries
and archives this research required travelingstoht sites to gather
documentary information and to make visual sunayarchitectural features
and materials. For example, | visited Métis siteslanitoba and Canadien
sites in the Québec countryside. In addition)iedeupon digital archival
repositories, the Oregon State University librang ghe network of libraries
participating in the interlibrary loan system. I[d@aengaged in written
communication with Bob Camardo, the owner of thstdric Francois
Vertefeuille House located at Prairie du Chien, 8bTssin, Dennis Au, an
historic architect in Illinois and with Diane PaitéePayment, an historian with
Parks Canada, Winnipeg, Manitoba. Furthermoresdussed my thesis with
two experts in Canadien material culture and hystbrs. Réginald Auger and
Marcel Moussette at the Université Laval a Québec.

The data gathered for this work will be used tate a useful model or
guide for understanding rural Francophone settl¢rmed their built
environment during the early- to mid-nineteenthtaen This requires an
understanding of not only the details of constartiand settlement, but also
the history, the spatial patterning, and the saial functional meaning
attached to structures. Once these elements dexstaod and described, past
archaeological reports and future excavationstailé on new meaning. This



project will provide the background for future exation and | am hopeful that
it will be a counter-point for another generatidnmesearch questions and

observed differences in the field.
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RESULTS

The objective of this thesis was to create a mtualidentifies and
explicates the material expression of the culturédjueness of nineteenth-
century Canadien and Métis populations in the cdrdktheir agricultural
settlements. By assuming that individuals in tlipydation shared a mental
template of how to build a rural community, usaratividual lot or property,
and build structures, | proposed and expectedsicedn a pattern of culturally
influenced behavior and core and unique elemdntghis way, | attempted to
model the archaeological data that may be presébaradien and Métis
farmsteads at French Prairie and elsewhere in dodaake such
investigations more informed and productive.

The data chapters describe in detail the overtlesgent system, the
structures found on an individual property andadidition, the structures and
features that meet the criteria of a core and wnaement. The core elements

identified and detailed in the following chapters:a

1. Le rangor “French long-lot” settlement system; a unigperaach to
rural settlement sharply contrasting with the Angloerican
settlement pattern.

2. The houselé& maison with the attacheduisine d’étéor bas coté
(summer kitchen) built in theiece-sur-piécen coulissda distinctive
Canadien/Métis construction method) and affiliaggdes,la cave
(cellar) below the floorboards, atelcheminédthe chimney).

3. Les Latrineqprivies) usually built distant from the house aedhr

structures like the barn.
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. Le fournil often built in the unique piéce-sur-piece en @adistyle,
was also identified as a core element of the Canddim as it evolved
from exclusive use as a bake house to a summeleres.

. Le caveauaux legumes(root cellar) was typically built exterior to the
house. This structure is not unique to the Camaainel Métis, but was
ubiquitous on their farmsteads.

. Le four a pairor four a terre(bread oven), usually built exterior to the
house, is of particular social and cultural impocato the Canadiens
and Métis. For this reason, its presence is amllimarker at sites of
unknown origin and its absence at known CanadrehMétissites
should spawn new research questions.

. La grangeandgrange-établdbarns and stables) were often built in the
piece-sur-piece en coulisse style and would bendisiig if identified.

. Le jardin potager(kitchen garden) and the presence of many frut an
flowering trees were an important part of the Cagradnd Métis
cultural landscape, particularly with regard toidieig gender roles (le
jardin potager), foodways and cultural beliefs abwaalth and well-
being. The identification of the presence of dartgpes of plants and
trees and knowledge of the arrangement of garaeasards,
flowerbeds and other cultivated features withimfsteads is key to
identifying and understanding Canadien and Métessi

. Finally, les clotureqfences) were uniformly constructed in a particula
style and used to define property (rang) boundasesell as specific

features within lots.



LE RANG (FRENCH LONG-LOT SETTLEMENT SYSTEM)

“The aligned habitation which originated in theuntryside and
even in the towns constitutes one of the majowucaltraits for
many regions of Canada; it has impacted the raraldcape,
language and social life; as during past colorratt
continues still today to be a symbol” (Hamelin 1998
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Figure 1. Le rang orFrench long-lot land concessions extend from an
unspecified river in Québec (Deffontaines 1953: 24)

Nineteenth-century Canadiens lived on a settleddeape that had
been actively cultivated by their Euro-Canadianestars since the early
seventeenth century. Their approach to arrandfiely tommunities was
called le rang or French long-lot settlement systdine rang refers
simultaneously to both the individual property hotgas well as the cluster of
holdings that form aoisinageor neighborhood. This system of settlement
was shared by other Francophone settlers of Namkria, including those in

the Louisiana territory and Acadia (Hamelin 1993:81).



In contrast to their Anglophone neighbors, whenRrencophones of
North America saw a river with arable land extegdiom it, they saw a
future community composed of long, ribbon-like fateads aligned one next
to the other, like piano keys along and extendiogifthe river. According to
Louis-Edmond Hamelin, a Québécois geographer agdikt, the French
long-lot settlement system is an important pathefCanadien sense of self
and psyche both past and present. Hamelin idedtiive principal elements
that formed and molded the fundamental charactéreohistoric Canadien
population: the French language, the Catholic ia@tiga sense of unlimited
space, and the structuring of agriculture usingémg, and the winter (ibid: 9).

The physical form and location of the rang provitle@e main
functions. First, the rang or long-lot had psydgital significance. The rang
was a familiar layout for personal property holdiragnd communities and,
therefore, was aesthetically appealing. The rangHot “represented the
formula for permanent settlement” (ibid: 9). Secaie rang had a social
function, facilitating the building of the type cbmmunity important to the
rural Canadien and Métis (ibid: 55). Third, thagaystem had an economic
function, providing each settler access to trartspion by way of the river that
running along the front of each property (Deffon&s 1953: 3; Hamelin 1993:
55). In Québec, settlement occurred along thet&aiwrence River and its
tributaries. Likewise, at the Red River settlemari¥lanitoba and in the
Willamette Valley, Oregon, settlers were linkedetich other and to forts by
way of the Red and Willamette Rivers.

Like the Native Americans that the French settigrsountered, the
rivers provided for transportation, food, and comeee Francophone
settlement in North America took place through @cpss of steps. The Saint
Lawrence River settlement serves as a good exanipiis. river was referred

to as thechemin d'eawr the “water route” or road referring to the mge
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function as a route for travel (Deffontaines 1953Hamelin 1993: 55). The
early use of the rivers for transport is so engrdim the psyche of the
Québécoigthe descendents of the settlers) that the vexd fs getting out a
car is the same as the verb that is used for gettim of a canoe, i.e.
débarquer This is in contrast to the verb used today fettigg out of a car in

France, i.edescendréDeffontaines 1953: 4).

HISTORY

“To a habitant there is nothing strange about a@ny that is
long and narrow. To him the word field means lang
narrow. Wide fields are considered strange” (Mih989: 46).

The earliest settlements in the Saint LawrenceRfadley and in
Acadia were small, fortified group settlements,lsas those of and Samuel
Champlain. It is believed that the reason for sglement arrangement was
an immediate need for security (Hamelin 1993: 2), During the
seventeenth century, however, the rang settlenysit¢re was implemented
and quickly spread among the inhabitantBalvitants The habitants began to
reject the security of concentrated circular setédats and chose instead a life
spread out along the rivers, apparently preferttregrelative freedom and
autonomy of this settlement style.

The first documented French long-lots are notethi?6 and belonged
to the farmer Louis Hébert, recognized as the Frenhch farmer in Québec. In
1660, the Jesuit Relations note that all of thalrbabitations outside of
Québec City were indefensible and elongated, oretoghe other over a
distance of 8 to 10 leagues or about 25 miles albaedgrand river” (Saint

Lawrence River) (ibid: 52). Initially, these settients were organized
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according to the feudal seigniorial system. A sigal land holding was an
allotment of land held, managed and taxed byeagheut or lord. These
landholdings were created on both sides of a ri@mce established individual
land concessions were laid within the allotmenppadicular to and extending
from the river (Deffontaines 1953: 8; Hamelin 1993).

Despite the feudal foundation for settlement, tmegrwas, in a very
real sense, egalitarian because each farming fasniyovided with similar
access to resources: fishing, a water outlet &welr a road for travel, land for
farming, and trees for timber, fuel and construtii®inor 1939: 46). If the
land had been laid out in the English manner, wheréholdings do not
equally traverse the land from a river, one farmeuld have the river beach,
another farmer the lowland, and another the hdhdl and trees (ibid). A
visual comparison of Canadien and Métis settleraeRtench Prairie, Oregon
with Anglo-Canadian and American settlers illustgathis difference (Figure
2).
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FIGURE 2. Contrasting shapes — Canadien and Anglophonersettleat
French Prairie Oregon (Brauner 1989: 32).



CREATION OF A RANG COMMUNITY

In Québec, individual long-lot farmsteads werelsdtin clusters of
four neighbors connected by tradition or kinshifhese units were also
referred to as rangs and as la voisinafye more settlers were attracted to the
available land concessions, more houses weredndla sense of permanence
began to take hold. The voisinage system of neighy was also referred to
asle premier voisirandles quatre voisinsVoisinage cemented relationships
and insulated communities into what Louisiana Aaadesearchers have
referred to ate Petit MondgAncelet 1991: 21, 50-51; Bouchard 1926: 131;
Deffontaines1953: 15; Minor 1939: 48-49; Provenct@s0: 41).

Eventually, the rangs were linked to a nearby Qatlparish and as the
settlement became larger they formed their owrspas. Soon, a better road
would replace the path connecting neighbors anghberrhoods and a number
of establishments were built in the middle of theg, such as a grist mill. In
this way, a bonding and linking of the families@ss the rang grew that lead
to a larger sense of community and neighborlinglssnelin 1993: 55).

As the large rivers became crowded, settlers exgzhadd placed
settlements along small rivers and the tributasieke large rivers, facilitating
the interior colonization of the landscape. Freatlyethe individual lot was
subdivided into new rangs to provide land for adhitdren (ibid: 66). This
also facilitated another method of expansion caled‘double rang.”

To create a double rang, a road was built acrastathend of all the
concessions opposite the river, and additional essions were laid out from
the road. Houses were built along the road irsdree manner as houses on
the original rangs were built along the river. Ndouses near the river in the
original concessions were moved or rebuilt neardlael. This created
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opposite land concessions that span from both st road, with houses
that face each other (Deffontaines 1953: 9-10; Hani®©93: 12-14).

The same sort of expansion of settlement to smialitaries from the
larger rivers also took place at French Prairieegon. Ribbon-like lots were
closely situated along the Willamette and its trénies and adjacent
farmsteads were frequently connected by traditrmhlanship. For example,
Joseph Gervais was widely acknowledged to have theeone of the earliest
settlers along the Willamette providing shelter asdistance to his neighbors
during their initial settlement. Eventually, membef the Gervais family
were connected to their neighbors through marreaggfictive kin
relationships (Brauner 1989: 27; Munnick 1979: A-36ee figures 3, 4 and 5.

FIGURE 3. Rang settlement along interior waterways (Harris Afarkentin
1991: 39).

23



To Portland -

© Newburg

FIGURE 4. Canadien/Métis settlement at French Prairie, Orégoauner
1989: 27).

FIGURE 5. Double Rang settlement extending from both sidesrofd.
(Michigan State University — Geography of Michigamd the Great Lakes
Region: http://www.geo.msu.edu/geo333/long_lotslhtm
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LA MAISON (HOUSE)

“The house is an institution, not just a structareated for a
complex set of purposes. Because building a hsuseultural
phenomenon, its form and organization are greaflyenced
by the cultural milieu” (Rapoport 1969: 46).

. S

FIGURE 6.
(Minnesota Historical Society)

There are many first-hand accounts of how the Ganaahd Métis
built their houses. An excellent overview was iptd writing in 1832 by an
American traveler, Sherman Hall. Hall visited thee du Flambeau region of
western Wisconsin where he observed in great dé&ivay in which the

domestic structures of the Canadien and Métisssstilere fashioned.

Prairie du Chien. Watercolor by Seth Eastmanacli®46-1848.
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“When a building is to be put up, the timber of Hiks, beams
& posts is cut and squared into suitable sticksallg with a
common axe . .. The sills & beams are generadligdd, or
halfed [sic] together at the corners of the buddin . A mortise
is made in the sill for a post wherever it is net&eanother in
the beam. A groove is made in each post fromddmttom
about 2 inches in width, and three or four inchespd Timbers
are then hewed six or seven inches thick and tbes eut till
they are fitted to the groove in the post, andufficgent length
to reach from one post to another. They are theaduced one
after another till the walls of the building areqgleted. These
timbers answer every purpose answered by studsedyrand
boarding in the English mode of building. Whereaavindow
or a door is required, posts are erected, into lwthie ends of
the timbers are introduced, instead of the maitspasd thus
the required hole is made in the wall . . . Theksabetween the
timbers in the walls are plastered with hard cldyol abounds
in this country and are then covered with cedak athe
manner of the roof, if the building is intended &éhouse”
(Nute 1955: 189-191).

The Francophone settlers of Lac du Flambeau aeavbEre were the
inheritors of French architectural knowledge adaptea North American
context resulting in a Canadien and Métis vernadolan. Typically, a house
was one to one and one-half stories, includedast lene chimney, possibly a
bread oven, and an annex on a separate foundateithout a foundation.
Each part of a house will be discussed separatelyradetail, from bottom to
top.
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LE SOLAGE AND LA SOLE (FOUNDATION AND SILL)

“A well set house was always a priority for the @ééois house
builder. The craftsman knew very well that in artteavoid
disaster, the carré (the sill structure) must laegd on
foundations or at least placed on solid ground’sdaed and
Vilandré 1974: 103).

A foundation orle solagewas built with readily available material and
usually measured approximately thpeds(French feet) high. Most
foundations were made of fieldstone held togeth#r mortier,a mortar made
from a mixture of lime, sand and water—and occadlgrihe stones were held
together with clay (Figure 7). In addition to amaoed stone foundation, or
solage de pierrea variety of materials could be used, such adiékl stones
without any mortar or clay, worked rock, and wootdocks or beams.

During the nineteenth century, brick was also usdulild foundations, but, as
a rule, wood and stone remained the preferred rabbgrthe people of the
countryside (Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 104, 108, 117, 120; Moogk
1977: 40).

FIGURE 7. Solage de pierre, Chateau-Richer, Québec (Gauthierache
1974: 89).
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If the ground was not level, it was necessary tpadirench within
which was placed the foundation material. Thiswadd the builder to create
the desired height and volume and to set the faiordhelow the frost line
ensuring a stable footing (Gauthier-Larouche 190¥; Moogk 1977: 40).

The sill orla soleon which the frame of the house was constructed
usually sat upon the foundation. Occasionally, éav, the sill was placed
directly on the ground and served both purposesod&n sills consisted of
partially or completely squared logs. In Batisd@ngbec, November 1776, a
Hessian Officer writes in a letter about the usevobden foundations under
the village’s homes. He describes a foundatiolowf logs on which the
house constructed. The logs form a square thatheathe shape of the house

and they are assembled at the corners with a &aljoint.

“The foundations of the wooden houses consist of feams
on which rest the wooden structure of the housen@a by the
sill). These pieces are laid in a way that fornssjaare; the
corners are joined” (Gauthier-Larouche 1974:120, my
translation).

In 1832, Sherman Hall described the joinery fopade at Lac du
Flambeau, Wisconsin, “The sills & beams are gehelatked, or halfed [sic]
together at the corners of the building” (Nute 195809). See figure 8.
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FIGURE 8. Half-lapped corner of a sill (Gauthier-Larouche 4978).

An architectural survey of the Louis David Riel ewf St. Vital,
Manitoba found that the original foundation of timuse was formed of stones
held together with mortar and the sill had halfge@ corners. The
determination was made because some of the rergamaterial was
discovered underneath the more recently placedretsfoundation (Elder
1973: 38, 75). Archaeological investigations oftigl&tructures at Batoche,
Saskatchewan also confirm the use of both fieldesgdor a foundation, and
also for the placement of sills directly on theilgrd without any foundation
(Donahue 1977: 5).

LES MURS EXTERIEUR (EXTERIOR WALLS)

This section discusses how walls were built dutireginitial settlement
of New France and describes the changes that fack ; wall construction
as settlers adapted to their new social and nataraionment. The result of

this process of evolution was a new and uniquelgtiNamerican method of
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manufacture known as piece-sur-piece. Piece-&aestructures represent a
construction method and style that no longer cpoeded to a “French”
mental template, but instead@olevernacular architecture of the newly
formed Canadien and Métis populations. In addjtibis section will address
the treatment of external and internal wall surfaaed the methods employed

for constructing partition walls.

Evolution of La Charpente (Frame) from France to New France

By the seventeenth century and the period of thialisettlement of
New France, French forests had been largely depleds a result, the
materials used to construct houses in France teflabe lack of timber. The
French house had changed from a structure for wikezid was the main
building material to a structure built withcalombage pierroténdcolombage
bousilléframe or la charpente. Colombage pierroté isxure of heavy earth
or clay, chopped straw or hay, and small stoned cafombage bousillé, or
bousillage entre poteausas it was called in the Louisiana and lllinois
territories, is a material composed of heavy earttlay, and chopped straw or
hay. Other names for this construction methodosafound in historic
documents that recorded building contracts in Nean€e:pieux-sur-sole
(posts on a sill)pieux deboutgposts standing on end), amddriers debouts
(beams standing on end) (Lessard and Vilandré 1B173). This method of
construction was heavily used in the northwestegnmon of France, the area
from which the majority of the early colonists habinated. Change took
time and, although New France had abundant forégss;olonists at first used
familiar constructions styles such as the colombagiémethod (Lessard and
Vilandré 1974: 112-113, 115, 117; Moogk 1975: 23R8ss 1999: 5).
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The colombage wall was formed in the following w&8quared logs
were placed vertically (a timber oriented in thiayws referred to as a
coulissé between two squared, horizontal lolgssabliereat the top anth
soleor the sill at the bottom. Normally, the squaleags that formed the
horizontal sole and the sabliere were from 10 tp@@cegFrench inch) in
thickness. The sole was placed on a foundatiohtwdt of rubble stone or
rocks that would elevate the house three piedseatim/ground, or on
occasion, it was placed directly on the ground ¢hed and Vilandré 1974:
117). Once in position, the ends of each vertioaber were held in place by a
tenon-and-groove joinery method and then securéddawvooden peg or metal
spike called zheville

"With a hand axe and then a mallet and chisel éangue-like
tenon had been cut at the end of the uprights tomthe
hollow mortises in the length of the sill and plate After the
sills were laid out on the foundations the postsavgeated in
their mortises and a slightly oversized, hardwoed was
driven into a hole that went through the entirefjdo secure it"
(Moogk 1977: 41).

The vertical coulisses were spaced anywhere frgim éd as much as
four pieds apart. The spaces between the upngtrts completely filled with
the colombage pierroté mixture or the colombagesitiéumixture which, once
in place, was left to dry (Lessard and Marquis 1%89-670; Lessard and
Vilandré 1974: 115). See Figure 9 for an example wall constructed with

colombage pierroté.
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FIGURE 9. Wall with colombage pierroté fill (Lessard and Vilandré 1974

110).

The colombage style structure was built in Québamiy from the
seventeenth century through the first part of igateenth century, although
some builders continued to construct such housescastly as 1770 (ibid:
116). There are good examples of colombage p&ebwoildings from the
eighteenth century still standing today. One esthstructures, La Maison
Lamontagne (Figure 10) built in 1750, has beengmesl and stands in the
town of Rimouski-Est, Québec (Malenfant 2001: 60).
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FIGURE 10. Maison Lamontagne, Rimouski, Québec, circa 17%&¢ard
and Vilandré 1974: 334).

Another surviving structure is a church locate@etite-Rivieres-Saint-
Francois, Québec; it was also built during the tghth century (ibid: 326)It
has been noted that this French method for constguwalls was also used in
the lllinois, Missouri and Louisiana region wheregmained a popular method
much longer than in Québec (Au 1991: 11; Moogk 127728).

First Style Change—Vertical Construction

The settlers of New France over time moved towardlbtimber

frame. There are three causal factors for a changenstruction style. First,

the pierroté and bousillé fill placed between vettionbers proved over time
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to be maladaptive to the conditions of New Franbene the winter was very
cold and the superior insulating qualities of thveod became apparent.
Second, the fill material was not able to standwugr time to Québec’s
weather conditions; as the materials repeatediefend unfroze, the fill
would weaken and degrade, and fall from betweewéhigcal posts allowing
the elements and the cold to enter the house. Matgric records confirm a
great deal of wall mending taking place duringsbeenteenth century. Third,
in contrast to France, timber was not a scarcauresan New France and was
readily available and, as a result, the constraaticall-wood buildings
became a viable option (Lessard and Vilandré 1918; Moogk 1977: 29).

How the change in construction methodology toa@celis an
interesting process which occurred in two phaJée first change was a
simple yet significant transition which began tansform the way houses were
constructed from a purely French architecturalitiaal to one that was
becoming uniquely Canadien; instead of placingrptérand bousillé into the
empty spaces between the vertical timbers, buildegsn filling the space
with additional vertically oriented squared timb&ydorm a solid wall of
wood. Identical to the colombage style wall, thetieal timbers fit between a
sabliére and a sole. The very small spaces betthedngs were chinked with
moss, straw, and clay (Moogk 1977: 29-30).

The new wall style made of squared timbers worlatider well by
allowing for water to run down and off the wall,ttstill, over time, the
chinking would degrade and fall from the frame asslt of temperature
changes, rain, wind, and the expansion and cormdreahd settling of the logs

(ibid: 32). Figure 11 illustrates a wall of vedldimbers.
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FIGURE 11. Wall of vertical squared timbers (Lessard and Milieé 1974
110).

Final Style Change—Piece-sur-Piece (Uniquely Canash and
Métis Construction Method)

The next practical transition in Canadien archuegdtcreativity
represented a shift from timbers all placed in i@ orientation to a style in
which the majority of the timbers were placed imagizontal orientation, while
still retaining some important characteristics fribra two earlier styles (the

colombage style and all-vertical timbers stylehislinnovation has become
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what is recognized as an entirely Canadien stylédidding structures.
Timbers were flattened on two opposing sides oasgflion all four sides and
they were placed horizontally within the wall, beem intermittent vertical
coulisses, in a technique known as piece-sur-piéds.not completely known
why this change took place, but it is thought tiva reason for this change
was to lessen the problem of chinking degradatqregenced by vertical
construction. The new horizontal orientation af #yuared logs still required
chinking but unlike the logs in a vertically oriedtwall, the chinking rested
between the logs with the logs acting as a ledgeravthe chinking material
was held in place by gravity (Moogk 1977: 32).

Horizontal piece-sur-piéce construction represaritsie reflection of
Canadien identity and it became the preferred naetbioconstructing wooden
houses. Piece-sur-piece construction began tedx at some point during the
seventeenth century and had become popular durengighteenth century and
the first half of the nineteenth century (Lessard ¥ilandré 1974: 117). The
piece-sur-piéce technique was not limited to bogdiouses and was versatile
enough for use in other structures as well, suchef®urnil or bake house
and thecuisine d’étébas cotéor summer kitchen (Dupont 1974: 30).

There are two different styles of the piéce-s@epiconstruction
method:en couliss@nden queue d'aronder en téte-de-chierBoth of the
latter terms refer to dovetail joinery. Piece-pigce en coulisse construction
can be described as the “purest form” consistinigooizontal timbers placed
between vertically oriented squared posts positiateghe four corners of a
structure and at various points within the wall aerdured between the sabliere
and the sole with a tenon-and-groove joint. Tlaecthree reasons for
retaining the vertical coulisse within an overaitizontal construction method.
First, the vertical posts are a known quantity eeptesent a workable tradition

that builders were familiar with, i.e. the colomkagethod. Second, the posts
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provide an anchoring point for the placement ofdews and doors. Third,
the posts serve to break-up the wall into sectatnistermediate points
allowing for the use of shorter horizontal logdhetthan needing to use logs
that extend along the whole length of the wall.gémeral, the coulisses were
spaced by multiples of five pieds with an averaigéadce of ten pieds (Julio
(de) 1996: 48; Moogk 1977: 30).

Historic documents refer to the piéce-sur-pieceanisse construction
method in various other ways includirmpis en coulissgoteaux en coulisse
madriers en coulissg@oteaux entourées de piewkarpente entourée de
madriers poteaux entourées de madriges poteaux et close de pieer
pieux sur pieuxen bois de charpenigessard and Vilandré 1974: 117).

This method for building a wall was simple anceefive. First, the
four timbers forming the sill for all four walls we connected at their corners
generally with a half-lap joint and mortises weunt at the locations were the
coulisse were intended to be placed. Second,@adlsse had a long groove
cut into two sides (these grooves are meant tavetke tenon that will be cut
into the ends of the horizontal logs), and a tewas formed on both ends.
Third, the coulisses were placed vertically inte tpenings in the sole.
Fourth, the horizontal logs with prepared ends ve¢aeked into place one on
top of the other between two coulisses forminglalseall. Once in place,
holes were drilled into the area of the tenon-arabge joint and wooden
chevilles (Figure 13) were then pounded into the$isecuring the
connection. Finally, the sabliére was preparetthiénsame way as the sill and
then fitted over the tenoned tops of the coulisgksecured (Julio (de) 1996:
46-47; Moogk 1977: 30). Figure 12 represents ssatgpiece-sur-piece en

coulisse house.
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FIGURE 12. Piece-sur-piece en coulisse house, Chambly, Quélvea,1830
(Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 113).

The piéce-sur-piéce en queue d'aronde construistithe same as “en

coulisse” with one exception. Like en coulisse, ititermediate vertical posts
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are still positioned at points along the wall, theé corner posts are removed
and in their place the corners of the horizontabtrs meet and are joined
with a dove-tailed joint. The connection betwea lhorizontal logs and the
intermediate posts is still formed with a tenon-gndove joint (Lessard and
Vilandré 1974: 118; Moogk 1977: 30). Figure 14 ighotograph of a still
standing piéce-sur-piéce en queue d'aronde hodkewentral coulisse. The
left portion of this structure (the side with b@tliloor and a window connected
to a coulisse) is the original house. The addjtmrilt sometime more

recently, does not represent the original constinct Figure 15 is s detailed
illustration of a piece-sur-piéce en queue d'aromdk with a coulisse.

FIGURE 14. Francois Vertefeuille House, Prairie du Chien, &rssin, circa
1805(Julio (de) 1996: 46).
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FIGURE 15. Piéce-sur-piece en queue d’aronde (Lessard aaadfé 1974:
111).

It is important to note that during the nineteecghtury the horizontal
squared log method for constructing a wall was ateployed in Upper
Canada or English Canada, but with an importaf¢mdihce. The English
never used the intermediary coulisse to break emls or to provide a
frame for building windows or doors as the tragiabCanadien style dictates.
Instead, they used squared logs that were longgéntmuextend across the
breadth of the wall and then they dovetailed thmexs. When a log
encountered a window or a door, the ends merekgtutp against the window
or door frame (Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 118-M@&opgk 1975: 122).

After the diffusion of this style of architectuirem the Saint-Lawrence

River Valley into the Canadian west during the &ghth and nineteenth
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centuries, new designations for piece-sur-piécatroction were formulated,
notably: the “Métis” style, the “French” style, th€anadian” style, the
“Hudson's Bay” style, the “Red River Frame” and th&anitoba Frame”
(Elder 1976: 105; Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 11@pdk 1977: 32; Peach
1993: 101, 117; Taylor 1992: 80).

The spaces between the horizontal logs neededfitieolewith an
insulating material that would make the structusather proof. Various local
materials have been used by the Canadien and ttie fdé@ccomplish this
goal including mud, clay, bark (cedar, hemlock, apdice), grasfauge(a
material similar to bousillé made from heavy eantltlay mixed with chopped
straw/hay), moss, cow dung, acr@pis(a thick paste-like mixture of sand and
lime). These chinking materials have been confartireough archaeological
investigation and historic house studies and retrmvs (Dawson 1960: 24,
Elder 1973: 188-195: Lessard and Vilandré 1974; Mdl eod 1983: 151-
155; Moogk 1977: 32). This method has also beandan Canadien and
Metis construction outside Canada. During a stufdye historic Frangois
Vertefeuille House, Mary Antoine de Julio notedttbi@pis was used to fill the
spaces between the logs (1996: 480).

Along with using a chinking material to fill thpaces between logs the
exterior walls were sometimes covered with bodbdsgeauor shingles or
bark (Figure 16) (Dawson 1960: 24-25; Doucet 1980:Lessard and Vilandré
1974: 120; Moogk 1977: 43; Seguin 1973: 343, 34&iv1992: 45). In
1832, Sherman Hall described the treatment of extesalls at Lac du
Flambeau, Wisconsin,

“the cracks between the timbers in the walls aastered with a
hard clay which abounds in this country and are tevered
with cedar bark in the manner of the roof” (Nuté&%9190).



FIGURE 16. Piéce-sur-piece en coulisse wall with bardeau (Ebw880:
13).

Exterior walls were often white-washed wi#tit de chaux Lait de
chaux literally means “milk made of lime”; it is @ from a mixture of water

and lime powder until it looks like and has the sistency of milk. Along

with being aesthetically pleasing, it was beliet@grotect the wood. In 1806,

the chinking and white-washing of Québec homesadeasribed as follows by

John Lambert,

“the spaces in the walls are filled with clay ordrand the walls
both inside and out are washed with lime dissolnedater.
The lime is said to preserve the wood from vernmd aeather”
(Séguin 1973: 343).

Researchers note that the spaces between the ftafifoys of the

Louis David Riel House were filled with mud andnihtbe walls were covered
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with a layer of mud and white-washed with lait dgx. At a later date
horizontal boards were placed over the walls, &ed these boards were also
white-washed (Elder 1976: 105). Figure 17 is amiaectural drawing of the
Louis David Riel House showing horizontal boardsesong the horizontal
timbers below them. Note the vertical furringstrplaced as a base for
attaching the siding with nails.

FIGURE 17. Louis David Riel House. Horizontal siding overtical furring
strips (ibid: 61).

When lime is not available to make lait de chaulitevclay can be
used to whitewash the walls (Crepeau 1995: 961805, James Lockwood,
an American Fur Company employee visited Prairi€tien and noted that
white clay was applied to the walls and then thésweere covered with bark
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or oak riven. The exterior walls were “plasteregowith clay, and white-
washed with a white earth found in the vicinity ahen covered with bark, or
clap-board riven from oak” (Julio (de) 1996: 51).

The Canadien and the Métis seemed to enjoy thid@udf color to
the exterior surfaces of their structures; it wagli@d to doors, to the wood
moldings around doors and windows, as well asdécetves (Minor 1939: 25;
Morin 1972: 66; Morisset 1959: 16). David Burldgtes that the Métis in
Saskatchewan showed a “preference for strong redislak greens” because
green and red chips of paint have been found reglyahssociated with the
woodwork of their homes (1992: 138). These cotmrsvell as other were used

by their Canadien both inside and outside of that3awrence River Valley.

“The habitant has a good eye for colour and witidurce the
most astonishing effects . . . The wooden gables anglin some
districts normally coloured a dull strong red, tixals are
washed white or pink; the woodwork is of all coleublue,
yellow, green or purple, the whole conspiring todarce
contrasts of the most startling kind . . . the bigg the colours
are the better they look” (Traquair 1947: 61).

Anthropologist Horace Minor noted a continued useator on houses by the
rural Canadiens of the 1930s. For the typicallluoase, “the front is painted

white and the outline of doors and windows are teaiiin color” (1939: 25).

Poteaux or Pieux en Terre (Posts in the Ground)

Before continuing with discussions of other feasusissociated with the
piece-sur-piéce model, it is important to presenveerview of another
construction technique for structures that was usearly Acadia and
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occasionally, in early New France, it was an aléwe construction style
calledpobteaux en terrer pieux en terréposts in the ground (Lessard and
Vilandré 1974: 113 (Harris and Warkentin 1991: @authier-Larouche 1974:
67). This method did not become standard as dighirce-sur-piece method,
but should be mentioned and described to gainl afderstanding of early
French and then Canadien architectural tradition.

Generally, the posts measured six pouces in ciretente and were
placed vertically next to each other in a trench ttua depth of around 24
pouces. The trench was filled with earth and gpeugill or sabliere held the
walls together at their top (ibid). The spacesvieen the posts were filled
with a clay and grass mixturbdusillagg and could be covered with wooden
siding to protect the clay from the elements (Aat&bB91: 116). See figure 18.

Postls notched

to receive plate —

! =

Palisade Wall quj“j ]

Poteauxz en Terre =

Bousillage entre
Poteaux

Earth Floor

FIGURE 18. Poteaux en terre with bousillage fill and sidingn¢&let 1991
116).
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It is possible that péteaux en terre constructias wsed for expedient
low-cost structures well into the nineteenth centurhere is documentary
evidence that this method was used during precagcanomic times, such as
the period following the English conquest of Quéfets9-1765). For
example, an inventory of the property of a Jeanm@agf Beaupré, Québec in
1760 reveals a house, a kitchen and a barn builteip6teaux en terraethod
with roofs of hay or straw (Gauthier-Larouche 1968). There is also some
evidence that this style may be present at Frenahi€ (Brauner, 2007:

Personal Communication).

LES MURS INTERIEURS AND LES CLOISONS (INTERIOR
WALLS AND PARTITION WALLYS)

Interior walls were usually covered with crépis daitlde chaux and
then, in many cases, painted (Donahue 1977: %agdtalso not uncommon to
cover the walls with vertical boards (Lessard anmdndré 1974: 235; Moogk
1977: 43). Plaster, either crépis or a clay basixure, was applied directly
between and over the logs. To provide a good seffiar the plaster
sometimes it was applied over a lattice work dn farmed of long thin
branches attached to the wall or over small woaghgkes (usually oak)
pounded into the wall, referred tolagicotis de chevilletteg®u 1991: 60;
Elder 1973: 122; Lessard and Marquis 1972: 93;\/a885a: 28). See Figure
19 for an example of wooden lattice and FiguredtGah example of le picotis

de chevillettes.



FIGURE 19. Lattice nailed to an interior wall as a foundatfonthe
application of plaster (Au 1991: 60).

FIGURE 20. Le picotis de chevillettes (Lessard and Marquis2Lt 9B).
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The spaces between the logs and the surfacee oftdrior walls of the
Louis David Riel House were filled with and covergith a mixture of lime,
straw and clay to form a paste. This paste wabeappn the wall up to a
thickness of two inches. Local informants saiddlasy used to create this
material came from the Seine River in Manitoba wad calleda terre de
blancor white clay. The Seine River runs just undex omle east of the Louis
David Riel House (Elder 1973: 37). Rather thamgd$iranches to hold the
plaster or clay in place, some of the walls weeppred with a lath formed of
cut boards (ibid: 122, 125)

The purpose dks cloisonr partition walls was to break up the
interior space of a structure into two or more rgorRartitions were often built
of vertically placed boards and then, like the lbadring walls, they were
covered with crépis, lait de chaux, and paint (BeutLarouche 1974: 260;
Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 228; Séguin 1973: 3Ether through preference
or because boards were not readily available dipartvall could be
fabricated from vertically placed branches spacstg¢nough from each other
to allow the application of thick plaster. Oncebgd the plaster is smoothed
to create a nice even surface. The vertical brem@hinto a horizontal
wooden frame with a tenon-and-groove joint for Bitgt{James Hébert, 2002:
Visual Survey. Figure 21 shows a partition wallisture before the plaster is

applied.
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FIGURE 21. Partition wall with vertically placed branchesrfong a tenon
and groove joint. Convent of the Grey Nuns, S&8omfiface, Manitoba, circa
1846-1851. (James Hébert, August 2002: Photograph)

LA CHEMINEE AND L'ATRE (CHIMNEE AND HEARTH)

The Canadiens built chimneya,cheminégand hearthdatre, as a
feature of the house or annex (the cuisine d’'ésadidee), and the fournil
(Boily-Blanchette 1976: 11; Boily and Blanchetter2928; Morin 1972: 64;
Provencher and Blanchet 1980: 124). The locattmhraumber of chimneys in
a structure was variable. A chimney could be pwsed at the end, at the
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middle, or at both ends of a structure. They cdidldormed against the
outside surface of a wall, the inside surface wh#, or within the structure of
a wall (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 146-151).

There were a variety of ways to construct a chimtiesy could be
built of stones or bricks held together with moxiarclay, or they could be
built of branches or lumber held together with qlagssard and Vilandré
1974: 118; Moogk 1977: 36; Nute 1955: 191; Ség9iéal 178). The latter
method is referred to as a clay and stick chimmeyalveminée a quatre baton
(Landry 1932: 27). Stone masonry chimneys andthe#éFigure 22) were
constructed and used from the beginning of Frentdnzation and during the

nineteenth century bricks began to be used wheifaalea(Bonnette 1991: 4).

FIGURE 22. Hearth built of stone (Moussette 1983: 125).



The availability of stones and the skills requitedvork and use them
did not eliminate the building of chimneys in otlems, for example, the
cheminée a quatre baton. The cheminée a quate bas an expedient form
that could be built quickly and out of normally ddg available materials.
This form of chimney was not only built in Québad lvas also built by
Francophones who settled outside of Québec. Sastuekland, an
Anglophone settler in Ontario during the mid-niregtth century, provides an
excellent description of the clay and stick chimbet by Canadien settlers.
He was not impressed with their style of chimneypheferred a stone
chimney because of the greater chance for fire avittay and stick chimney.
The following is his description of the cheminéguatre baton. The term

“cat” refers to a mixture of clay and straw formatb rolls or squares:

“Four upright poles are placed in the corner ofghanty,
where the fire-place is intended to be built: theskes are
bored with an auger about a foot apart. Ringsepss like
those of a ladder, connect those poles togethspaee is left
open on the front side of this four-sided laddenfrthe floor,
three feet upwards, leaving sufficient space ferfite-place.
The clay-cats are then kneaded strongly rounditigs and all
the interstices well filled up; some well-tempecdaly is
plastered inside the chimney, which, as the wodgmasses,
soon hardens and reddens inside by the heat éféheThis
kind of chimney draws well and throws out a gressdth
(Strickland 1853: 181).

There is an eye-witness account for the use ofdhayneys in the
upper Midwest during the mid-nineteenth centuryvoTravelers to
Wisconsin, John Warner Barber and Henry Howe, capos a cabin owned
by a Mr. Piché,



“Our Indian guide had joined us at an early hond after
conducting us carefully out of the wood, about rofedock
brought us to Piche's, a log-cabin on a rising gdyuooking
off over the broad prairie to the east. There m@gsemptation
to a halt, except that of warming ourselves atighibffire that
was burning in the clay chimney” (Barber and Howgé1:
1209).

LE TOIT (ROOF)

The roof orle toit structure was generally framed of lumber with the
joints held secure with wooden chevilles (Moogk 1:942; Varin 2001a: 59).
The slope of the roof changed over time from th& ffears of New France
settlement to the mid-nineteenth century. At fingt slope was from fifty to
sixty degrees and by the middle of the nineteeattiwry it was generally at
forty-five degrees (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 18%dard and Vilandré 1974:
209).

As stated previously, a piéce-sur-piece structaseahsabliere placed
across the tops of the vertical coulisses. lnishe sabliere that the roof frame
is built. The structure of the framing was reimkd with horizontal timbers,
and sometimes with crossed timbers calleddiax de Saint-AndréFigure

23). Peter Moogk gives a brief description;

“The heaviest task was the lifting of the long waltes (the
sablieres) whose mortises would fit over the termmghe top
of the posts and secure the entire wall. Oncéaoep the plate
would serve as a base for the roof trusses. Tissés could be
assembled on the ground and then raised with rapepoles.
They were joined together by longitudinal braces purlins
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and the sometimes received additional support ticagonal
wind braces known as Croix de Saint-André (MoogKRS:t911-
42).

T oS

FIGURE 23. Croix de Saint-André (Moogk 1977: 42).

At the edge of the roof a Canadien carpenter wbultil a bell-cast
eave called aoyau The coyau is a uniquely Canadien feature infiNort
American architecture (Julio (de) 1996: 48; Lessard Vilandré 1974: 119).
The function of the coyau is not clear; it may nietee a residual
representation of cultural style or taste left dvem a time in the past when it
did have a known function.

The coyau was brought from France to New France arttiat time, it
had a very subtle shape. By the mid-nineteenttucghowever, the coyau
had become much more pronounced (Lessard and vddr@y4: 208-209).
This feature is still extremely common across Québday in stark contrast to
neighboring Provinces and States where it appedys honexistent (James
Hébert, August through September 2002: Visual Sorva coyau is formed
by the addition of curved lumber to the ends ofrtdfeers which is then

overlaid with the roofing material as is shownigufes 24 and 25.



FIGURE 25. Piéce-sur-piece house with a pronounced coyad: (114i9).
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The roof was covered with a variety of materialduding overlapping
boards placed parallel to the eves, with bardeashimgles nailed to boards,
bark, and grasses (mainly straw, hay and wild gggg®awson 1960: 24;
Moogk 1977: 32, 34, 36, 42; Nute 1955: 190; Tay\@r1992: 81). According
to Robert-Lionel Séguin, the choice and use of laark roofing material was
learned from the Native American inhabitants of & (1963: viii).

In 1832, Sherman Hall described the use of barfsrabLac du

Flambeau,

“For shingling cedar barks are used. These bagksafen
from the white cedar which is plenty in this pdrtiee country,
in the early part of summer. A single piece abdbtd 5 feet in
length is pealed from each tree which is left stagd It is a
smooth bark, not thick, rather stringy, and nottlerivhen dry.
These barks are put upon the timbers of the rotfermanner
of shingles, and are secured by narrow strips afdswhich
are laid across them and spiked to the timbersoafof this
kind will last several years” (Nute 1955: 190).

Louis Labonté, Jr. described a bark roof on thedofmCanadien Joseph
Gervais at French Prairie, Oregon. Labonté’s detson is remarkably similar
to Hall's,

“The roof was made of poles as rafters, and thegiing was of
carefully laid strips or sheets of ash bark, imdwied . . . [with]
cross planks to hold them in place” (Lyman 19091)17

Pole and grass roofs were not only used to coviruddings and
barns, but it was not uncommon for the roofs ofdesuto be covered with
grasses (Figure 26) (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 26§uid 1969: 168). During
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries a largeoption of rural structures of
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all types used this form of roof and its use grélgended early in the
twentieth century (Lessard and Vilandré 1974: Z8¥guin 1969: 170). For
this type of roof, poles were used as rafters hedytasses were bunched and
cut flat on the ends with an axe and then wovewéden the poles (Lessard
and Vilandré 1974: 578-579; Séguin 1969: 169). &one before 1820,
Joseph Samsom notes the use of grass roofs ontisewithin the

Yamachiche region of Québec.

“Passing through the Lake, and among the woodydislaf St.
Pierre, the weather being hazy, we almost lost sifthe main
land; and then it again came in view, we were tittalized
with the perpetual repetition of house after hooseather hut
after hut, for the log hovels of the habitants,ssgthewn and
neatly white-washed as they are, even to the redigh are
clap-boarded and sometimes thatched with a spetlesag
grass, which grows on some of these islands, thdevea —
lieu or wild grass” (1820: 15).

P
N
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FIGURE 26. Grass and pole roof (Lessard and Marquis 1972).578



LES FENETRES AND LES PORTS (WINDOWS AND
DOORS)

In a piece-sur-piéce structure the windoles fenétresand doorslés
portes)where usually connected to the edge of a centiadigted coulisse. In
1832, Sherman Hall, watched as Canadiens built tieenes at Lac du
Flambeau, Wisconsin, “Wherever a window or a deagequired, posts are
erected, into which the ends of the timbers am@dhiced...thus the required
hole is made in the wall” (Knute 1955: 190).

Windows were not only attached alongside a coulsdgevere placed
within the gabled ends of tlggenieror attic. Each of the four walls of the
Francois Vertefeuille House had a single windowated to a coulisse and
each gabled end had a single window (Julio (dep198-50). The Louis

David Riel House has two windows on the front veatl one on each side of

the door (James Hébert, August 2002: Visual Survéye Riel house reflects

the notion of symmetry that was beginning to dorn@ribe aesthetics of home

construction during the mid-nineteenth century daed and Vilandré 1974:

232). Earlier architecture in Québec tended toveasanmetry, lacking central

doors framed by windows on either side (ibid: 179)his was also true in
French Louisiana during the colonial period (Cardaux, 1999: Personal
Communication).

There were two styles of window used by the Camedithefenétres a

battantsand theenétres a guilloting(Bonnette 1988a: 3 and 1988b: 3; Varin

2001: 58). The fenétres a battants was the tomditiform brought to North
America from France. This style refers to a windbat has two parts that
open out. The fenétres a guillotine is a stylevimidow that slides up and
down to open and close. This style came origirfatiyn Holland and England
and was introduced into Québec during the nineteestury (Bonnette
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1988b: 3). ltis interesting to note that thewmard-opening French style
window was retained and used in the Francois Vieutké House at Prairie du
Chien, Wisconsin (Julio (de) 1996: 49). A ninettbecentury Métis house at
St. Norbert Provincial Hertiage Park in Winnipegamitoba (Figure 69) has
both styles; the fenétres a battants on the maintste and the fenétres a
guillotine on the cuisine d’été/bas cote.

Windows were often covered with a shutter and sonest a double
window was built to protect the structure from thied and the cold. Double
windows where usually spaced approximately six psudistant from each
other (Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 181-182; Ségif81343). Windows
were framed with lumber and various hinges anddatkre used (Bonnette
1988a: 4). See Figures 27-29 for illustrationgvmfdow hardware.

FIGURE 27. Hinges used for fenétres a battants and shuttessérd and
Villandré 1974: 179).



FIGURE 29. Latches for the fenétres a battants (Lessard aardjis 1972:
152).
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When window glass was not available other matewaise used to fill
the window frame and to let light into the struetuiThese materials include:
leather (dried deerskin), and oiled paper (Dup@®51 82; Moogk 1977: 38;
Nute 1955: 191).

Doors, like the windows, were placed alongsidedisse. Sometimes
a second, shorter coulisse was placed on the sidheiof a door or a window.
When this is done the second coulisse is conné¢eotdte sole but does not
generally extend up to the sabliere. In the casleeoFrancois Vertefeuille

House the door does have a second coulisse:

“The front door utilizes the central coulisse as slouth side of
the opening. Each of the four facades of the hcos&ined a
single window. Each window, like the front doosed the
central coulisse as one side of the opening. Tloe kowever,
was framed by a second coulisse, while the windearg not.”
(Julio (de) 1996: 48).

According to Lessard and Vilandré Canadien houadsdoors that
were generally the same width as early French siylses but with a different
height. “In French style houses, the size was’(®2'6'2”) and for the model
Québécaois, they tend to have a standard size ohdr(2’'6” x 6'8")" (1974:
235, my translation). The hardware for doors ideldihinges, handles, and
sometimes locks. Figure 30 shows examples of dioges used during the
nineteenth century and figures 31 and 32 show ebemmgb a door latch and a
door sliding bolt.
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FIGURE 30. Nineteenth-Century door hinges (ibid: 173).

FIGURE 31. Inside view of a door latch (Moogk 1975: 84).




FIGURE 32. Short sliding bolt (Moogk 1975: 84).

LE PLANCHER AND LE PLAFOND (FLOOR AND
CEILING)

There were three methods used to construct a fle@lanchey:
boards over joists, split logs over joists, anadapacted earthen floor. The
boards over joists method used boards as widecas@itted up next to each
other and nailed across the joists. Mortar wasngflaced in the spaces
between the floor boards. The joists were lar§e2@ cm thick x 25-30 cm
wide, and they were spaced at intervals of betviegm to 2.75 m (Séguin
1973: 327). Dennis Au puts the distance betweerjadilsts at the Francois
Vertefeuille House as variable; 2 ft 10 in, 3 fideaB ft 6 in (1991: 27). Floors
were often finished yellow paint (Traquair 1947419

Floors could also be made from small diameter &y and laid over
the joists. There were two ways to do this. Onéhowas to lay them with
the flat side down and then to fill in the spacesaeen the rounded logs with

clay to make a flat surface. A second method waaytthem with the flat
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sides up. For the latter, the joist needed todmeexl for receiving the round
side of the floor logs (Séguin 1968: 57).

It was common for the ends of joists to be placgd hotches cut into
the sole of a structure. In the Francois Vertdietiouse, the joists were
placed in notches in the sole timbers so thatdpeof the joist was even with
the sole top (Au 1991: 26-27). In the Louis DaRiel House, the joists run
across the width of the structure and, for addai@upport, a long thick beam
was placed underneath and crossing them at thdalejithe beam runs along
the longitudinal axis of the structure (Elder 1928; 70). The excavation of
the Louis David Riel House “annex” shows joistslldirectly on the ground
“that were not tied in to the fabric of the builgin(Forsman 1977: 9-10).

An expedient and temporary piéce-sur-piece straatan be built
entirely without boards using a log frame, a stoavark roof and an earthen
floor (Moogk 1975: 34). Dirt floors have been mbtautside of Québec among
the Métis of the Canadian Prairie Provinces, andragrihe historic Ontario
Francophones (Charette 1980: 43; Dupont 1995; 81).

Le plafondor ceiling of the first floor also served as theof for the
grenier or attic room above. In order to createnational space in the grenier,
the ceiling joists were sometimes placed low inwladls which created a lower
ceiling for the first floor and a taller space wiitlthe grenier (Traquair 1947:
42). The extra wall space created for the graeiegferred to as a “knee wall”
(Au 1991: 28; Julio (de) 1996: 48). In agreemeithwhe Canadien and Métis
use of color for the interior and the exterior aftaucture, the ceilings were
often painted blue (Traquair 1947: 59, 61). Thénggjoists run across the
width of the structure and the ceiling boards ram@the longitudinal axis of
the structure (James Hébert, August 2002: Visualesy, see figure 33.



FIGURE 33. Ceiling joists, Convent of the Grey Nuns, SaintaBace,
Manitoba, circa 1846-1851 (James Hébert, Augus82Pfotograph).

The ends of the ceiling joists were often securedubning them
through an opening cut into the coulisse and thndtg horizontal timbers of
the wall structure. The beams can protrude oefidlush with the outside of
the wall. If they protrude, they are secured wittheville (Figure 34)
(Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 209, 337). Dennis tates that this technique
for securing the ceiling joists was common for pi&ar-piece houses and it is
present at the Frangois Vertefeuille House (199): ZThis represents proof

of the technique in Wisconsin among the Métis andatien settlers.

FIGURE 34. Ceiling joists. One joist is left flush within a horizontal wall
timber and the other protrudes through a coulisseisecured with a cheville
(Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 209).
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LES ESCALIERS AND LE GRENIER (STAIRS AND ATTIC)

Houses were usually one and one half stoléesez-de-chausséw the
first floor and the grenier or the attic (Dorais$9536). The grenier was an
important and functional space within the hougevas used to store
household items like spinning wheels and it wasldseadditional sleeping
space (Dawson 1960: 24-25). The presence ofraggrand its use for both
storage and sleeping are found in descriptions db@anadien houses in
Oregon (Lyman 1909: 174) and Acadian houses indiana, where it was
referred to ase garconniereor the “boy’s room” (Ross 1999: 12).

The grenier was accessed by way of stairs (Dol@#d:113; Léondoff
1973: 123; Séguin 1973: 330). Staircases (Figbjyev@re usually straight and
either open or enclosed with a door (Léondoff 1928) and typically opened
into the main floor through the kitchen (Dupont $998).

FIGURE 35. Plan for a straight stair (Lessard and Marquis219?21).



LA CAVE (CELLAR)

La cave was a cellar built below the floor of a é@wr the cuisine d’'été
or bas c6té of a traditional Canadien or Métis h@bevson 1960: 25;
Donahue 1980: 5; Forsman 1977: 7; Gauthier-Larod&7d: 166: Lavoie
1976: 89). The primary function of the cave wastlie storage of vegetables,
but meats, animal skins, tobacco, wine, tools,awudriety of household
objects and valuables also found their way intoctine (Dawson 1960: 26;
Gauthier-Larouche 1974:165-66, 104; Lessard anadjiMarl972: 625;
Provencher 1984:47). The cave should not be cedfusth thecaveauor
caveau a légumgsometimes pronounceadvreay which is a vegetable cellar
that was built external to the house as a stameadtructure.

In 1870, Alexander Begg was in the Red River afédanitoba during
the Métis rebellion. In his journal, he provideddence for the existence of
the cave under Métis homes. He wrote that somésMat hidden in their
caves to avoid capture after a battle between tétsMnd British troops. He
further writes that they had covered themselvewitip potatoes, again,
highlighting the primary function of a cave to €aegetables (Begg 1956:
340).

The cave was a common feature of a house duringitie¢eenth
century and was often simply a pit dug into thetesar surface below the floor
of the house (in many cases no more than 4 pieg{s) dgth boards or logs
reinforcing the earthen walls (Dawson 1960: 25Jdikéo 1996: 46; Lessard
and Vilandré 1974: 104; Mcleod 1988: 5-6). A Fieeavoy charged with
surveying the Pacific Northwest by his governmélides to this simple cave

in his account of his visit to home of Canadiendin¢ Masta at French



Prairie, “At my approach, he had thrown [his trea$precipitously under the
floor of his house” (Saint-Amant 1854: 197, my skation).

The ceiling of the cave was the underside of tberfand the floor’s
joists. Some care could be taken in the constrn@nd treatment of the
cave’s ceiling and walls. The ceiling would be telnashed with lime to
create a very white and solid appearance. Theswadle, particularly during
the nineteenth century, covered with wood boardsthen, like the ceiling,
whitewashed with lime. On occasion the walls weamted red. The floor
was generally formed of compacted earth (Lessaddvadandré 1974: 108).

Sometimes the cave would be built as a much mdrstaatial feature.
Most of the horizontal area under the house woeléxravated to create a
large room, much like a basement. A partition wadide of stone was
sometimes built to divide the cave into two partsomms and to help support
the floor joists. The partition wall was genergllaced in the middle of the
cave and oriented longitudinally. Occasionallye erde would be dug out to
the height of a person and was used for additipngloses beyond storage
such as cleaning clothes, baking, and butcheringv@Pcher 1984: 50-52;
Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 104; Séguin 1973: 329, .332j)ovencher mentions
that, after the falboucherieor butchering, that thealoirs or salting-tubs used
to cure pork were stored in the cave (1986: 49).

When the cave was large, the chimney of the honisesmes was
extended down through the first floor and into ¢hge. In this case, a four a
pain could be built in the cave and placed agahesthimney to vent the
smoke created from baking (Barbeau 1942: 58; Ldsmad Vilandré 1974
104). Thepuit or water well is also known to have been occasipaag
below the house, most commonly during the sevettiemntury (Séguin
1973: 358).
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OTHER DOMESTIC STRUCTURES

LES LATRINES (PRIVIES)

Les latrines or privies are important componef loome site,
particularly for archaeological investigations.nfortunately, there is little
information about privies on Canadien and Métistgteads in the literature.
A few archaeological reports and ethnographiesahdiren their existence in
rural and urban contexts and provide some informnatn their history, form
and their location on a property.

In early Québec, two laws were passed requiringahatrine be
constructed at the same time as the house. Thdsfivavas enacted in 1676
and a second law was put into effect in 1706 angbsed a stiff monetary
penalty for non-compliance (Séguin 1973: 359-36®privy was ordinarily
located neahangarsor outbuildings. For example, privies may be &éc
near the barn or the fournil and were of simplerb@anstruction with bark

roofs (ibid: 360). See figure 36 for an image @iy at the Delorme site.
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FIGURE 36. Latrine (background to the left) Delorme House Siirca 1920
(Mcleod 1982: 273).

STRUCTURES AND THE SEASONS—LE FOURNIL,
(BAKEHOUSE) AND LA CUISINE D'ETE/LE BAS COTE
(SUMMER KITCHEN)

“There are varied geographical settings and wayssioig
resources, widely differing ways of shaping buigirand cities,
fields and roads—of organizing the spaces in whebple live.
Some of these differences are based on the nafiveals—
possibilities provided by the setting and the Isyset by it . . .
within these kinds of limits different groups ofgpe make
choices reflecting their conception of the good,ltheir values
and world view. They try to give shape to a vistdran ideal
environment” (Rapoport 1972: 3).

Like other features of the historic cultural lanaise, the fournil (bake
house) and the cuisine d'été/bas c6té (summerddlchvere important
elements of the Canadien built environment. Asatenml manifestation of
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culture and ethnicity, they were commonly foundtighout the settled rural
environment of Francophone North America, includwgbec and Acadia as
well as the territory of Louisiana (Doucet 1980; Mbrin 1972: 63). The
practice spread west with migration and these stras were built and used by
the Métis (Donahue 1980: 6; Forsman 1977: 11; Payii@90: 54; Payment
2004: personal communication). In some casessthisture has remained an
important part of the cultural landscape (AnceB21: 16; Boily-Blanchette
1976: 1; Gutierrez 1992: 73; Hébert, 1999 and 20@ual Survey; Ross
1999: 2).

As an element of food preparation, the early Fresattiers brought the
concept of the fournil to North America as an intpat part of their mental
template on how to approach the formation of al fuoane-site and
community. The term fournil refers to a separatecstire with a primary
function as a bake house, the root ‘four’ meanioggh.” Women prepared
the dough and left it to rise in the fournil anériiransferred the dough to a
four a pain or bread oven (Boily-Blanchette 197aM6rin 1972: 63; Séguin
1973: 351). However, over time, the function chethgs the colonists adapted
to new conditions. First, the form was modifieccteate a new structure that
formed an annex to the house called the cuising d¥ébas coté. Second, the
fournil and, likewise, the cuisine d’été and bagaio longer served purely as
a bake house, but took on a new and important Isioicietion, becoming the

center of domestic life during the summer (BoilyaBthette 1976: 5).

“Over time a supplementary function was given e thuilding
which, originally, only served as a place for tlve and to
which, little by little, it played the role of ague to retire to for
the summer” (ibid: 5-6, my translation).



The transition from the house to the fournil or tusine d’été/bas-coté
was seasonal; it took place after completiofea@frand ménagéa complete
cleaning of the house in the spring). During thaqu just before the onset of
warm weather and over a period of several weeksjemoand girls completely
and thoroughly cleaned the house and all the funait The family would then
move into the fournil or the cuisine d’été/bas-adméil the end of the summer
season and the start of cold weather (Minor 1938).1

During the winter, life centered on the kitchendesthe house because
it provided warmth and space to socialize “TheHetg, it is the primary room,
and the largest part of our life” (LeMay 1898: 84y translation). During the
rest of the year, life centered on the fournilke tuisine d’été/bas-coté which
provided sunlight, fresh air and cool temperatures.

“Because the kitchen is the center of social hféhie house,
airy summer kitchens, which do not retain the loéalhe stove,
began to be built on the sides or backs of thedsmu3 o0
exposed to retain a comfortable temperature, thesex
kitchens were evacuated in winter” (Minor 1939:.25)

Moving out of the house at the end of the wintgraapntly had a
positive psychological effect on people, which e @&xplanation for why this
tradition has continued in some parts of rural @aébell into the twentieth
century (Boily-Blanchette 1976: 1). “From the marhthat it was nice out,
we would have a good day . . . we would go to therfil,” (Morin 1972: 63).

At first, the cuisine d’été/bas-c6té had the sanmetion as the fournil,
as a bake house (Boily-Blanchette 1976: 5). Howewvkereas the fournil was
built completely separate from the house, the oaisiété/bas-c6té was built
against the house and attached through a walrough a short, enclosed

passageway generally two-steps long (Boily-Blaneh#®76: 4-5; Dupont
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1995: 76; Morin 1972: 63). The rise of the cuisihé&té/bas-coté did not give
rise to a disappearance of the fournil, but watears a localized preference.
Cuisine d’été is a descriptive name that refethi¢ostructure’s seasonal use.
The alternative name, bas-c6té, describes a steugiith the same function

but which generally rests lower than the houselacks a foundation.

“Annexed to the house, the kitchen is built withadbundation
.. . therefore it is necessary to descend one@steps to
access it, it is called a bas c6té” (Provenchef1285).

The following two drawings (Figures 37 and 38)lod tMaison Henri
Noel” built in 1825 at Bernieres, Québec clearlgwtan attached summer
kitchen. Because it is attached with the samehh@fjfoundation as the

house, it is not a bas c6té but a cuisine d'étée Aouse was constructed in the

piece-sur-piece en coulisse method and measure8@dieds (13.97 x 9.75
m), and the cuisine d’été measures 22 x 16 pied$ 5.2 m), and the
passageway connecting the house to the summeekittleasures 4.5 pieds
(1.46 m) long.

iy kb

S S

FIGURE 37. Henri Noel House, circa 1825, with cuisine d’ét&rpliew
(Lessard and Marquis 1972: 297).
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FIGURE 38. Henri Noel House, circa 1825, with cuisine d’étéd; 297).

The summer kitchen has continued to have a stresgc@ation with the
culture and identity of the Québécois. It hasrofieen kept as an element of
modern housing in both the rural and the suburle#éimgs. In the modern
context it does not serve the same function, buséxl as an additional space
in the house (James Hébert, 2002: Visual SurvEigure 39 provides a good
example of a modern Québec home with a cuisin& d’Etterestingly this
home not only has a cuisine d’été but also hasyawccAddtionally, the builder
has created the impression that the house is a-pigepiece structure through

the choice of molded siding.
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FIGURE 39. Modern house in Québec with cuisine d’été, (Jarzert,
September 2003: Photograph)

Colonial Louisiana architecture also provides gerdmples of how
the style of the built environment can be passedwan the generations and
evolves over time. In Louisiana, the cuisine dié&8 maintained a similar
function. Although families today no longer mowa them for the summer,
they are used for cooking during the summer andlesegned with large
screened windows to maximize airflow and maintagoaler temperature than
the house. Often called a “men’s kitchen,” it &2d by the man of the house
for cooking and entertaining. An informant livingthe rural countryside
outside of Lafayette, Louisiana relates the follogvi

“As soon as a man can afford it, he builds himkedfown
kitchen. I've seen it all over the region. Helbsiit himself
and usually attaches it to the back of the ho&eme are
screened in; some are made of wood or brick, \aithe
windows that are opened in the summertime” (Glger992:
73).



LE CAVEAU A LEGUMES (ROOT CELLAR)

“A growing concern among archaeologists in the palaition
of social space within domestic compounds has hbroaigout
another change in focus, resulting in careful dibarto
archaeological data pertaining to landscape tre#tared to the
configuration of features and open spaces compgribia
homelot surrounding a domicile” (Beaudry 1986: 39).

For the Canadien the caveau a légumes was a comstnuature built
separate from and near to a house, and it functiase storage place for
vegetables, fruit (including preserves), herbsydaioducts, and salted meats.
The Métis caveau served the same function as thadian caveau; to provide
a place to preserve produce over the winter (Payd®90: 54). Some
researchers suggest that the concept and, to textteat, the design for
building a caveau was not imported from France Withinitial colonists to
North America. It was, in fact, a borrowed NatAmnerican innovation long
used as an adaptive strategy for preserving artéqinog produce from the
damage caused by extreme temperature (Laberge 199bamontagne 1983:
69; Lessard 1985: 19, 166; Lessard and Marquis:1&2%, Séguin 1973: 357).

Séguin sites the observations of Marc Lescarbot, whb612,
described the use of the caveau by Native Americatgsrecounts that, after
harvest, people would dig holes into the sidesiltsf to store their corn. Over
the opening of the hole were placed woven matdidihot take long for the
observant and adaptive French colonists to begkingadheir own version of
a caveau to store their perishables (1973: 357-358)

Georges Gauthier-Larouche provides further ingiggat the early use
of the caveau by Native Americans. He refers éowhitings of another early
eyewitness, the Jesuit Father, Joseph-Francoitehafi Lafiteau provides

significant information on Native American materaiture. In 1724, Lafiteau
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recounted how Native American women stored witha¢aveau pumpkins
and various other fruits from their fields that Mot have otherwise
survived the winter cold. He points out that ttmsthod of food storage
prevented the produce from freezing and other demégaddition, he
describes the physical characteristics of the aav@dey were composed of
large holes dug into the ground that measuredtfofive pieds deep. A
woven bark lining was placed inside the hole, anitach was placed the
produce, and then over the produce was poured‘€alsont de grands trous
en terre, de 4 & 5 pieds de profondeur, nattéedarts avec des ecorces et
couverts de terre par-dessus” (Gauthier-Larouclid:166).

According to ethnologist Marius Barbeau after 1&&fong the
standard structures associated with a rural honuibec were the “caveaux
aux légumes” (1942: 56). The Canadien-built caweas and is a very simple
and straightforward structure. It was usually ¢arged into the side of a
small hill or ridge (Figure 42), but could alsolialt on flatter terrain by
building up soil around the structure’s frame teate an artificial mound
(Figure 43) (Lavoie 1976: 83-84). They could dbgoentirely built below
ground in the form of a pit which was entered tigtoan entrance built at the
surface of the earth (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 1@8je latter design was
more in line with the traditionally built Native Aenican structure.

The interior of a caveau a legumes was partitiqiréglre 41) into
different areas or sections referred to ascdrees The types of produce
stored in a caveau included potatoes, apples,tsagnd celery. It was not
uncommon for a barrel to be placed in the cavedwld the carrots which
were covered with hay or sawdust. Apples were meith turf. From the
ceiling were hung onions, garlic, ears of corn, harths. In addition, shelves
were built along the walls for the placement ofteuand eggs, jars of fruit

preserves, herbs, and sauces like marinades asupcabalt pork, used in
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traditional dishes like pea soup and pork and heaas placed inside casks or
earthenware jars (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 168;dresand Marquis 1972:
625, 631; Provencher 1984: 52-53; Séguin 1973:.358)

The walls were typically constructed out of stamel mortar, and the
front wall was often covered with a thick layeraoépis and the side and back
walls were whitewashed with lait de chaux (Lava®d@: 82; Lessard and
Marquis 1972: 631). The roof and the sidewallthefstructure were covered
with earth to provide insulation, leaving only tinent wall exposed (Lavoie
1976: 69, 74). Occasionally the walls were buiivood using the piéce-sur-
piece style of wall construction commonly usedtfomes, barns and other
structures (Lessard and Marquis 1972: 631). Plaeattal to the fagade or
front wall, the entrance was usually a double duitin a space left between
them, like a short hallway (Gauthier-Larouche 191/88).

The roof was pitched, sloping down on two sidestthe center, and
the structure of the roof was composed of a laeggral beam extending from
the back of the caveau to its front. Additionablgams were placed on either
side of the central beam about half-way betweem#ak and the lowest edge
and lower than the central beam causing the rosiojoe (ibid: 166). Boards

were placed across the beams to form the reseabibf. See figures 40-42.
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FIGURE 40. Caveau Roof—interior viewlNote how the beams extend into
the masonry wall (Lavoie 1976: 71).

FIGURE 41. Caveau, Québetitp://www.pbase.com/motrem/automne
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FIGURE 42. Caveau on a level landscape (Lessard and MarQuia: 528).

In 1976, ethnographer Jean Lavoie conducted a studfhich he
detailed the construction, use, and placementeotétveau in the Cote-de-
Beaupré region of Québec. He examines many exampd¢h from the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries and providesdesne that confirms much
of the historic documentation provided by otheeegshers. Situated along
the Saint Lawrence River, the study area providgsoal example for how a
caveau is built and used within a typical settlenaaa. According to
Lavoie’s informants, in addition to using the tecaveau, refer to the structure
as a tave a léegumésand a ‘tave d’en avant The former name refers to its
function as a place to store vegetables and thex lsame refers to its location
at the front of the house (1976: 68).

The construction material for the walls was notynsione, but wood
could also used with the eventual downside beingtm@ damage to the
walls. Some flexibility in materials is in evidezcsince about 1920 cement

has also been used on occasion to construct the, awthough, stone has
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continued to be the preferred building materiahisTis perhaps because of
habitual preference as well as the availabilitgtohes in the Cote de Beaupré
region (ibid: 73-74).

The stone walls are crafted with a method thatlmoes three separate
walls of stone to form a single wall; that is ty $lere is an internal, an
external and a middle layer (all vertical). Théeewal and internal layers are
made of large stones held together with a mortatenfieom sand, lime, and
water. The middle layer is composedadrrotage a mixture of small stones
and mortar that is poured in the space left betvilemternal and external
layers (ibid: 82). Historic architect Francois Waconfirms that in Québec a
masonry wall is usually built in this way. Ratllean using the term
pierrotage he refers to the middle layeeasblocagg1984: 29-30). Figure 43

details the anatomy of this style of wall.

FIGURE 43. Three-layer stone wall with pierrotage or en bigefill (ibid:
29).
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Lavoie refers to the vaulted or slanted roof &ctiveau a pignan The
logs used for the structure of the roof can be doamsquared and could be 15-
20 cm in diameter. One beam was placed at the greélanother was placed
at the middle of each slope halfway between th& ped the tops of the two
side walls. The stone walls were built aroundlibams so that their ends
were placed within the front and back walls. Cduatzards measuring five to
six pouces in diameter were placed over the loggi(E 44). Occasionally,
round logs were used instead of boards (1976: 80).

Soll o Cedar Roofing

Log Rafters

Stone Wall

FIGURE 44. Diagram of the caveau structure (Lavoie 1976: 90).

Sixty-four percent of the caveau samples in Lagseudy area had
compacted earthen floors and one-third had floaderof either cement
(twentieth century) or flat stones. Whether orthet floors were of earth or
some other material, the provisions were neveedtdirectly on the floor.
Instead, stones or wood were placed upon the ftooreate raised platforms.
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Placed on top of the platforms were rectangulaebax containers built of
wooden boards. The containers held and sepatataedtious types of
produce and were designed to be easily resizedt ({8, 80). The reason for
placing the produce in contained areas on topasfesbr wooden platforms
was to limit contact with moisture and to incre#ise circulation of air around
the produce (ibid: 80, 82).

To further increase the circulation of air, anmmpg was occasionally
placed on the front wall just below the center ealpof the roof. The opening
was covered with a wooden or metal grill, over viahicas placed a cloth to
inhibit the penetration of the caveau by insects raice. Before closing the
door a handful of ash or burned wood was placednpsgle the door in an
attempt to reduce the humidity within the structufdée ash and burned wood
was intended to extract moisture from the air. &hthe end of winter as the
weather began to warm, many of the more perishtdtes in the caveau, such
as milk and cheese, were removed and placed ittstddeave beneath the
house (Laberge 1995: 19-21).

LES GRANGES, LES ETABLES AND LES ECURIES
(BARNS, STABLES AND PIGSTIES)

Canadien barnsgs grangeswere usually constructed by carpenters
who resided in the various Francophone communi8éguin 1963: 96).
Barns could also be a community effort where faniiignds and neighbors
would build a barn together (ibid: 113). Oral miews with former French
Prairie residents indicate that master CanadieMéirs barn and home
builders were operating on French Prairie well ihi® twentieth century (Les

Belleque 2002: Personal Communication).
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From France to New France

In France during the period of settlement in Nearfe (the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries), there weréistinct ways to arrange
a rural home sitda maison-bloqthe family house and the barn were under the
same roof) and lmaison-cour(the outbuildings of various types were built
separate from and surrounding the family houséie férmer arrangement
was the choice of the poor and the latter was lioéce of the wealthy
(Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 44; Séguin 1963: 1). é&wNrrance, the settlers of
the Saint Lawrence valley preferred the maison-cainderstanding that their
economic situation was far better than it had bedtfrance, they chose from
the start to construct a built environment thalexéd their improved
economic situation. In the New World, “they werasters of the soil” (Séguin
1963, my translation).

At first, the barn, stabld’'€table) and the pigstyl'€curie) were
separate structures built around the house. Byitieteenth century, the
Canadien farmer began to build a single structstitk ¢eparate from the
house) within which all the animals, grains andsges were placed under the
same roof. This new structure was calledrange-établéDupont 1995: 75;
Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 266; Séguin 1963: 3). Bosttes that the la
grange-étable was used to store the hay as widlltasuse the cows and horses
(1966: 538). A change in shape was necessargiaglle structure began to
take on the various functions that had previousigrbperformed by a variety
of structures. The early barn was square, bugtaege-étable was elongated
into the shape of a rectangle. Within the grangéié were several spaces

separated by partitions (Séguin 1963: 11).
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Le Murs and Le Toit (Walls and Roof)

In many ways, the construction of a grange-étalaie similar to that of
a house. The grange-étable could be built usivayiaty of wall and roofing
materials and styles. Among the wooden wall typere the piece-sur-piece
en queue-d’aronde, piece-sur-piéce en coulissésgmuteaux La poteaux is a
wall of vertically placed poles or posts that caher rest on a sole, or be dug
into the ground, generally to a depth of aboutesipi(Séguin 1963: 61). Walls
could also be constructed of stone (ibid: 3), andetimes a wall was covered
with thatch in the manner of a roof (ibid: 33). eTwalls of a barn were white-
washed and the series of doors and window framebudters were painted red
(Dawson 1960: 26). Morisset adds that in the pasts were usually white-
washed and the edge of the roof, door, and windesve painted red (1959:
16).

Roofs were covered with boards, thatched with hdgaal native
grasses calletherbe-au-liey or bark. L’herbe-au-lieu is also described as
foin de gréveor hay that grows along the shoreline. The mataras gathered
from river shores and the edges of marshes (SA§ER: 42). A thatched roof
if made well was expected to last at least eigleyry (ibid: 96). If a roof was
made of boards it was often covered with bardeahimgles (ibid: 48). See
Figures 45-46.



FIGURE 46. Barn with a thatched roof and walls, Jagu Farm sMac,
Vendée, Québec (Canadian Museum of Civilization).
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LE FOUR A PAIN/ LE FOUR A TERRE (BREAD OVEN)

“The bread oven is not merely a bread oven . r fiém being
simply an object, the bread oven reflects a teakmiq physical
environment, a standard of living, a spatial orgation, indeed
a whole way of life” (Boily and Blanchette 1979: 3)

The knowledge for how to make le four & pain andake bread was
brought to North America by the French colonist®Nefv France and bread
has always been the most important food item ferGanadiens. Evidence for
the earliest reliance on bread by colonists wasmesl in 1636; each laborer
ate two, six or seven pound loaves of bread pekwarel in 1716 it was
observed that each colonist ate two pounds of ppeaday (Boily and
Blanchette 1979: 76). The four a pain was alsti ad used during the early
settlement of Acadia and throughout the territdrizauisiana (Boily and
Blanchette 1979: 5-6; Crépeau 1995: 97; Kniffent &B-29; Tupperville
School 2004).

The four a pain was a common, important, and reizapte feature of
the Canadien rural landscape; when passing a hbmeutdoor four a pain
was easy to spot in its usual location up agamset near the house. There are
several locations that a four a pain could be bodhnected to a chimney
including inside or outside the house, to the fduan to the cuisine d’été/bas
coté. It was also built detached from a structga freestanding oven
(Lemieux 1981: 44-46; Lessard and Vilandre 1974, 124; Morin 1972: 63;
Morisset 1959: 16-18; Séguin 1969: 176-178). Ateido early nineteenth-
century Queébec, traveling from Point Lévi to Riei&u Loup, noted that the
outdoor clay oven was a common feature located areciat the front of the
house, “whilst the baking takes place in a clagroraised on four posts in
front of the house” (Alexander 1849: 56).
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One reason for choosing to build an outdoor oves fear of fire
spreading to structures. While visiting Francoghtirower Canada”
(Québec), John Lambert described this style of arehconfirmed this
concern among the inhabitants,

"Their ovens are built of wicker-work, plasteredige and out
with a thick coating of clay or mortar. Some awétlof bricks
or stones, but the former are more general. Thegituate at a
short distance from the house, to prevent accidemts fire,
and are raised about four feet from the groundeaywith a
roof of boards, supported by four posts, to kedphef rain”
(1813: 157-158).

The clay oven was, as Bouchard notes, made ofyesitainable
materials, and the overall design for the outdday oven was conductive to

producing very good and inexpensive bread (1918).40

“We notice that the best ovens are those whollystranted of
clay and then allowed to harden gradually, in stagatil a very
hot fire vitrifies the clay. In these ovens thedut bakes easily,
perfectly, and for little cost, especially when th@me is not too
high, when care has been taken to make the sidég diome
sufficiently thick, and when the cracks have bedegaiately
repaired” (Diderot and I'Alembert 1782: 152).

Plentiful and inexpensive materials and the pradaadf good bread are likely
the reasons why the knowledge for how to builddlag oven was “passed on
from one generation to the next” (Seguin 1969: 179)

Although direct observations and descriptiongffieruse of the four a
pain have not been specifically recorded for thgratory Métis living in
Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba, the Métis \posvn to bake in an

oven and to eat bread once they settled agriciliffrayment 1990: 50-51).
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Bread ovens were present during the nineteentluigeim western Canada.
One traveler to Manitoba and Saskatchewan recodh&dMr. J. M.
Bouché” baked and sold breadiés hivernantor Métis traders wintering-
over on the prairie, “Met at Prairie portage J.Béuché, who has built a hut
and an oven to bake bread to sell to the wintenensassant for dressed
leather, buffalo robes, etc” (Henry 1897: 219).

Function of le Four a Pain

The four a pain served a variety of needs. The ovas versatile; it
was not only used to bake bread for the subsistehleege families and for
forming relationships through sharing with neighfydout also was used to
cook other traditional dishes suchles feves au lar@pork and beansles
tartes(fruit pies),les tourtieredmeat pies)les gateauxXcakes) and other
pastries. Additionally, the Canadiens used thendwebrown flour for roux,
smoke meat (sawdust was placed in the oven anié¢laé was hung at the
door), and to dry herbs. Weavers also dried anised their flax in the oven
to make it easier to process and carpenters useavén to dry their lumber
(Boily and Blanchette 1979: 32; Croteau 1983: 9dpént 1974: 36; Gauthier
1979: 45; Lemieux 1981: 47-48).

Bread also had many domestic uses. Bread wasaiseake pudding,
fed to animals (pigs and poultry), and used medibin Burnt crusts were
used to cure diarrhea in animals, a poultice chth@ough, molasses and
butter was applied to insect bites, and an infusidoread crumbs was thought
to speed up delivery of a child (Boily and Blantbet979: 94). Bread was
also used to make various drinks, including alc@mal a faux coffee
beverage. Lucien Bouchard of Baie-Saint-Paul, @aébmembered,



“Old people used to make wine with the crusts ahbbread,
raisins, oranges, yeast and sugar. They leftfénment for
three weeks to a month in a pot covered with ahalatil it was
ready to drink. It was something like portar. Waamnused to
drink it for energy” (Boily and Blanchette 1979:)94

Mrs. Ernest Lajoie of Saint-Urbain, Québec add&diriht bread would be
used for making coffee, and some would make postexdding hops, yeast,

molasses, sugar, and water” (ibid: 94).

Social Significance of Bread

The four a pain was a central component in theastices of the
Canadiens. As Mrs Wilfrid Lavoie of Sainte-Jeamnirc, Québec stated,
“We were brought up in the shadow of the oven"dil§i7). The use of bread
has always been an important element of the Canadag of life and there is
a great deal of ritualistic behavior associatedh e building of the four a
pain, the baking of the bread, and the eating®biiead that reflects gender
roles, identity, religion, and community.

As evidence for the long-lasting and continuedantgnce of the four a
pain to Canadien/Québécois identity, it has becarmentemporary symbol.
People have built and placed “ornamental” overtheir yards, and have
constructed floats that feature a four a pain f& im the many parades
associated with the annual Saint-Jean-BaptistedDkyFéte NationalgBoily
and Blanchette 1979: 35; Gauthier 1979: 45). mthe cultural
revitalization of the 1970s, the four a pain hasrband continues to be a
symbol of Québécois heritage and is portrayedtifFagure 47).
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“...the bread oven may be considered as an elenfient o
nationalism. It is very frequently used as a cti@méstic
symbol of the people’s way of life. A look at panys and
sculptures, as well as other works of art, reviéas artists
often choose the oven as a central theme” (BoityBlanchette
1979: 35).

Monique Cliché —Spénard. (Courtesy of le Musée Gimmades Civilisations).

The construction of a clay four & pain often reedia skilled
craftsman, although the knowledge for how to baiddoven was not beyond
the skills of a farmer and was often passed onrgéine to generation (Boily
and Blanchette 1979: 40; Séguin 1969: 179). Aartqf the learning process,
children paid close attention to the building ofax@n and they would often
construct their own miniature ovens. The smallnswould be fired up and
their mothers would put bread dough into little £éor them to bake (Boily
and Blanchette 1979: 34).



At the first firing, a priest would often be called to bless a new oven
and neighbors would be invited to a celebratiomwsinging, children’s games,
and dancing (Dupont 1974: 80-81; Gauthier 1979) 4A%Elix-Antoine Savard
of Charlevoix, Québec reminisced that “mud-splatiechildren clapped their
hands” as the first bread was removed (Boily arahBhette 1979: 44). The
builder would place clay forms representing beaaeids ducks or other
animals and birds on the front ridge of the oveartause the children and then,
at the first firing of the oven he would bless bristen it by smashing the clay

figures. Savard remembered,

“When the oven builder finished his constructioa,tbok some
clay into his hands and modeled it into the fornaaluck on
the top of the oven, that is to say above the daoend
everyone says: look, the duck flies, he baptizedotren”
(Dumont 1974: 80-81, my translation).

Neighbors shared bread, helping to form relatigmshind to solidify
community (Deffontaines 1953: 15). Shared bread walled thgain du
voisinor “neighbor’s bread” (Bouchard 1926: 80). Leadenigh was also
shared, “Sometimes leaven dough would be borrowsed fieighbors, it
provided for a friendly visit” (Boily and Blanchettl979: 81).

The making and eating of bread was a gendereditaradized activity.
Just as a priest blesses and breaks the Euchavwiisganass, the father or
grandfather of the family wipes and cleans his&bifade on the part of his
shirt over his heart and then makes the sign o€tbss over the loaf with the
knife before slicing the bread at a meal. Themwhbald cut and distribute the
slices to the children in order of age, from oldesfoungest, and it was
considered an insult for an individual at the tabléreak his or her own bread
(Boily and Blanchette 1979: 92; Dupont 1974: 84).
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The mother of the family also blessed the breachbiing the sign of
the cross over the loaves before placing themarotlen. The tradition of
women blessing the uncooked bread also was commongthe Franco-
Americans of northern Maine. Julie D. Albert of déavaska, Maine in 1969
remembered “There used to be a lovely traditiotraafing a cross on the
loaves before baking” (Dupont 1974: 84).

The Making of le Four a Pain

The outdoor clay oven is composed of several @iffeparts (Gauthier
1979: 42). “The base, which provides a foundatayrihe hearth, then the
doors, the dome, and, finally, the shelter thatquts the whole thing” (Boily
and Blanchette 1979: 47).

FIGURE 48. Polycarpe Bouchard 1937, master oven bui{@&urtesy of the
Marius Barbeau Collection, Image Number 83518, @acizan Museum of
Civilization).
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La Base (Base)

The base was generally made out of stones and moortd logs with a
stone fill. Bricks, if available, could also beedsto form the base. The base
was built upon cleared and leveled ground and #aeth was built upon the
base (Gauthier 1979: 42-43; Lessard and Vilandv@1855-256; Lemieux
1981: 13).

A base was formed out of a round or squared lagérfilled with sand
and field or river stones flat enough to stackherstones could be worked to
create flat surfaces for stacking. The logs weossed at the corners to form a
rectangular structure or cage with saddle-notcloeder joints. Saddle-
notches could be made on two opposite sides dbther on just one side of
the log (Lemieux 1981: 14). The stones were plaaétin and up to the top
of the frame, creating a relatively flat surfacevamch to build the hearth and
the sand was poured into the spaces between thessfBoily and Blanchette
1979: 12). See Figures 49-51 for examples of bpdes.

FIGURE 49. Joinery methods for a log base, double-notchsamgle-notch
(Courtesy of le Centre Franco-Ontarien de Folklore)
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FIGURE 50. Stone base (Image number 81097, © Canadian Muséum o
Civilization).

FIGURE 51. Base with embedded upright log round€.ourtesy of the Jean-
Francois Blanchette Collection).

L’Atre (Hearth)

The key to a good hearth and dome was the clawgstimportant that
the clay for the hearth and the dome be of a quiat will harden. The best
clay has a blue color and was gathered from thesegarea of a riverbed just
above the waterline (Bouchard 1918: 47; Boucha@b181; Gauthier 1979:



43) or could be found within a wet depression frela (Dupont 1974: 41;
Séguin 1969: 179). “blue clay from steep riverbedeverbanks that have
rich and heavy soil ...The ideal clay breaks likepsasigranular, blue,
crumbly, sticky, and tough” (Boily and Blanchett@78: 12). Clay was
prepared by leaving it exposed outdoors to cure theewinter; this was
thought to make the clay stronger (Dupont 1974:L¥mieux 1981: 15). In
further preparation, the clay was combined withding materials and then
mixed and kneaded usually by stomping by humar®es. The making of
an oven is a family event, stomping and kneadiegcthy was something that

children enjoyed (Lemieux 1981: 15).

“The clay is pounded, worked or trodden in a troogla horse
can tread it under its hooves. Straw, millet eedlihay called
taigne, salt hay, horse hair, or cow hair are @sebinding
materials. Sand is added to reduce the stickimedsalt is
added to make the mixture water proof and to haitde@nce
the clay is worked and breaks apart easily intonghuyit is used
to build up a thick coat on top of the surfacehw base” (Boily
and Blanchette 1979: 15).

“A shovel-full of sand is mixed with each barrowatbof clay.
Next, the mixture is covered with hay or wheatkstalThen
this soil mixture is mixed and kneaded by stepmngt in bare
feet for a great while. The goal is to push tmavgtor wheat
stalks into the clay to strengthen it and to rendenbreakable”
(Séguin 1969: 179).

In addition to straw, hay and hair, green grasddcba added and mixed into
the clay (Gauthier 1979: 44). As evidence of aargd tradition while taking
advantage of local resources, the four a pain imdiana was made of clay
mixed with Spanish moss (Kniffen 1960: 290).
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The prepared clay was placed upon the base anfbinto a platform
at least 20 cm high with a flattened and levelacef A stone or wooden
frame sometimes was placed around the hearth td iahd to provide a
place for the dome to rest. Although it is not tleem, the hearth could also be
made of flat rocks with clay placed between thecepaor bricks with clay,
mortar or sand between them (Boily and Blanched#9115). Sometimes a
layer of insulating material such as stone or bhield together with clay was
placed between the base and the hearth (Gauthi€: 43).

Les Portes (Doors)

Before the clay hearth dried, the arch-shaped ffamt#ine door was
put in place at the front of the hearth and embeédi¢he clay to stabilize it.

If the doors had been molded from cast iron, thenftame was usually also
cast iron. The threshold usually measured 25.4vade and the door was
between 45.7 and 58.4 cm high. During the ningékeeentury, there were
many foundries that provided doors for bread oarsthe manufacturer often
included its name on the door (Boily and Blanch&8&9: 15, 19: Gauthier
1979: 43).

If manufactured doors were not available thenehesre many ways to
fabricate them. The doorframe could be built fratnottomless cauldron,
metal wagon wheel rim, a metal band from a wooderely or stacked and
mortared bricks or rocks. The door could also laglenfrom a recycled door
from a cast iron stove, but usually a homemade dasrmade from boards
propped against the opening with large rocks asla.pThe wooden door was

wrapped with wet cloth or sheet metal to resisnmg (Boily and Blanchette



1979: 19; Bouchard 1918: 408; Gauthier 1979: 48nieeix 1981: 23-27). See
figures 52-54 for examples of door frames and doors

) M Fiti= ¢ \
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FIGURE 52. Four a pain with a wooden door held shut with a&pbhnse
Saint-Jean, Québec (Image number 73-25973, © Camadluiseum of
Civilization).

FIGURE 53. Oven doors (courtesy of le Centre Franco-Ontad&n
Folklore).
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FIGURE 54. Brick door frame (Courtesy of le Centre Franco-4Dien de
Folklore).

La Volte (Dome)

Construction of the oven domelarvolterequired skill because the
form was an important factor in how well the oveill bake bread. Some
builders had the knowledge and skill to build a datmat would circulate heat
without the need of a vent taryay others needed to place a small vent at the
top of the back end (Boily and Blanchette 1979338Dumont 1974: 45;
Lemieux 1981: 40).

The first step in building the dome was to createame for the clay.
The frame was shaped like a truncated egg halvegitialinally and laying on
its side, with a back higher than the front. dslbeen said that the finished
product should look something like a crouching leeg@authier 1979: 42) or
a sleeping beaver (Dumont 1974: 47).

The oldest and most common method for buildingmelwas to build

a latticework of bent alder or hazel branchesalder or hazel were not
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available, any bendable branches would do, for @a@spen or young birch
(Lemieux 1981: 28). This method of constructiorrkeal well because it is
flexible; as the clay dried over a flexible berdtech frame there was less
cracking. If the correct branches were not avélatther materials such as
stacked firewood covered with wet sand or lumbeeced with chicken wire
and hay have also been used. The finished frarsesaraetimes reinforced
with a gunnysack, cedar bark, or straw before gieation of clay (Boily
and Blanchette 1979: 19-20). Figure 55 is a diagoaa board frame.
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FIGURE 55. Board frame (Courtesy of le Centre Franco-Ontadien
Folklore).

After the frame was complete, clay bricks weighiirggn fifteen to
twenty-five pounds were applied first to the base #he door frame, and then
to the walls in an alternating joint pattern. eThickness of the walls
typically ranged from 15.2 to 20.3 cm and was tarckt the base and at the
ridge around the door than at the top. Animalriiges or conical shapes as
well as the date of construction were often forraedhe ridge (Boily and
Blanchette 1979: 20). If a vent was to be addedag placed within the clay
before the smoothing process (Lemieux 1981: 41).
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Next, the clay on the dome was evened out, smoahédlended and
the seams eliminated by hand or by tapping withallen A clay glaze was
added for protection making the oven appear shiyssnooth. Occasionally,
a layer of chalk or mortar was laid over the dome the oven was air dried
for a period of eight to fifteen days (Boily andaBthette 1979: 20, 22, 24).
After air drying, two or three small fires wereiliside the dome to burn away
the wooden frame and gradually fire the clay. Aslime cracks developed,
they were filled in with fresh wet clay (ibid: 22).Figure 56 is an illustration

of a branch frame and an example of a finished drsene covered with clay.

FIGURE 56. Interior and exterior views of a four a pain (Cesst of the
Jean-Francois Blanchette Collection).
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L’Abri (Shelter)

The finished ovens were usually covered with a togdrotect them
from the weather (Figure 57). These were made ftonber or metal sheets.
There were a variety of shapes; sloping toward#uk or they were peaked
with a slope to both sides, semicircular, triangolaarched. Normally, a
terrace made of flat stones or brick was laid anfrof the oven to protect the
ground from fire (Boily and Blanchette 1979: 22mieux 1981: 44). With a
good roof, an oven could last for a hundred ye@esuthier 1979: 45).

FIGURE 57. Bake oven, Eastern Townships, Québec (Photo PA8B}40
Library and Archives Canada/Department of the latdfonds, Public
Domain).

Preparing the Bread

Because families were large and bread was oneeahtny items

shared with neighbors, the making of bread wasma&weinor event,



“Bread-making is an all day affair and is done sv&cmonth.
The dough is made and kneaded in large troughsen\itie
dough is in the final stages a fire is lit in thente-shaped
earthen oven which stands outdoors near the holise oven is
closed so that smoke can only escape through aavéme top.
When the fire is out the ashes are scraped oleodven and
the loaves are put in to bake. It is not unusoidlake two
dozen five pound loaves” (Minor 1939: 144).

The preferred flour for bread was wheat, but offeerrs could also be
used in combination with wheat, for example, bartgg, buckwheat, and
corn. During times of failed crops, ground drieghp could also be used
(Boily and Blanchette 1979: 76, 78-79). Lackirepagt, the baker needed to
create her own leaven. The oldest method, browgim France to New
France and was still in use during the eighteenthraneteenth centuries, was
the sourdough method (ibid: 80-81).

“Once the dough is made [that is, when the flgunixed with
water], a small part of it is removed and kept asid@his is
allowed to ferment for a night and a day, by wttiahe it has
become leaven; it is then used in the next daygtd
(Cloutier 1888: 113).

Another leavening method uskx$ houblon®r hops, which were
brought to New France during the seventeenth cgntBeveral Québécois
informants described how hops were used,

“the leaves and flowers of the hops would be dibpeboiling
water, wheat flour would be added to the resulkiepgid, and
the mixture would then be left to sour . . . somes the water
from boiled potatoes was added” (Boily and Blanteh&979:
82).
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A third method involved the use of boiled, mashethfpes. The mashed
potatoes would be left to dry out long enough teetlgp mold. Before use, the
dried potatoes would be placed in water in a clasedainer to soak for
twelve hours. Sometimes sour milk or sugar and hegter (tea) would be
added (ibid: 82, 83). In 1813, after visiting thanadien countryside, John
Lambert commented on the character of their breddappears to describe

bread made from homemade sour leaven,

“The Canadian country people bake their own breduich is
made of wheat-flour and rye-meal; but for the waingeast it
has a sour taste, and is coarse and heavy’ (1573148).

At French Prairie, Oregon Margaret Bailey an Amamisettler noted
that coarse bread was a staple food on a Canadiis/frm, “staple dishes
have been, this summer, salt pork, and coarse Vvidneadl” (1985[1854]: 190).
A dough box was an important household item usexddiee baking supplies,
to knead dough, and to provide a place for leathegdough to rise. It would
often have drawers, and a flat surface for workBgily and Blanchette 1979:
84).

Preparing and Using le Four a Pain

Specialized tools and materials were needed fdirtgethe oven and
for introducing the loaves into and removing theont the oven (Figure 58).
Wood cut to fit into the oven was always kept aaalg next to it and was not
touched except for use with the oven. The woodtmesiry and cedar was
preferred because it burns quickly. If cedar watsavailable fir, aspen,

driftwood, or any other available dry wood wouldfme. It usually took two
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fires for the oven to reach the correct temperatBo#ly and Blanchette 1979:
86-87, 89).

The mother, father or oldest child in a familythe fire and the door
was left open for ventilation (ibid: 87)Le grattoir or the fire rake (a wooden
long handled tool with scraper at one end) was tsasgread the hot embers
across the hearth and then the doors were closdtbto the heat to penetrate
the clay walls (Lemieux1981: 46, 47). After thereat temperature was
reached, the ash was scraped from the oven withrditir into a bucket and
then completely extinguished with water. The asis gpread over the ground
around the oven (Boily and Blanchette 1979: 8Me Pans of dough were
placed into the oven on a long-handled flat woosigatula callede main The
spatula was also used to remove the pans (Lemi@8k: 46, 47).

FIGURE 58. Tools:(a) Le main;(b) Le grattoir (ibid 1981: 47).

The pans were generally placed at the back andyalensides of the
oven so that round loaves which bake directly enhbarth without the use of
a pan could be placed in the middle and at thet.frdhe children’s loaves

were placed at the very front because they cooka® iuickly. When a
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family lacked pans, then all the loaves were coakethe hearth. The doors
were closed while the bread cooked and a hooklegthto the end of an iron
bar was sometimes used to pull the pans out aftba. (Boily and
Blanchette 1979: 89, 91). Bread was stored inrigtyeof ways. They were
kept in the dough box or cupboards in the kitclemilk churns or barrels, or
placed in the in the fournil, cave, or the gremityere they were attached to
wooden skewers (ibid: 92).
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PLANTS AND FENCES

LES FLEURS, LES ARBRES AND LE JARDIN POTAGER
(FLOWERS, TREES AND KITCHEN GARDEN)

"Historic houses may often be flanked by outbuiddiand
enclosed by walls or fences, but in all cases #reysituated in
a culturally ordered landscape of yard and garfield, and
forest" (Beaudry 1996: 4).

Along with important elements of the built enviroem, plants and
trees were an integral part of the Canadien andsMéttural landscape
(Crépeau 1995: 99). Itis important to the sucoéd$sture archaeological
investigations of Canadien and Métis agricultuitassto look at how, why,
and where flowerdds fleurg, trees les arbre$, and the kitchen gardele(
jardin potage) were grown and how their produce was processgdneand
stored for future use. “The landscape is ‘culturathat it physically
embodies the history, structure, and contexts ofdrubehavior in such a way
that they are not readily separable from each b{yod 1996: 123).

Flowers, gardens and trees served four main paspos the
Canadien/Métis farmstead:

1) food and medicine—plants and trees in the yardgamden provided
fresh food, medicinal herbs and plants, and sgaresse during the
spring and summer and a surplus preserved forwsegdhe fall and
winter (Boily-Blanchette 1976: 8, 19; Payment 1998),

2) protection from natural elements and physical catrftrees were
used to protect domestic structures from wind enfdll and winter and



cooled them by providing shade during the summenths(Boily-
Blanchette 1976: 15; Dawson 1960: 26),

3) building and maintaining social relationships—ptaserved to help
solidify relations between neighbors and famill@®tgh interaction
and sharing (voisinage) and their cultivation angppration helped to
define gender roles and behavior (Ancelet 19915P151; Bouchard
1926: 131; Deffontaines1953: 15; Minor 1939: 48-Bfvencher
1980: 41),

4) emotional and psychological-flowering trees anavéics contributed to
a family’s and a community’s well being as they mdthrough the
seasons. The blooming of trees and flowers hdmadies adjust
from a winter spent mainly in the house to a summede of life that
centered on the cuisine d’été or bas coté andotlmail. Life in these
structures provided more access to the outdoorshenscent and
beauty of flowers brought a sense of renewal (BBignchette 1976:
8, 15, 19).

Les Fleurs and Les Arbres

Flowers and cultivated treele¢ arbre3 were important elements of
rural life. In general, flowering plants made lifeore colorful and cheerful,
and provided a much-desired perfume in the airlzat associated with
producing good health and youthful renewal for éha$o lived and worked in
the proximity of their scent (Boily-Blanchette 1976%). A wide variety of
flowering trees and flowers were planted includiagples, cherries, plums,
prunes, roses, tulips, white lilies, lilacs, andhegions (Dawson 1960: 36;
Dorais 1966: 538; Seguin 1973: 448-449). Therddsiplace flowering
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plants new domestic structures was widespread irsded all classes
(Provencher 1980: 164). Anthropologist Horace Minoted that “flowers are
grown in profusion around the house” (1939: 14i2)1854, traveler, Johan
George Khol, visited the area of Beauport, Quélmeccammented on the love

of flowers that he noticed among the Canadiens.

“We found the cottage small but very neat and ¢léaa
windows adorned with flowers, and a pretty litlleser-garden
outside. This love of flowers is almost universalcmgst the
French settlers, but much less so amongst thoBetath
origin” (1861: 161).

Flowerbeds were also placed within or just outadeoture or fence
that surrounded every jardin potager or kitchemegarProvencher 1980: 165).
Arien Langlois of Ste-Angele de Merici, Québec expéd this belief in an
interview with ethnologist, Lise Boily-Blanchettghe elderly are drawn to
trees, they bring back to them their youth, tragsynhealthful things from
the world, and they give us back our health” (19/5.

The Métis also planted fruit trees and flowers.c®the Métis
of Manitoba and Saskatchewan transitioned fromgratory life in the
fur trade to a more settled and permanent agri@lltifiestyle modeled
largely on the Canadien rang/long-lot settlemesntesy. Like the
Canadiens, they planted fruit trees and flowers ttear houses and
flower-beds around the perimeter of the jardin geta“[the jardin
potager] were often bordered by flowerbeds. THsg planted flowers
sometimes...near their houses” (Payment 1990: 55ranglation).

Fruit trees and flowers were sources of fresh fa®avell as preserves.
The harvesting of fruit for preserves took place@sn as they ripened and

fruit was processed in the fournil or the cuisifed or bas coté (Boily-



Blanchette 1976: 8, 19). Along with preserved fddesh fruit was harvested
and stored in the caveau and the cave (Bergeroh 199 Paradis 1990: 87).
The Canadiens utilized flowers as food by strainuinite roses and the peony
to make a kind of honey (Boily-Blanchette 1976:.19)

Domesticated trees were planted near the houstoand| on a
homestead whereas the native trees generally griwe &ar end of a long-lot
for use as fuel and building materials (Deffontaid®53: 9). Trees around
domestic structures provided shade to cool livirgaa and to block the
prevailing wind. For example orchards were usugaléynted on the side of
house that faced the prevailing wind (Boily-Blanitke 976: 15; Dawson
1960: 26). Trees planted include willow, poplargdanaple (Dawson 1960:
36). We have good evidence of flowering fruit tré@sing been planted at
French Prairie, Oregon during the early nineteestitury. In an interview in
1909, Louis Labonté, Jr. states that Joseph Gemwhisse land the Labonté
family farmed, had an orchard “of small apple $rebtained from Fort
Vancouver” (Lyman 1909: 174). Furthermore, cheqitg have been
recovered from Canadien sites on the Prairie (DBvaliner, 2002: Personal

Communication).

Le Jardin Potager

For the Canadiens, the produce from the jardingestavas extremely
important for survival, especially through wint@afadis 1990: 85). Women
grew strawberries, raspberries, salad plants, cphlieeets, carrots, butter
beans (red, white), radishes, onions, tomatoes, pe@npkins, cucumbers,
garlic, melons, gourds, shallots, asparagus, dhéuvnips, rhubarb, and fine

herbs like thyme, sage, parsley, savory and chamd tobaccol¢ tabag
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(Boily-Blanchette 1976: 19; Blouin 1977: 11, 13-Dgwson 1960: 36; Dorais
1966: 538; Paradis 1990: 87; Provencher 1980: Bx-3éguin 1973: 448-
449). Tobacco was an essential crop, Canadienwanen and even children
smoked (Peach 1993: 113; Provencher 1980: 163velar John Lambert
wrote in 1806 of his disapproval toward the Canadieildren’s pension for
smoking; the children had a “pernicious habit obkimg, almost as soon as
they have strength to hold a pipe in their mouft813: 89). The jardin potager
was also important to Métis. They grew a varietyplahts including potatoes,
carrots, cabbage, turnips, parsnips, pumpkins nsniseans, cucumbers and

lettuce.

“The jardin potager is an important element offihed supply.
The Métis cultivate in large quantities potatoesrats,
rutabagas, cabbage, turnips, parsnips, pumpkinsngrbeans,
cucumbers and lettuce” (Payment 1990: 53, my tadiosl).

The planting, maintaining, processing, cooking sexing of fresh
fruit, vegetables and herbs was a gendered actiVitgmen and girls were
completely in charge of the jardin potager. Whitg's generally worked with
their father in the fields and at the grange onbgirls worked with their
mother doing housework as well as spending manyshiauhe jardin potager
(Boily-Blanchette: 20). Methodist missionary MargiaBailey noted with
disdain that the women almost exclusively perforniesi labor, “A French
neighbor says he will never bend his back to aloé he keeps so many
womens” (Bailey 1985 [1854]: 194). The jardin meaprovided a break from
indoor activities by offering a chance to enjoy sum and fresh air.
Additionally, it provided the opportunity to spetiche and share food with
other women and girls. Sisters, friends and immechaighbors would help

each other in the jardin potager where they wobate fresh produce, recipes,
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marinades, sauces and preserves (Blouin 1977:at8diR 1990: 89, 91-92).

Along with other important activities, the womeicializing
contributed to familiarity and alliance buildingtbeen neighbors, which was
an extremely important activity that helped to defand unify community
among neighboring long-lots. Neighboring, als@refd to as la voisinagke,
premier voisinandles quatre voisinsensured mutual aid coup de mairnn
times of need. (Ancelet 1991: 21, 50-51; Bouch&261 131; Deffontaines
1953: 15; Minor 1939: 48-49; Provencher 1980: 41).

LES CLOTURES (FENCES)

“All man-made environments are designed in the esdmat they
embody human decisions and choices...Designed emvents
obviously include places where man has plantedsterer
cleared them, diverted rivers or fenced fieldsertain patterns”
(Rapoport 1972: 4).

FIGURE 59. Le faiseur de clotures, (Julien 1915: 212).



112

The fence is one of the defining components ofsatiled landscape
(Crépeau 1995: 99). For the historic CanadienNétis populations, the
fence played an important role in defining the manghe most common and
widely used fence built by the Canadien duringriimeteenth century wda
cléture de perchefFigure 60) or “rail fence” (Séguin 1976: 29).

The cléture was a feature that helped to definalisinctive and

unigue shape of a long lot because, in most céseas built along the borders
between properties. Accentuating the visual efééthis barrier, hops were
often grown along the length of the cléture andviated a support for the
plants. “Le houblon se cultivait presque parteubhg des cl6étures” (Dupont
1974: 50-51).

In addition to outlining a property, a cléture waten built to surround
and protect the jardin potager as well as to sépdna cultivated fields from
the pasturage (Deffontaines 1953: 17; Dorais 1988; Dupont 1995: 77;
Provoncher 1980: 161). On occasion, lthbitantalso built a cléture to form

a corridor through or alongside the crops, begig@inthe grange or barn and
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ending at the pasturage, in order to keep theecatti of the crops
(Deffontaines 1953: 17).

History and Change

During the earliest years of New France when sgcus of
paramount concern, a style of cl6ture was constduathich had a continuous
row of vertical posts forming a palisade. Thism@geh to fence building was
calledla cl6ture de pieuxSéguin 1976: 18, 21). In 1646, Jacques Boiss#l bu
a cloture de pieux measuring six pieds tall. @3 dJean-Baptiste Tetro de
Repentigny built one that measured ten piedsitat:(18-20). Gradually this
style of fence gave way to the cléture de perciveg;h represented a change
toward a more horizontal and less protective stfleonstruction.

The horizontal cléture de perches was formed bgipdptwo vertical
posts near to each other in the ground just faugn@part to allow the
placement of rails or perches between them (ildd22). There were two
variations of the perches or rail construction rodthThe first style used a
wooden cheville placed between the two posts ataethe bottom and at
equally spaced positions in the middle. The erideeohorizontal perches or
rails rested on these chevilles. The second metqadced the wooden
chevilles withles biochet®r les blochets This method was an important
innovation because the thick, block-shaped biochetsblochets were
stronger and able to withstand the weight of tlile rauch better than chevilles

and, as a result, required fewer repairs (ibid:220,24).



Constructing a Cloture de Perches (Rail Fence)

The clbture de perches style was popular and cortynuseed during
the nineteenth century and has continued to beremom part of the
Québécois countryside to the present day. DiagePat alludes to the use of
this style of fence by the Métis when she notes thee of trees to make rails
for fences, referring to the rails as “les peratbeloture” (Payment 1990:
223).

Like many elements of the rang, the manufactuceraaintenance of
the cl6ture was a gendered activity; this tasktéelhen and boys. The cl6ture
was built and repaired from timber located at #reeind of the long-lot.
Timber used for repairs was cut in the fall, stamed cured over the winter,
and then used in the spring (Boily-Blanchette 19/6:Morin 1972: 67-68,
Séguin 1976: 35). While visiting French Prairiajr&-Amant noted that about
one twelfth of each property had timber in reserVae purpose of the uncut
timber was to provide for the building of “housbarns, bridges, fences, etc.”
(1854: 174, my translation).

In 1966, Louis Morin conducted oral interviews wikte older residents
in the parish of Saint-Francois-de-la-Riviere-da-she majority of the 1,840
residents of the parish were engaged in agricufinck like most rural
Québécaois, lived within rang settlements along Isidles (north and south) of
the Riviere-du-sud since birth or early childho@@872: 5-8). Their
description of fence style and construction progitlg informants suggests an
unchanging continuity and loyalty to the cléturepdeches style of
construction well into the twentieth century. Fartmore, the informants

confirmed that the function of the Canadien clétwes to separate properties
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as well as to separate different sections of agtgpnternally (ibid: 67). The
inhabitants of Saint-Francois built their clotuneshe following way.

First, a hole was dug eighteen pouces deep wiihae de fer—an iron
post-hole digging tool. Then, one or two men wadrige a six-pieds-long
cedar post into the hole and pound it to a deptiwvofpieds, helping to secure
the post in the ground leaving four pieds of thet@bove the ground.
Another post was laid on the ground perpendicaamid flush with the first
post in order to determine the placement of thersgpost; as a result the
distance between each post is the width of a g@airs of posts along a fence
line were typically set at twelve-pied intervalsqivh 1972: 67-69).

Near the top and near the bottom of each pair ilighposts, the
fence builder drilled a hole through which is pushe iron or wooden
cheville. Because there were only two cheviltbs,lower of the two had to
carry all the weight of the rails. Horizontal saflt between the two posts; the
first rail was laid to rest upon the lowest chevdind then more rails were
stacked up in an alternating pattern from eachctoe, creating a “zig-zag”
fenceline, until they reached up to and just bellogvtop cheville. The rails
were made longer than twelve pieds to allow forrlaye(ibid: 69). Finally,
wire was wrapped around the top and the bottoneko $ecure the posts
(ibid). The continued use of two chevilles, whatte less sturdy than the
biochets likely, necessitated the use of wire iofoece the posts. Lessard and
Marquis write that the cléture de perches couldiié “en ligne” (in a straight
line) or “en zigzag” or zigzagged (Lessard and Mi&d.972: 656-657).

The availability of timber sometimes necessitatetiange to the
traditional fence. An alternative to the clétueekrches was a cléture made
of stone that had been removed from a field antkethbetween properties
(Provencher and Blanchet 1980: 136). As land wemred and the Canadiens
settled new environments, stone may have beerbée\adternative.
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TRACING THE PAST: AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL MODEL
OF THE CORE FEATURES

The previous chapters provide the history, funcéiod physical
description of the core features of a nineteentittoy Canadien/Métis
farmstead and, in this way, model the “dynamic tpdhis chapter attempts
to connect dynamics with the static archaeologieabrd, by determining what
traces these features, and the activities for wtiely were a context, may
have left behind and by suggesting methods foirimthem. In this section, |
have used archaeological and architectural studiegell as historic references
to elaborate on the characteristics of featuresrtizy be of particular interest
to archaeologists, such as dimensions of featur@sssociated artifacts.
Furthermore, | have outlined a plan of action fmhaeological investigation.

The rural, agricultural Canadien and Métis settletweas an
interconnected collection of neighbors and comnyunititutions. The
smallest unit of organization was the individualdeot or rang, representing a
single homesite. Rangs were long, thin rectandatarof cleared agricultural
land situated between a river or road at the famwt a stand of timber left for
fuel, construction and repairs of structures, ésnand the like. Rangs were
bounded on either side by distinctive rail fenced plants, usually hops. A
one and one-half story piece-sur-piéce house widtsniot far from the river
which included one cave beneath the floor, andisireud’été or bas cote,
possibly with its own cave, attached to one ohitdls, usually at the back.
The four a pain and caveau would be visible aspassed the house. The
fournil was erected a short distance from the lmdd¢ke house and, not far
beyond were the barn and stable. The kitchen gaptetected by a fence and
defined by beds of flowers at its perimeter, wdatdbetween the house and

the fournil. Fruit and other flowering trees amdamental plants and flowers
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would be grown profusely around and near the hansean orchard or tree
line might be placed at the windward side of suites. Fields and pasture
would be located on the rest of the property, uguedhind the cluster of
structures and, perhaps, bounded by rail fences.

FINDING LE RANG

It is reasonable to assume that, wherever a si¢agulation of
Canadien or Métis settled into agricultural lifeey formed their communities
in rangs unless prohibited by regulation. The @ardMétis settlers of
French Prairie, Red River, Prairie du Chien and.in@siana territory all
established their home sites as rangs and thisothethsettlement represented
an important component of their overall settlenpattern or system.

Historically the Francophone areas of settleme®@uébec, Manitoba
and elsewhere in North America, the land concessimre not laid out with
strict rigidity; a landholding could exhibit somanation and flexibility in its
width, length and direction. Resources and théulrsess of the land was
taken into consideration in determining the size gimape of a rang. For
example, if there was a great deal of rock impedanging, the rocky land
would not be included in the concession or if irevencluded the landholding
the size of the concession would be adjusted tadecadditional useful land
(Hamelin 1993: 71).

Use areas within the rang maximized the naturaldeape. As the
individual rang allotment extended out from theerivsoil changes dictated the
location of gardens, crops and structures. Theéand jardin potager, for

example, were located near the river where the \amimost suitable for the
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kitchen garden. The area located between the hamdséhe timber was

likewise suitable for cultivation of crops and past(Deffontaines 1953: 8).
According to Deffontaines (ibid: 9-10), the sizeaobt was between 3

arpents or 175.41 meters and 4 arpents or 233.8&srecross. In the early

days, a property was defined by its front; the tergas frequently left

undetermined. When a determination of length wademit was often at 10

arpents or 584.7 meters, 20 arpents or 1169.4reeve 40 arpents or 2 338.8

meters, more or less (Table 1).
Hamelin (1993: 74-76) describes the size of lamitessions at

I’Assomption, Québec since 1750 as having an aeaenadth of 3.4 arpents or

198.798 meters, a range of width between 1 arpeb8.d7 meters and 6

arpents or 350.82 meters. The average length &@sa?pents or 1502.679

meters and the range of length was between 16 t@rpef35.52 meters and

60 arpents or 3508.2 meters. The average ratiadih to length was 1 arpent

or 58.47 meters to 7.5 arpent or 438.525 meterisl€éT3).

TABLE 1. Rang/long-lot dimensions according to Débntaines

Arpents French Piedg American | Meters
Feet
Range of 3to4 539.987to | 575.492 to 175.41to
Width 719.983 767.323 233.88
Range of 10, 20 or 40 1799.959, 1918.307, 584.7,1169.4
Length 3599.919 or | 3836.614 or | or 2338.8
7199.838 7673.228
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TABLE 2. Rang/long-lot dimensions at I’Assomption, Québec

Arpents French Pieds American | Meters
Feet

Average 3.4 611.986 652.224 198.798
Width
Range of 1to6 179.996to | 191.831to 58.47 to
Width 1079.975 1150.984 350.82
Average 25.7 4625.896 4930.049 1502.679
Length
Range of 16 to 60 2879.935t0 | 3069.291 to | 935.52 to
Length 10 799.758 | 11509.842 3508.2
Average l1to 7.5 179.996to | 191.831to 58.47 to
Ratio of 1349.970 1438.730 438.525
Width to
Length

In addition to the river and the standing treesitlter end of a rang,

fences along its side were a key defining featdiee mroperty. In particular,

traces of fence lines are one of the more usefililodovious archeological

features, since postholes and postmolds as wetiibshanges may indicate
the boundary of an historic property long afterfénece has degraded. For this
reason, the discussion of the fence will be treatedis section along with the
rang.

The cloture de perches was a common wooden fepeebyilt by the
Canadien/Métis of the nineteenth century and it wsesl to create a visible
border between properties (Payment 1990: 223; 8&§16: 29). Stones can
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also be an important feature for recognizing theleobetween rang/long-lot
properties. Stones gathered from a property weneyrtimes placed and
stacked at property border lines (Provencher aaddblet 1980: 136). Finally,
the fence between properties was often used asaswd support for the
growing of hops (Dupont 1974: 50-51). All of thgwactices may be
detectable through various methods.

Each section of fence began and ended with twegdated next to
each other and long rails were placed between efttiese double post
stations. The cléture de perches could be buthénform of a straight line or
as a zigzag (Lessard and Marquis 1972: 656-650® rdils were generally ten
to twelve pieds long or longer and six pouces anditer. The posts were
usually made of cedar or other moisture- and ingEsistant wood, measuring
six or eight pieds long and placed about one pedtaat each double-post
station to accommodate rails. Posts were poundepged¢han the depth of the
holes and holes were made small enough in diarteeteceive the post and to
provide support for it (Séguin 1976: 29, 33, 35).

“The fence consisted of two posts planted in tleaigd, one
next to the other, at about one pied distant. &lpests, in
piercing the ground, were connected by three arfmoden
chevilles on which rested the rails, which werealiswof cedar”
(Séguin 1973: 453, my translation). See figure 61
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FIGURE 61. Cloture de perches formed of two posts and thregiltas
(Nlustration by James Hébert based on personarghton, September 2002).

An alternative method of building the cléture deghes substituted the
cheville for the blochet or biochet (Figure 62),igthwere short blocks of
wood. At each end of a blochet/biochet was a redmbtch that fit into
matching indentations carved into the posts. Tid Hee two posts tightly
together so that the blochet/biochet would stgylaice, dunettewas placed
over the top ends of the two posts. The lunette bvalt of a short half-round
log that was perforated through both ends. Thedfil down over and around
the top ends of the two posts (Séguin 1976: 24k fi§ure 63 for illustration

of the blochet and the lunette.
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Lunett

FIGURE 62. Cloture de perches with blochets and lunette ¢Haton by
James Hébert based on personal observation, Sempt@®bR).

Blochet
Lunette
0 )

FIGURE 63. Blochet and lunette (lllustration by James Hébaged on
personal observation, September 2002).
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The tools used in making the cléture de perchdsdiec thetariere
(Figure 64) which is a drill used to make holeshia lunette, thépieu ferror
pince de fer which is used to dig the post holad,themasse a cléturevhich
is a large mallet used to pound the posts intgtband (Morin 1972: 67,
Séguin 1976: 31-32, 37).

FIGURE 64. Tariére (lllustration by James Hébert based onguets
observation, September 2002).

The presence, location and character of rang ptiepanay be
detectable in the historic record and ethnohistbsources; cadastral maps,
survey notes, land claims documents, travelers jggstographs, drawings
and the like may describe long-lots and rail fereesociated with historic
Canadien and Métis populations even if they arenaated. Oral interviews
may also provide information about land claimsdotingement and fence
construction. A remarkable number of features commo a rang and to
fences also may be detected through visual pedesturvey—paths

connecting old properties may still be used or avgrgrown, decaying wood



may still be left where fences have fallen (Figu8s65), hops may still grow
along old fences and artifacts may also be lethersurface.

Remote sensing can be useful in finding rang conitiegnparticularly
because, in many areas of the country, the rargepiplines are extant.
Figures 65-67 are satellite images of historic@lnadien and Métis
settlements where the rang properties are clessilglg. Imaging information
also can provide clues to past human activity leddteneath the surface of the
ground (Hester, Shafer and Feder 1997: 178). laindmges can be useful
for seeing land and vegetation patterns that maigae fence lines and other
property boundaries and are available in visibke ianisible wavelength
spectrums (ibid: 178-179).

FIGURE 65. Rang properties extend off the Lafourche River, LA.
(TerraServer USA:

http://terraserver.microsoft.com/usgsentry.aspx&S-411&7=15&X=1797&
Y=8233&W=1&qs=%7clafourche%7c%7c)
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FIGURE 66. Landholdings extend from the Willamette River,mea
Champoeg State Park, 36 km SW of Portland, (@BrraServer USA:
http://terraserver.microsoft.com/image.aspx?T=1&%8A=10&X=316&Y=3
131&W=1&qgs=%7cchampoeg%7coregon)



FIGURE 67. Appleton near Green Bay, WI (TerraServer USA:

http://terraserver.microsoft.com/image.aspx?T=18&8A=16&X=510&Y=6
140&W=1&qs=%7cgreen+bay%7c)

Historical aerial photographs may bring rangs melef that have since
been subdivided. Additionally, current aerial plgyaphs in color,
panchromatic and infrared may reveal evidence adigl disturbing activity
related to the creation and maintenance of propeeyg and borders (Hester,
Shafer and Feder 1997: 180). For example, it $sipte to see the effect of
old fence post holes, the placement of stones frelais at the borders of

properties, the past concentrations of plantstiadtbeen purposely planted or
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had merely grown along fences over many yearsrefnde pits that may have
been located along property lines (Les Bellequé22@ersonal

Communication).

“These old holes in the ground, now backfilled diexd, and
invisible to the ground observer, comprise a hugregntage of
the surviving sample of past communities that milable for
study” (http://aarg.univie.ac.at2006).

A ploughed field may render property boundariegblésin aerial
photographs because of the difference in the adleoils combined with the
cultural materials brought up by ploughing. Adalally, grass and crop
growth can aid in archaeological investigation lbseavariation in moisture
content between post holes and other excavategrésaand the surrounding
field can result in differential crop growth. Bgphant color and rate and
height of growth may be affected and through a@t@litographs reveal a clear
mapping of property boundaries (ibid).

Ground penetrating radar (GPR) and magnetometeegsican be
used to map and record subsurface features andad an identifying
locations for testing and excavation (Conyers: 200&th prior knowledge of
the approximate or likely location of old fenced@or property boundaries and
the distinguishing physical characteristics of ifueg, the archaeological

researcher may use remote sensing to identify afidedhistoric properties.

STRUCTURES

The Canadien/Métis rural built environment was cosgal of several

distinct structures including, the house with anamey, hearth, cellar, and
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summer kitchen, the fournil, bread oven and the laad stable. Techniques
for locating and identifying these features aré-egrplanatory; literature
searches and archival research, remote sensingstpi@d survey and test
excavations are all viable methods. This sectiatidees the structures in
detail, places them on a property relative to ansleer, and delineates other
aspects of their construction that may be of imgase to identifying these
structures in the archaeological record. This ssiites the results of
ethnographies, architectural reports and archaaalbigvestigations
conducted at a variety of home sites in order twiple a diagnostic tool for
investigation.

Experienced and highly skilled Canadien and Mé&ipenters were
present on French Prairie (Les Belleque, 2002:dPa@atsCommunication) and
were actively contracting to build homes, barngtb@nd the like. This was
likely the case in other nineteenth-century FraAomerican communities. For
this reason, the practice of numbering timbers@orstruction projects is an
important diagnostic for archaeologists and histrarchitects. As the
timbers were cut and prepared for building the svafla house they would
often be marked with numbers by the carpenterdaramaking sure that the
logs fit as tightly as they should and to creat&csgs for the windows and
doors (Julio (de) 1996: 47). “In traditional canfry, one takes care, to mark
each cut piece, these marks, made with an axeecabderved on the frame”
(Varin 2001: 60). Figure 68 is list of carpenteriarks.
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15 X\ 300 W

FIGURE 68. Numbering system used by carpenters (Varin 1988):

La Maison—Placement and Size

The predominant house construction technique oCtrgadien/Métis
was piece-sur-piece. Several studies of CanadietigMineteenth-century
structures outside of Québec reveal evidence tieatultural knowledge for
building piece-sur-piece structures was carrieth wie Canadiens to new
regions and was passed on to their Métis childnehten to the next
generation.

The house was placed at the front of a rang arattampt was made to
place the house near enough to the river for easgsa, but far enough to
avoid periodic flooding. A path was often creatteat linked and crossed all
of the individual land concessions binding themetbgr as did the river
(Hamelin 1993: 55, 60-61).
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Although houses could be built in a variety of sizthere does appear
to be a recognizable Canadien/Métis pattern. Atingrto data gathered by
Moogk, the width to length ratio for a house is getly 4:5 (1977: 35).
Furthermore, Au has estimated that the verticalisees are placed at intervals
of multiples of five pieds; a coulisse is placedgbly every five pieds, ten
pieds and so on (1991: 8).

Canadien Frangois Vertefeuille’s House and Métisis®iel’'s house
provide an excellent opportunity for testing thiedel. The Vertefeuille
House measures roughly 18 x 20 feet—a ration ob4-%vith coulisses placed
at both ends and at the middle of the longer wadhvery 10 feet. A coulisse
also sits in the middle of the eighteen foot walabnine-foot intervals (Au
1991: 20; Julio (de) 1996: 46, 50). The Riel Homsmasures 20 x 25 feet—
ratio of 4:5. The distance between the coulistmsgathe 25-foot wall is 12.5
feet and 10 feet along the 20-foot wall (Elder 183®. The size ratio and
distances between coulisses appear to reinforcgkl®and Au’s
conclusions.

Horace Lyman’s 1909 interview with Louis Labontésliggests that
the Joseph Gervais’ house and barn at least pafttahe model (1909: 169).
Based on the information provided in the intervighvg house on the Gervais
property had a ratio of 3:4 and the barn had a @té:5. While the house
ratio does not follow the model, the barn doeser&éhs not enough
information to determine the distance between théisses, however, the barn
was clearly a piece-sur-piéce en coulisse structbtgthermore, one might
infer that Gervais had constructed a traditionat&ien-style home from the
information about the size, layout and constructibthe house. It is unclear
what is meant by “on the ground,” but it is possitilat Labonté is suggesting
a wood foundation. Lyman also indicates confidetitht this construction

style, while “peculiar,” was common on the Prairie.
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“The house was about 18 x 24, on the ground, ard wa
constructed of squared hewed logs, of rather lsizge There
were two floors, one below and one above, bothtutiwwere
laid with long planks or puncheons of white firdgorobably
adzed off to a proper level... The barn was of gané, Heing
about 40 x 50 feet on the ground, and was of tleel@ze
construction of a number of buildings on early EfeRrairie.
There were posts set up at the corners and aethesite
intervals between, in which tenon grooves had beerby use
of an auger and chisel, and into these were |etiewinisplit
planks about three inches thick to compose thesivabid:
174).

Archaeology of Piece-sur-Piece en Coulisse

A foundation could be built from any readily avaie material, but
most foundations were made of fieldstone held togretvith mortier or, on
occasion, clay. Flat field stones or cut and workiesed could also be used
without mortar. Foundations were also sometimedentd wooden blocks or
beams. Brick foundations were not unknown durirgyriimeteenth century, but
as a rule wood and stone stayed the preferred iaabgrthe people of the
countryside (Moogk 1977: 40; Lessard and Vilandd@é4t 104, 106, 108,

120).

The Francois Vertefeuille House at Prairie-du-CH@rca 1805) was
outfitted with a stone foundation described asfol, “the structure was set on
a foundation of rough-cut limestone laid up withrtag, the stones set in a
shallow trench less than a foot deep” (Julio (96t 46). According to
historic architect Dennis Au, the foundation at Brancois Vertefeuille House
is similar to a foundation excavated at the sitthefFrancois Deloeuil House
in Monroe, Michigan that, circa 1818 (1991: 27).



The excavation of the Louis David Riel House (cit&®4) uncovered
the remains of four different structures (Figurg.6%he remains of the
Gendron House (circa 1850) foundation included sepibbgs with some
wooden blocks or shims that apparently were plgegdendicular and under
the foundation logs to level the house. The sifdéke blocks or shims were
42 x 22 x 5cm, and 40 x 11 x 3 cm. Only one fotiogdog provided enough
information to reveal the original size of 9 x 2@ ¢Forsman 1977: 3, 4).

Like the Gendron House, the remains of the Parartteaise (circa
1835) included a foundation made of squared logigng on wood blocks or
shims. Some shims rested on sterile soil, whikerst were in slight
depressions. The base logs remaining were detedwtinhave had half-
lapped corners. The base logs had mortises authetn for receiving upright
coulisse posts, indicating that the structure wak bsing the piece-sur-piéce
en coulisse method. One base log measured 16 denbyi8 cm thick and
another measured 16 cm wide by 10 cm thick. Timasimeasured 50 x 16 x
6 cmand 9 x 7 x 1.5 cm (ibid: 6-8).

The base logs for the Louis Riel Annex, were segiand lay directly
on the ground and lap-jointed at their cornersd(iBi10). The Riel House is
still standing today and an architectural study wasnclusive in determining
what type of foundation the Riel family originalgid. At the time of the
study, the structure was elevated on concrete.piers likely, however, that it
had a fieldstone and lime mortar foundation; rentsiaha rubble stone wall
and what appears to be lime mortar was present aine@orth wall of the
building (Donahue 1980: 6).
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FIGURE 69. Excavation map of the Riel House and Annex, Pasenkéouse,
and the Gendron House (Parcs/Parks Canada).

The Zavier Letendre dit Batoche House located &bddee,
Saskatchewan had a foundation made of pierreshdesps or field stones and
mortar. The house foundation was laid in a tregmuth the stones below
ground level were left unmodified while the stotiest showed above ground
level were cut and worked into squares and rectsn@onahue 1980: 5).
Other structures excavated at the Batoche settieshemed a diversity of
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foundation styles. These included sill logs pladedctly on the ground,
mortared stones, stones without mortar and logsdaipads of clay (Donahue
1977: 5).

The remains of a piéce-sur-piece structure waseyed/and excavated
at Lane's Post, a Hudson’s Bay Company experimértal established in
1855 on the White Horse Plain along the Assinib&inger within the Red
River region of Manitoba. The excavation revdadoundation composed
of several squared logs placed side by side anithgedirectly on the ground.
The structure was placed directly on these sik)d@he sill logs were
oriented east-west, spaced 1.5 meters apart aredi res the original ground
surface” (McLeod 1988: 5-6, 27). Other structuatkane’s Post had stone
and mortar foundations or were placed directlyf@nground without any
foundation (ibid: 5, 6).

The Remains of La Cave

The cave was usually entered through a trapdodtribto the
floorboards. According to Payment, the Métis stdted racines” or root
vegetables in the cave and it was generally ent@redgh a trapdoor in the
kitchen or the summer kitchen floor. “Ordinarilyrapdoor lead to the cellar
under the kitchen or the cuisine d'été or bas-c@@890: 54, my translation).

Sometimes an external entrance (Figure 70) was lielibw the house
foundation (Lessard and Vilandré 1974: 104). Deri discovered evidence
of a cave with an external entrance while excagdine Francgois Deloeull
House, circa 1793-1818, in Monroe, Michigan. Th&ance had “logs laid up
on the earth as steps” (1989: 14). The hardwararf@xternal door was often

the pintle and strap hinge. This style of hinge wasigned for use with heavy
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doors, making it perfect for the door on an extecaae entrance. “The cellar
door (was)...to be hung on iron pintlegpfdg and be furnished with strap
hinges penture$ (Moogk 1977: 85).”

FIGURE 70. External cave entrance (Drouin 1978: 45).

During the summer of 1983, archaeological invesitiga discovered a
cave under the Caron Sr. House (circa 1884), ashhé@ime-site at the Batoche
National Historic Site in Manitoba along the SoG#skatchewan River. The
cave measured 1.9 x 1.8 m and 0.75 meters in @epticontained burnt wood
and chinking, ash, faunal remains and other latetaenth-century artifacts
including an 1880 coin (Lee 1984:1, 4; Lunn 19938)1,

In the early 1980s, David McLeod excavated seveaes beneath
piece-sur-piece homes at Lane's Post. McLeod itlesahe caves as an
“earthen hole beneath the floor of the buildingtiawrites that at least one of
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them had walls made of logs. He does not mentithreilogs are squared
(1988:3, 5-6, 15, 27).

McLeod’s 1982 excavation of the Delorme House 8ige revealed a
cave. Pierre Delorme, a first-generation Métismfather’s side, built a
piece-sur-piece style home between 1857 and 18@beobank of the Red
River, south of Winnipeg, Manitoba near the towrsafAdolphe (1982: 1, 5-
6). The cave under the Delorme house was locakithe kitchen and was
constructed with peeled round logs stacked horatyndtop each other to
form the walls. They were held in place at the eosrby vertical stakes that
had been pounded into the ground. The cave waxpested, used for
storage. Artifacts found in the cave included me@ramic, glass and
botanical materials from several functional categpmcluding kitchen,
architectural, clothing, and personal (ibid: 11731

At Trois Rivieres, Québec in 1974 and 1975, twdidgnth-century
houses were excavated and two caves were identifiegch house. The first
of the two caves identified in building 24.1 (cirtd41) was a depression
containing eighteenth-century artifacts identifaedhe northeastern corner of
the structure. A hole in the east wall of the duite’s stone and mortar
foundation is believed to have been an externabeoé to the cave. A
significant amount of burnt wood resulting fromit@ that destroyed the house
was found in the cavity where the entrance wagéatcaThe cave was not
excavated to definitively determine its depth, heareit was estimated that it
measured 10 pieds or 3.25 meters by 16 pieds IoB@aneters wide. Details
of the construction method were not reported. (Drdi®78: 34, 42, 45, 55,
69).

The second cave in structure 24.1 was locatedeistitheast corner of
the structure. A layer of boards overlaying thdae of the feature is believed
to have been the floor above and there was no tfaae external entrance.



Investigators assumed that this cave entrance wadexior trap-door in the
floor, “In the absence of any trace of an exteeioirance, we can surmise that
the access to this cave was interior, perhaps girattrap door in the floor”
(Drouin 1978: 55, my translation). This cave was $smaller of the two, with
an estimated size of 10 pieds or 3.25 m long bie8gpor 1.63 m (ibid: 67,
69).

The second structure, 24.4 (circa 1730), also Wwadcaves, one in the
southeast of the structure and the other in théwest of the structure. The
depth of the southeast cave were not determinat lmgasured 10 pieds or
3.25 m long by 8 pieds or 2.6 m wide and the sauthmit appeared to
coincide with the foundation of the house. Thelmeestern cave co-existed
with the first and it as smaller; it measured dpier 2.92 m by 6 pieds or 1.95
m and its northern edge also coincides with the efahe house (McGain
1977: 20, 25, 64).

Another eighteenth-century (circa 1748-1760) domessidence in
Trois Riviéres, Québec revealed a wood-walled edtte a sand floor. The
cave measured 5 pieds or 1.62 meters square antl. svpgeds or 0.49 meters
deep. The remains of a barrel measuring 1.4 fiediimeter were found at its
bottom. The structure of the wood walls and thedgdloor lead researchers
to believe that this cave was built in four stepgst, the cave was excavated
and a layer of sand placed on its floor in orddet@| the foundation for the
wooden walls and to provide a good surface forirsgathe foodstuffs. Next,
two flat stones were placed in two of the corn@re wall structure was built
and lowered into place onto the foundation stonass in both sides of the
wooden walls indicate that they were constructddrieebeing placed inside
the cave against the soil walls. Finally, the toners resting on the stones

were mortared in place (Tremblay 1978:7-9).
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In the spring of 2001, Francoise Duguay of Arch@ecénc.
discovered a shallow, wood-walled cave in her eatiam of a late-
eighteenth/early-nineteenth century Canadien hamea(1770-1829) located
in the Faubourg Saint-Laurent district of Vieux-Mal, Québec. In this
instance, the cave, which measured 6 x 7 m appeai®/e been the same size
as the structure much like a basement. A stonelpathto the cave’s entrance
at the eastern side of the house. A flight of s&taés extended down into the
cave from the entrance which was cut through thesé's limestone masonry
foundation. The well was located 20 m east ofbiese (2001: 28-29);
perhaps its location not to distant from the erdeato the cave was planned so
that the water could be easily taken directly damta the cave for storage.

Although they were not Canadien, it is useful tokl@at Acadian
architecture because of their shared cultural astdrical roots; both
populations originated in France and settled imwvitelative proximity of one
another in the “New World” where they interacted &araded with each other
and with the native population. The Acadians fetince and established
settlements in Nova Scotia beginning in 1604 aedted remarkably
successful agricultural communities until they wabeuptly and violently
expelled by the occupying British government in 3.7%fter the expulsion, or
le grand dérangememif the Acadiens many fled to Québec and integrated
easily into these Francophone, Catholic, agricaltaommunities. There were
three waves of Acadien refuges who settled the @& region of Québec in
1758, 1765, and 1767 (Dubé 1999:21). Similaritie&cadian, Canadien and
Louisiana’s French Creole architecture speak tg#rsistence of material
culture as an ethnic and cultural marker.

During the summer of 1984, David Christianson caneld a survey of
an area on the north shore of the Annapolis Rivesre/there was evidence of
past Acadien settlement, “For almost a centurti] tire British deportation of
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Acadians in 1755, the settlement was home to Chafkdanson, Marie Dugas
and their descendants and associates.” Accordihgstoric documents, in
1714 there were nine different households, and2bthere were eight
households, and in 1753 there were seven housef@@léiseau and Dunn
1986: 1, 7). Surveyors identified 18 features—dimgle most common being

the cave. All seven caves left surface depressippsoximately 5 to 6.5

meters square and approximately one meter deepd@uéand Dunn 1986:10).

La Cheminée—Placement and Construction

There is little archaeological data on chimneys,tbe style and
material of construction and location could be & in locating and
identifying the type of chimney or chimneys. Amimey could be positioned
at the end, at the middle, or at both ends ofiecaire. They were placed
against the outside surface of a wall, the insidéase of a wall, or within the
structure of a wall (Gauthier-Larouche 1974: 148)15
There were a variety of ways to construct a chimiiesy could be built of
stones or bricks held together with mortar or dayhey could be built of
branches or lumber held together with clay (Figitesnd 72) (Lessard and
Vilandré 1974: 118; Moogk 1977: 36; Nute 1955: 19é&guin 1969: 178).
The latter method is referred to as a cheminéea&rgbaton (Landry 1932:
27).
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FIGURE 71. Cheminée a quatre batons and hearth of stone, we3amada
(Moussette 1983: 123).
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FIGURE 72. Cheminée a quatre batons, Rural Life Museum, Burde
Research Plantation, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, (R938: 58).

Saint-Amant describes the chimney built and usedripine Masta at
his French Prairie farmstead.

“he made an enormous fire in a corner of this sgjpaom
where the floor did not extend, there was a crépening to
allow the smoke to excape. The walls of this etdcture [the
chimney] were made from the trunks of non-squareeistlaid
on each other and joined at four corners. Theesphetween
the logs ... following the custom, were filled witlag” (1854
194, my translation).
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In addition, Louis Labonté Jr. in 1909 describesftieplace of his neighbor
Joseph Gervais at French Prairie, Oregon provifilirther evidence of this
form of chimney being used at French Prairie. digé fireplace . . . of sticks
tied together with buckskin thongs, and coveredh\aittiff plaster made of

clay and grass” (Lyman 1909: 174).

Determining the Presence of la Cuisine d’Eté/Bas-G@é&

The cuisine d'été/bas-c6té was an annex attach twall of a house
and accessible through a short passageway two-stegp¢Boily-Blanchette
1976: 4-5; Dupont 1995: 76; Morin 1972: 63). Tligedence between the
cuisine d’été and the bas co6té is the foundatimmfarmer has a foundation
level with the house whereas the bas-coté lacksiedation and, therefore,
sits lower than the house (Provencher 1980: 1Z&g difference is purely
aesthetic—both structures serve the same function.

The cuisine d’été/bas-c6té was used by both thedians and the
Métis. Métis informant Louis Goulet confirms thgeuof the cuisine d’été/bas
cOté in Métis settlements along the SaskatchewaerRind the placement of a
cave under the summer kitchen’s floor (Payment 198D Figure 73 is a

photograph of a restored Métis home with a sumntehén.
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FIGURE 73. Restored nineteenth-century Métis house with caidigté/bas-
c6té, St. Norbert Provincial Hertiage Park, Wingipelanitoba. (James
Hébert, August 2002, Photograph)

According to Hamelin, during the initial phase dettlement,
colonists built small, expedient houses. Permaresidences suitable for
year-round use were erected later as time and eepénimitted and the
settlement became more established (1993: 55, K0Athitectural
historians and archaeologists have identifiedphisern at other Métis and
Canadien settlements outside Québec.

There is also evidence of this pattern at Frenelirier Antoine Masta
was, evidently, living in a small structure andlBung a new one next to it. “I
arrived near a building falling into disrepair, lingside which was being
erected the foundation of a new construction” (BAmant 1854: 193, my
translation). Saint-Amant further noted, “This Beus going to be much
larger than the old one” (ibid: 208, my translajioit appears likely that, after
an expedient structure was built, it was not taywl but incorporated into the
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new house has a cuisine d’été/bas-c6té. The folpayntheses of
architectural and archaeological studies will pdevdetails important to
understanding the archaeological record includmglikely reuse of an
expedient structure as a cuisine d’été/bas-coté.

In 1978, archaeologists excavated the remainseoB#tioche House at
Batoche, Saskatchewan. The Batoche house waddruiltetis Zavier
Letendre dit Batoche by a Canadien and masterdyyildidger Gareau
(Donahue 1980: 4-5). The Batoche House was condpafsgvo structures,
each with its own cave, connected by a small pasgag 60 cm long. The
larger structure measured 9.3 by 7.3 m, and thdenmaeasured 5.7 by 4.4 m
(ibid: 5). The foundations of these structuresesppo have been built at
different times; the smaller building was erectest fand connected to the
larger later (ibid: 6). The presence of a caviedth buildings and earlier
construction of the smaller one supports the ilaathe initial structure
served as an expedient shelter.

An architectural study (1983) and archaeologicaéstigation (1987)
of the Jean “Ti-Jean” Caron Sr. House at Batochsk&chewan (Lee 1984: 4)
elucidates the method by which Canadien and Matslies created a
farmstead. The Caron Sr. house provides strordgaee that the summer
kitchen began its existence as an expedient homegdine initial period of
settlement. According to an 1884 homestead ddgmarahe Caron family
built their first home near the Saskatchewan Rinef881. This log home was
only 6 x 3.6 m with a thatched roof. In 1884, thmily built a larger two-
story, log house measuring 7.8 x 5.4 m. The smsitacture was then
attached to the main house with a small passagéwem 1991: 1) for which
it probably served as a cuisine d’été/bas-coteufei@0).

In 1885, British soldiers burned down all of thelthmgs at Batoche.

In 1886, construction began again and followedstrae pattern. The Caron
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family built a 5.5 x 6 m cabin with a thatched rawid, later, they built a larger
house and the expedient structure became an attacinex (Lunn 1991: 1, 3).
Figure 74 shows the Caron family in front of tHeause, circa 1895, Figure 75
is a photograph of the Caron Sr. House, and Figars a plan map of the
house in 1983.

FIGURE 74. Batoche, SK — Family of Jean Caron of Batocewife
Marguerite Dumas, (Photo OB.205 appears courtefiyeoMissionary
Oblates, Grandin Collection, Provincial ArchivesAdiberta).



FIGURE 75. Caron House, pre-restoration (Lee, Ellen—1984 Aedfogical
Research at Batoche National Historic Site—198R&iFSeason).
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FIGURE 76. Plan view of the Caron House (Lunn 1991: 6).

In 1976, Michael Forsman excavated the Riel Hobsgufe 77)

“Annex” as a Parks Canada project. Communicatetwéen Forsman and

Diane Payment indicates that the “annex” was likefgummer Kitchen”

(Forsman 1977: 11). Artifacts recovered from theeansupport this assertion.
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Many were related to kitchen functional activitesd included the modified
remains of fish, shellfish and mammals as wellexamic tableware, glass
containers, tumblers, a lamp chimney, pane gladsaahnner fork (ibid: 10).
The ceramic fragments range from the early ninéteeentury to the 1870s.
Fabric fasteners, leather, a toy tea cup, glassshe@adoll’s head, a clay pipe
stem, a metal file, padlocks, a chisel, and a gald® were also recovered
(ibid), suggesting the family’s recreational useho$ space and an association

with summer activities, such as gardening.

FIGURE 77. Southern view of the restored Louis Riel House \ils coté.
(James Hébert, August 2002, Photograph)

The footprints of the summer kitchen were founthateast side of the
house where a cave as well as the base logs,dt@mods and joists were
recovered. The base logs, which rested directlthe ground running east to

west, were well enough preserved to estimate #eeasid shape of the



structure as 6 m (east-west) by 3.6 to 4 m (naotitky forming a rectangle.
The base logs were squared and measured 11 cnbwitie cm thick. Like
the base logs, the floor joists rested directlyfenground and were a
maximum thickness of 4 cm. A few remnants of fiog remained over the
joists; these planks were 0.8 cm to 1.5 cm thilsmall earthen cave, 3 m in
diameter and 1.2 m deep, was found at the eastfethé structure (Forsman
1977: 9).

On the south side of the structure, Forsman reeavampost hole
thought to be the remains of a door frame (ibit§.location corresponds to
the doorway of the cuisine d’été/bas-coté obsenvedwoodcut of the Riel
House made in 1886 (Elder 1976: 27). The mainndxgtructure at the Riel

House site had a raised foundation (Lunn 1991thk)summer kitchen sat at a

lower level than the house and was probably a b&s(Eigure 78).
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FIGURE 78. Plan view of the Louis Riel Annex excavation (P#Pesks
Canada).

While there is no direct evidence that the struectuas built before the house,

its lack of foundation and analogy with other Mdites seem to suggest this
was probably the case.
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The Location and Size of le Fournil

In France, the fournil originally served as a bhkese (Boily-
Blanchette 1976: 6; Morin 1972: 63; Séguin 1973)3%0nce in the New
World, the function changed over time as the catsnadapted to their new
environment. The fournil took on a new purposebeitame the center of
domestic life during the summer (Boily-Blanchet8¥@: 5). For some, the
fournil served a similar function as the cuisinétd/bas-c6té (Provencher
1980: 125).

“Over time a supplementary function was given e thuilding
which, originally, only served as a place for tlvei and to
which, little by little, it played the role of ague to retire to for
the summer” (Boily-Blanchette 1976: 5-6, my tratisia).

The fournil was usually constructed halfway betwgenhouse and the
grange or the grange-étable. Provencher placdsuhel behind the house
approximately twenty-five to thirty pieds, or 8.1&#111.37 m (1980: 49, 124).
Boily-Blanchette’s observations of nineteenth cenfaurnils on the south
shore of the St. Lawrence River between Kamouraskizthe Bas du Fleuve,
Matane, Québec (Boily-Blanchette 1976: 1-2) agwedls Provencher; she
found that the fournil was located a minimum of miyefive pieds or 8.121 m
from the house, but that the position of the wekring was also considered
in placing the structure (ibid: 11). Informantated that the reason for
placing the fournil at this distance was a baldmetsveen fear of fire spreading
to the house and ease of use (Boily-Blanchette 1®7/Bupont 1995: 76).

Like a house, the exterior surface of the log walkse often covered
with boards and then whitewashed. The roof wasgdiihand, sometimes, a

porch was added to the front of the structure. [Ehgth of the structure
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usually measured between 15 and 25 pieds (withpoteh) and was usually
one and one-half story with internal stairs openirig the upper level. As in
house, this space was referred to as a grenianily{Blanchette 1976: 11, 12;
Morin 1972: 63). The resulting structure lookedyveuch like a small house

located behind main home (Figure 79).

FIGURE 79. Piece-sur-piece fournil with four & pain (Archiwas folklore et
d'ethnologie de I'Université Laval, Fonds Luc Lawiére).

The four a pain, if internal to the structure, vbadt along side the
fireplace and shared its vent. If external, thefi@pening of the four a pain
was built against the back of the chimney whiclo aldowed for the venting of

smoke. Both arrangements permitted the bakerke Wile indoors. When
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an externally attached four a pain was used, teadowas placed inside it by
reaching into the front of the fireplace and themtigh an opening in the back
wall of the chimney (Séguin 1969: 176-177) (Fig8eg.

Because of the architectural similarities betwdenfournil and the
house, they may be difficult to distinguish. Howewthe use areas associated
with baking and summertime activities should digtitsh it from the year-

round residence.

FIGURE 80. Chimney with a four a pain door (La Société Histoe de la
Céte du Sud, La Pocatiere, Québec).

Les Granges and I'Etable

According to Dawson, the grange was located betmiadournil (1960:
25). Provencher also states this same arrangdmemthe front to the back of
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the property: house, fournil and then barn (Proliend980: 49). A
consideration for the placement of the grangeesatiailability of water and
wind direction. The latter is important for keepitng barnyard smells from the
house (Dupont 1995: 75).

Barns could be built with a variety of materiald/ood frame barns
were constructed in piéce-sur-piéce en queue-adhropieéce-sur-piece en
coulisse and la poteaux (Séguin 1963: 61). Walldccbe constructed of
stone (ibid: 3). Roofs were built with boards lbatched with hay or local
native grasses, or bark (ibid: 42).

There is some evidence for the building of piecepéce barns in the
United States. Joe Racine of Lake Linden, Michidescribed the building of,
what seems to be, a piéce-sur-piece barn, "Whefatheers used to have a
bee, to make a barn out of square timbers, he&dRawine] do all the heavy
work” (Dorson 1950: 22). See figures 81 and 82.
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FIGURE 81. Piece-sur-piece barn with thatched roof, PraiueCtien, WI.
Watercolor by Seth Eastman, circa 1846-1848 (MiatgeBlistorical Society)
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Finally, the barn built by Joseph Gervais also aa#ece-sur-piéce en
coulisse structure. The following is a descriptadrihe Gervais barn by Louis

Labonté Jr., who had lived on the Gervais propastg youth,

“The barn was of good size, being about 40 x 50deghe
ground, and was of the peculiar construction ofiainer of
buildings on early French Prairie. There were g@ast up at the
corners and at the requisite intervals betweewhich tenon
grooves had been run by use of an auger and chrsinto
these were let white fir split planks about threghies thick to
compose the walls” (Lyman 1909: 174).

Again, the architectural evidence left by the baould be similar to other
structures, but the artifact assemblage would datsmfunction (i.e., horse
tack, faunal remains, tools, etc.)

FIGURE 82. Piece-sur-piece barn with a thatched roof, Copeu &t Grand-
Bernadon, Québec (Canadian Museum of Civilization).
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OTHER IMPORTANT FEATURES

The remaining core features of the Canadien/Métim$tead are stand-
alone structures associated with foodways. Thedade the caveau or caveau
a légumes, the four a pain or four a terre angattn potager or kitchen
garden. The caveau and four a pain are uniqueligtidct in their
construction and use. For this reason, informadioout location coupled with
knowledge of their architecture and function shauleke locating and
identifying them on a particular home site relatv&raightforward. Once a
subsurface or extant surface feature was locagsting would likely recover
an assemblage related to food storage and preparati

Likewise, the jardin potager was consistently pthicethe same
location and demarcated by a fence. Addition&lgnadienne and, perhaps,
Métisse employed distinct planting techniques anangement of plants.
Various remote sensing techniques combined witiwigage of the usual
placement and composition of the garden may prawideslues to its location
at particular sites. It is also possible that gtiEn survey could identify the
location of a jardin potager; plants once cultidateay still be present. In
Lafayette Parish, Louisiana, archaeologist Jon @ildiscated a nineteenth-
centurytraiteur's (traditional healer) garden during pedestriarvey through
the identification of non-native medicinal plantslonger grown in the region
(1998, personal communication). In addition, gastion will discuss les

latrines or privies. A feature important to aroblagical investigation.



Le Caveau a Légumes

The caveau a légumes was an important structec togpreserve
various foodstuffs on Canadien and Métis farmstedd®e caveau was located
near to and at the front of the house, usuallyidtgya hillside or, if not
convenient, into an artificial hill built on flagétrain (Lavoie 1976: 83-84). The
walls were typically constructed out of stone amattar and were
whitewashed (Lavoie 1976: 82). Food was placetbprof stone or wooden
platforms to protect it from the moist compactedtesn floor and to allow for
air circulation (Lavoie 1976: 78, 80, 82).

The outside walls could be a variety of sizes: eghten pieds, twelve
by fourteen pieds, and fourteen by fourteen piegsuse. The interior
dimensions would be less, due to the thicknessefmalls which were
generally two to three pieds thick (Gauthier-Latoerc257; Lessard and
Marquis 1972: 625, 631). In the Cote-de-Beaupgéoreof Québec, the
interior height of a caveau easily accommodatedragm of “normal” height,
measuring 2.29 m high at the center. On averagdnterior dimensions are
3.96 x 3.42 m. The floor space was large enouditokd 200 sacks of potatoes
and all the vegetables and fruits used by a fawmitlyin their yearly
consumption cycle (Laberge 1995:19-20; Lavoie 192%:

An unnamed Jesuit Father made a personal obsenaiteo Métis
caveau. He noted that the Métis caveau was dogiihillside behind the
house to a horizontal size of eight by eight pi@dd twelve pieds vertically.

In the description, it was unclear as to whetherrtference to twelve pieds
meant that there is a hole dug into the grountiab depth, or that the interior
space is 12 pieds high and deep (a distance sphiten a hole in the ground
and the height of the structure above the grouiithg interior was covered
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with boards and the roof was built of logs set giage (likely vaulted rather
than a sloping shed-like roof). The roof and smese covered with three
pieds of dung. The entrance, like the Canadiesioeywas built of two doors
separated from each other by a distance of twekasp The entryway formed
by the two doors measured five to six pieds highaas covered with boards

and the space was filled with hay to keep out tild.c

“Ours was built in the following way, by a very eetqgenced
Métis. He carried out an excavation of an opemiigit pieds
by eight by twelve pieds deep, in the side of k imlthe part
the most protected by timber, at the front of comde. The
excavation was next strengthened by a coveringafds and it
was all covered by a sloping roof, framed by lasgams of
wood. The access is by way of two doors one fahgwhe
other at a distance of twelve pieds. These twoslace
connected by a space that measures from five tpieds high
that is covered with boards, in a way that fornsei of tunnel.
This passageway is filled with hay, preventing¢b&l from
penetrating when the outer door is opened. To tetethe
construction, the exterior is covered by a layearound three
pieds of dung in such a way that, from outsidethalt one can
see is the exterior door” (Payment 1990: 54, mydiiation).

According to Lavoie, the caveau is generally founthin twenty
meters from and at the front of the house (Lav@ié6l 84). However, Henry
Thoreau who traveled in Québec in 1850 wrote thatcaiveau could be
located either in front of or behind the house (Ban 1962: 76). See table 3

for dimensions.
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TABLE 3. Caveau a légumes—dimensions and distances

Interior Wall Dimensions of the Caveau--Canadien

Meters French Pieds American Feet
3.25x 3.25 10x 10 10.66 x 10.66
3.42 x 3.96 10.50 x 12.20 11.22 x 13
1.95x 2.6 6x8 6.4 x 8.5

3.25x 3.9 10x 12 10.66 x 12.79

Exterior wall dimensions of the caveau—Canadien

Meters

French Pieds

American Feet

4.55

14 x14

14.92

Interior height of the caveau—Canadien

Meters

French Pieds

American Feet

2.29

8.99

9.58

Thickness for the walls of the caveau—Canadien

Meters French Pieds American Feet
.65 2 2.13

.61to 119 1.88 to 3.66 2t03.9

.65 to .97 2to 3 2.13t03.2

Interior height of the caveau—Métis

Meters

French Pieds

American Feet

2.56 X 2.56

8x8

8.53 x 8.53

Interior width of the caveau—Métis

Meters French Pieds American Feet
2.56 x 2.56 8x8 8.53 x 8.53
Interior length of the caveau—Métis

Meters

French Pieds

American Feet

3.9

12

12.79

Distance of the caveau from the house—Canadien

Meters

French Pieds

American Feet

20

61.5

65.6
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Le Four a Pain/Le Four a Terre

The four a pain was an important cultural compomnérie
Canadien/Métis built environment. The bread oveas typically built near to
the house, in a location visible from the frontlod property, “On construit le
four tout pres de la maison” (Bouchard 1918: 40iMe oven dimensions,
materials and hardware, decorative elements, thairs of the shelter and
artifact assemblage related to its use are keigetdifying a four a pain as an
archaeological feature. Many of these are thortyudiiscussed in the previous
chapter dedicated to the four a pain.

The imprint of an oven would be a feature represe:biy the
approximate dimensions of its base (Table 4)s #lso possible that the stone
base of an oven may be an extant feature abovexdraube revealed through
subsurface testing or survey. The base measursmkah oven was typically
6 x 7 pieds and between 2 and 3 pieds high (BaityBlanchette 1979: 48;
Bouchard 1918: 407; Kniffen 1960: 29-30; Lemieu1912). In 1795, a
British Captain John MacDonald described an Acadisan attached to a
chimney in Minudie, Nova Scotia. “Behind the chiggron the outside is an
oven of clay, the opening to which for bread & fseon the Inside back of the
chimney. The oven rests on a square wall of lsgdane around an apartment
three or four feet in the square” (Crépeau 199%. #vstudy of Louisiana
outdoor clay ovens revealed bases made of vefasik set to a height
ranging from 2 to 3 feet (Kniffen 1960: 29). Whilee height remained
consistent with the Canadian oven, the wood bageaap to have been a
response to the lack of natural stone in southdiana where the majority of

Francophones lived.
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TABLE 4. Base dimensions of four a pain—width byéngth and height

French American Meters Centimeters
Pieds Feet
Width and 6Xx7 6.395x7.46 | 1.95x2.274 1949 x
Length 227.39
Height 2-3 2.132-3.197 | .65-.975 64.97-97.45

Assuming that an oven was left to decay or wasdranel left in place,
the postholes and molds of the four a pain sheftpresent, as well as the
roofing materials and hardware may be within tihgt §trata of an oven site
(Boily and Blanchette 1979: 22, Lemieux 1981: 4A% an oven collapsed,
materials used in the oven’s construction suchuasea and fired clay, fire-
cracked rock, brick, wood, stone and metal fromdberframe would underlay
the shelter roof. The thickness of the clay usdolild the dome of the oven
generally ranged from 15.2 to 20.3 cm (Boily andrighette 1979: 20). Body
sherds as well as clay figurines built into thedfgihe door frame and broken
at its christening would be among the more diago@stifacts recovered from
an oven feature. It was also not uncommon footren maker to imprint the
date of construction on the lip (Boily and Blandbet979: 20; Dumont 1974:
80-81). Itis also possible that, if not recygldte remains of a cast iron door
may be present at an oven site. Doors typicallgsueed between
approximately 45.7-58.4 cm high and 25.4 cm witle;foundry usually
included their name on the doors. (Boily and Bleite 1979: 15, 19:
Gauthier 1979: 43).

Refuse associated with the oven’s primary funciimolld compose the
feature’s fill. For example, soil conditions magMe preserved the remains of
burnt bread and ash or wooden tools, pans, anchaegaThe practice of

kicking sharp and dangerous trash, in particulesro&c sherds, underneath or
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up against the oven was common enough that in Quabec “to toss someone
under the oven” is the equivalent of the idiomatipression “to send someone
packing” (Boily and Blanchette 1979: 97). Thesewstl be present at the
bottom of an oven feature.

A nineteenth-century clay oven attached to the oleyrof an
eighteenth-century (circa 1752-53) structure waseated at the Cap-
Tourmente Wildlife preserve in Québec. The strrechiad been used over the
years as a washhouse, fournil, blacksmith shoppanbps even as a dwelling.
The oven was demolished prior to 1970 (Savard 1997:15).

Three supporting walls forming the stone base efoven were
uncovered through excavation; an opening at th& wbthe rectangular base
faced the structure (Figure 83). The base mea%ubexi 8 pieds or 2.1 x 2.6
meters, well within the dimensions recorded by B&lanchette. The walls of
the base were 60 cm thick and burnt wood, perhgmesenting the base
frame, was found in the base trench. A large qtiaotiorange-red clay sherds
were found in the upper levels of the feature, esggg a clay construction
method for the dome of the oven.

Other construction materials also were recovereduding limestone,
mortar and a 6.3 cm thick clay tile coated with tapon its sides and a fire-
blackened edge. These materials are believedu® Ibeen part of the hearth
structure. In order to ensure a continuous fldiese, oven builders would
sometimes create flat clay tiles like bricks helgdther with mortar (Savard
1997: 4-5, 7).
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FIGURE 83. Excavated foundation of a four a pain (ibid: 14).

Le Jardin Potager, Les Fleurs and Les Arbres

The jardin potager was located near women’s domastivity areas;
the cuisine d’été/bas coté and the fournil (Dawk®80: 26, 36; Deffontaines
1953: 9; Minor 1939: 142). Kitchen gardens werngally surrounded by a
fence to keep chickens and cows from eating orhiaug the plantings
(Dorais 1966: 538; Dupont 1995: 77; Provencher 198Q; Séguin 1973:
452) and flowerbeds were sown along the perimdtdéreofence either inside

or outside the garden (Provencher 1980: 165).
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Plants grown within the jardin potager were sepatdty function or
type (i.e., root crops, herbs). The organizatibplants was implemented in
rows or a series of squares or rectangles sepdrgtedthways (Dawson 1960:
36; Dupont 1995: 77; Provencher 1980: 161-162ip &8rench-intensive”
gardening. Rainwater runoff collected in a bafirein the roof of the house or
the fournil was considered the best choice for viragethe jardin potager. This
was true even though a puit or water well was Uglatated near by for use
in the house or the fournil (Boily-Blanchette 197@; Provencher 1980: 161).

Gourds, pumpkins and cucumbers were grown uscappe de la
butte (truncated hill) (Figure 84 and Table 5), a tegiuei the Canadienne
borrowed from their Native American neighbors istean Canada. This
method of planting melons avoided disease andyratlbwing for the
drainage of rainwater away from the plant. To fasta coupe de la butte, a
round hole was dug and a hill of earth 14-16 poingis was formed and
placed in the hole. The hill was then truncatefbtom a flat surface
approximately 30 pouces in diameter and a baseoajppately forty-eight
pouces in diameter. A small canal was left arcinecbase of the hill to allow
for drainage. The plants were grown at the tohisf hill (Blouin, Coulombe,
Dumont and Théberge 1977: 14).
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(3)

FIGURE 84. Coupe de la Butte(1) surface or ground level2) small trough
for canal;(3) truncated hill top (lllustration by James Hébexséd on
description in Blouin, Coulombe, Dumont and Thélet§77: 14).

TABLE 5. Dimensions of the coupe de la butte

French American Meters Centimeters
Pouce Inch
Hill 14 to 26 14.92 to .381t0.70 37.90 to
27.71 70.38
Diameter of | 30 31.97 .81 81.21
Truncated
Surface of
Hill
Diameter of | 48 51.16 1.23 129.94
Bottom of
Hill

Finding les Latrines (Privies)

Archaeological evidence at the Delorme site in Ntaya places the

privy next to the barn (Mcleod 1982: 272). Furtherhaeological evidence



pointing to the existence and use of privies isitbat the Batoche,
Saskatchewan excavations in 1976. Privies weedsed with several
properties including the Caron family property wdhame privies and wells
were excavated (Donahue 1977: 5). The charactsrist the privies were not
mentioned in these reports. Duguay recovered alvioed privy depression
at a nineteenth-century urban site at Le fauboaigt&.aurent in Montréal.

In order to locate a privy on a farmstead, invesgbgs may look for
sub-surface disturbances roughly 30 to 60 piedsi\dehe house and near the
fournil or barn. Presumably, privies would be gldso that prevailing winds
would carry the odor away from the house and féurRurthermore,
vegetation associated with disturbed ground, sdegllessions and extant

privy structures may indicate the location of astdric privy.
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CONCLUSION

The synthesis of information provided in this tsesulled from a
diverse body of French and English-language soupresides a guide to
locating, identifying and understanding a suitéeaftures and structures that
constitute the cultural heart of the historic Caeaadgnd Métis farmstead.
These features were remarkably consistent oveespad time; Canadien and
Métis farmsteads that spread across North Amehicaighout the
seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centurpsaapo have contained a
majority of these elements with variation based/aml the availability of
resources.

It is important to note that ethnic markers asdediavith the insular
and presumably homogeneous communities creatdukebyriginal French
settlers of the Saint Lawrence Valleyles Canadiens de souchranslated
across perceived racial boundaries and may bedenesi a material
illustration of themétissager the blending of cultural traditions:or this
reason, the works of researchers such as Davi@gpuorhy be viewed through
a different lens and new voices may be added tintbepretation of Métis
sites. Furthermore, this model may assist in gitag the data gathered at
multi-ethnic sites such as Fort Vancouver’'s Kandltlage, where Canadiens,
Métis, Native Americans, Orkney Islanders and Natilawaiians lived side-
by-side.

It is expected that this model will be tested anmetaded over time as
new data and information become available. Thrarghaeological testing
we may find that there are differences betweemtbdel and the results of

excavation at various sites. In particular, genlliesship and the environment
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likely played key roles in the evolution of featsir@nd modification of
traditions.

The Native and Métisse women in the Pacific Nortstweay have
influenced the overall settlement pattern of FreRdrie families because of
ties to extended family members and the need fogsacto traditional
resources. Furthermore, their knowledge and skifiee a deeply rooted
cultural inheritance adapted to their uniqgue emment which differed
dramatically from that brought to eastern Métis &ashadien culture by the
indigenous women of eastern Canada. Additionaltjike their eastern sisters
who were educated by Canadienne nuns and live@silbe Canadienne
families, Oregon Métisse received neither formalaadion nor the company
of non-Native women until the 1840s. Moreover,aah run by Methodist
missionaries and, later, middle-class European andscommunities of
American women would not have reinforced the traddl Canadienne and
eastern Métisse gender roles. For this reasorgultgral significance of the
four & pain and the jardin potager combined withgbndered activities
associated with their morphology and use rendenttine most “testable” and
telling diagnostic features.

Although it is unlikely that architectural form wiolihave been altered
dramatically, the environment and availability céterials used in construction
certainly may have resulted in substitutions anerations. For example,
porches may have been substituted for the coy@regon as it has in the
Southeast. Furthermore, methods of insulating stres and forming
foundations may have been altered by the avaitglfibrick and clay suitable
for caulking. Additionally, the function of struoces may have been altered;
the fournil and cuisine d’été/bas coté may havenlimelt as second, third or
fourth year-round residences for extended famitgivie kin, migratory
populations or others individuals living on a pautar property.
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Historical research and archaeological investigaéire a continuous
process of new discovery and re-evaluation of gasobveries, the product of
which changes over time as new and different ingzgtions are presented,
analyzed and accepted, rejected or rehabilitatdéx core elements of the

Canadien and Métis rural cultural landscape dedeirtieer research.
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