Bibliothéqhe naticnale
du Canada

National Library
of Canada

| §g

Canadian Theses Service

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4&

CANADIAN THESES

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon the
quality of the ariginal thesis submitted for microfiiming. Every
efiort has been made to ensure the highest quality ot reproduc-
tion possible. ©

It pages are missing, contact the university which granted the
degree. :

Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the original
pages were typed wilh a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer-
sity sent us an inferior photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, published
tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film 15 governed by the
Canadian Copyright Act, R.S8.C. 1970, c. C-30.

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NI .amal. A /AR

Services des théses canadiennes

=

THESES CANADIENNES

AVIS

}
La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de 1a qualité
de la thése soumise au microfilmage Nous avons tout tait pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communiquer avec l'univer-
sité qui a coniéré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certanes pages peu!l laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages originales ant été¢ dactylographiées
a 'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'uneversité nous a fail parvenir
une photocopie de qualité inférieure. '

Les documents qui font déja 'objet d'un droit d'auteur (articles
de revue, examens publiés, elc) ne sent pas microliimeés.

La reproduction, méme p@qtielle, de ce microliltm est soumuse
a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur. SRC 1970, ¢ C-30.

_ LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS REGUE

Canadi



v

THE SIZE OF
THE LABOUR FORCE IN THE MONTREAL FUR TRADE, 1675-1790:
A CRITICAL EVALUATION

by
Brian D. Murphy

Submitted ta
The School of Graduate Studies
University of Ottawa
X in Partial Fulfilment of
the Requirements for the Degree’
Master of Arts (History)

14 January 1986

-

i t.© Brian D. Murphy, Ottawa, Canada, 1986.
" / -



‘publication

written

Permission has been granted

to the National Library of"

Canada to microfilm this
thesis and to lend or sell
copies of the film.

The author®(copyright owner)
has reserved
rights, and
neither the thesis nor
extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without his/her
permission.

otfther

L'autorisation a &t@ accordde
a2 la Bibliotheégue nationale
du Canada de microfilmer
cette theése et de préter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du
film.

L'auteur (titulalre du droit
d'auteur) se réserve les
autres drolits de publication:

ni la th&se nl de longs
extraits de celle-ci- ne
doivent @tre _ imprim&s ou

autrement reprodults sans son
autorisation ®crite.

/ l



J,J

CONTENTS
A .
Contents ..... .; ................................... _..' ...................
Acknowledgements et sttt aae it teetaae ittt iaatet s e
Abbreviatioéns v ot aa e raerrare s a ettt s
L1st Of Tables «everenren e e e PR

INTRODUCTION te vt temeuesroensnsetosenmnauernessnnesesnansosssossisssnsnasas

I.- ~ THE CONGES DE TRAITE AS A METHOD TO CONTROL THE FUR
TRADE, 1681-1715

1. The First Experience with the Congés, 1675-1695 ...........
11.  The Suppression of the Congés, 1696-1715 .....courenenoen
FOOLMOLES sv e et ne sttt inartaeeraasstsentasonnssoneraevssnnnenass

I1. THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE CONG%S, 1716-1758

i. The Administration of the Congés .............cveininnnn.
ii. The Officlal Response to the Failure of the Congés ........
111. An Estimate of the Weight of Furs Traded, 1717-1758 .......

Footnotes ...t ientinnnanrneas N

III. THE TRADE LICENCES: A NEW INSTRUMENY TO CONTROL THE
FUR TRADE, 1760-1790

‘

i. The Changes in the System of Trade.Licences, .1760-1776

if. The Reports on Indian Trade, 1777-1790: The Basis
for Measuring the Labour Force In the Fur Trade ...........

FOOLMOE B vt r vt ettt e i it nastsasoesnnenonsanssesastanosnssssenennas

i1

Page

i1

iv

vi

11
22

33

37
40
47
35

71

76

78

97



CONTENTS (cont'd)

pER—

\

iv. THE NOTARIAL CONTRAC[S\AND PRIVATE CONTRACTS, 1670-1821

i. Limited Use of NJtarial Cbntracts, 1670-1715

----------

ii. Increased ﬁiringkby Notgrial Contracts, 1716-1760 ..... eea
iii. The Return to a Limited Use of the Notarial Contracts,

1761-1790 ......... R T U
iv. The Last Period, 1791-1821 ......c..0ovuunn. e
FOOLNOLES v renoncocnnenennns t.” ...............................

. . .

V. A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF THE LABOUR FORCE
--i. TFur Exports per Engagé, 1777~1588 ......................... .-
i1. The Size of the Labour Force, 1722-1776 ...
TOOLNOLES +evvennn e ettt eaaatiaaee ettt
CONCLUSION «evvvnernnnanennnnn [T e
Abpendix wevcess....The Diet of the Engagl....ocvvvieiiieiiieninian..
BIBLIO.GRAPHYi et e e ..

iii

120

129

L3t

130

138

140

© 149

156

(159

167

171



iv

Acknéuledgements

A
,

Anyone interested in society knows that little of value can be dong in
isolation; each plece of work is dependent upon the help, encouragement, and
expertise of a vast network of family, friends, and colleagues. The problenm
then is not whom to thank, but whom not te thank. To thank scme 1s not, one . .-

hopes, to diminish the value of the contributions of many others. . BN
Nevertheless some pecple played so important a part that I would be remiss ngt
to mention them individually here. N

First and foremost 1s my director, Fernand Ouellet. 1 am immensely
grateful to him for hls generosity with his expertise, enormous energy, and
time which he gave me so unstintingly. His contribution to this work was
beyond measure. )

' ¢

I would not have started this thesis wigﬁﬁﬁt the influence of the late G.
Peter Browne, of Carleton University. For many years, until his death in
1983, I was a.student of his, and it was from him that I first discovered my
interest in Canadian and Imperial history. He shared not only his knowledge
of history, but also his love of language and his sense of precision and
craftsmanship. His kindness and gentleness contributed substantially to this
work. And I thank Miss Judy Sorensen of Toronto who read these chapters and
gave thoughtful and sensitive suggestions, in the midst of her own thesis.

I am grateful to Martha Scott for her numerous small and large
contributions, many unconscious, many unacknowledged, but all valued. To
Victor Grostern of Centretown Stenographic Services and all those who typed
and typed, corrected, and revised this work over four years, my thanks for
their patience in what turned out to be a large and lengthy project.



; .
b
“ . 7’
Abbreviations
ANQ-M Archives nationales du Québec 3 Montréal o
Cor. Gen. Correspondance-généralev(Archiﬁé%fagg coloﬁies)
CHAR Canadian Historical Association Report
CHR Can;dian Historical Review
HS/SH Histoire sociale/Sociale History
NYCD 00cuménts relative to the colonial history of the state of
PAC Public Archives of Canada
RAPQ ’ Rapport de 1'Archiviste de la Province de Québec
RHAF lRevue d'histoire de 1'Amérique frangailse
: WSHS‘ ’ Wisconsin State Historical Society
)



Number

Table

Table
Table
Table

Table

Table

Table

Table
Table

Table

Table

Table”

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

II
III

IV

VI

VII

VIII
IX

X
XI
X1
XTI

XIV

XV
XVI

XVII

TABLES

Title
Chapter 1

The Relationship Between the Beaver Imports and the
0fficial Congés, 1681-1687

The Labour Fbrce Estimated from. Beaver lmports
Cost of Goods in Beaver Pelts, 1689
Estimates of Total Fur Catch, 1675-1687

Size of the Labour Force Estimated from Fur
Productipn, 1675-1687

Estimates of the Canadian Fur Catch, 1706-1715
Size of the Labour Force Estimated from the Total Fur
Catch, 1706-1715

Chapter 2

Conges de traite, the Canoes, and the Crews,

< 1717-1752

Thq Evolution of the Annual Averagés of the Congés
de traite, the Canoes, and the Crews

Furs from Frontenac and Niagara, 1748-49

Beaver Landed at La Rochelle, 1751-58

Fur Exports from Quebec, 1727-1755

Estimates of Fur Catch, 1717-1758

The Relationship Between the Total Fur Catch and
the Official Congés, 1717=1752

Chapter'g

Trade Licences, the Vessels, and the Crews, 1761-1776

’

Vessels per Expedition and Crew Sizes, 1768-1776

The Fur Trade, 1760-1776

vi

Page

15
16
17

19

20
26

27

42

44
50
57
60

66

68

81
83

31



Number

Table
Table

Table
Table
Table

Table

Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table

Table

AVIIT

X1X

XX

XXII

XXIII

XXIV

XXV

XXVI

XXVII

XXVIII

XXIX

XXX

XXXT

ZXII

IXXIIT

s

Tables (coﬁt'd)

Title

Chapter 3 {cont'd)

The Relatioﬁ%hip Between Fur and Trade Licences,
1768-1776

Size of the Labour Force Calculated from Fur Traded,
1764-1776

-Reports on Indlan Trade, 1777-1790

Expedition and Canoe Crew Sizes, 1777-1790

The Fur Trade, 1777-1788

The Relationship Between Fur and thbe Reports on Indian

Trade, 1777-1788

Chapter 4
Des Engagements pour L'Quest, 1670-1715

The Relationship Between Fur and Notarial Contracts,

1675-1715

The Relationship Between Fur and Notarial Contructs,
1716-1760

Manpower Levels in Congés and Notarial Contracts,

1739-1752
%

Traders Mentioned in Congés and Notarial Contracts,
1739-1751

»
Canoemen Named in Congés and Notarial Contracts,
1743-1752

The Relationship of Identified Canoemen to Congés
and Notarial Contracts, 1743-52

Manpower Levels In Trade Licences and Notarial
Contracts, 1761-1790

Engagements by Notarial Contract, 1791-1821

Fur Exports and Notarial Engagements, 1793-1808

vit

Page

93

95
100
102

104

106

117
119
121
123
125
127
123

130
132

134



Number

Table XXXIV

Table XXXV

Table XXXVI

Table XXXVII

Table XXXVIII

A

Tables (cont'd) o =5
Title - l'

|

Chapter 5 \¥’/

Fur ExpoEE;)per Engagé, 1777~1788
Detroit fopulation, 1710-1790
Size of the Labour Force, 1761-1776

Size of the Labour Force, 1722-1758

Conclusion

Demands of the Fur Trade on Available Labour

viii

Page

141
148
151

154

162

A



L

L

™~ . INTRODUCTION

s

~ b3

~In the seventeenth and eighteénth ceﬁturies the fur trade dominated the
Canadian economy as few activities have since. The exchange of European
manufactured goods for furs was linked to every aspect of life in the Saint
Lawrence Valley. The trade was the most important source of profits ﬁor the

P}

mercﬁEﬁts and of supplementary income for the engagés recruited from the
r countryside. Furs determined diplomatic and military ;elaﬁions with the
Indian nagions, and with the colonies to the scuth:the very security of New
~fTance was connected to the fur trade. If it is true that the wages paiq by
the fur traders tg the farmers and their sons affecﬁed agriculture, it is

cqgglly evident that the level of these wages would have been determined by

the extent of . the commercialiation of agriculture. Both day to day activity

and long term planning had to take the fur £rade into account. Every spring, \
for-iSO years, the canodes left Montreal with European goods and went up the
Ottawa and Saint Lawrence Rivers to the trade postg; and then, in gutumn, they
.came back down to Montreal with furs. The canoemen who worked in this
' transportation system linked the merchuants to the coureurs des béis and
Indians, they weye the last link of Europe to the North American interior.
' f
Until the 1970s, most history about the fur trade was written from the
point of view of the merchantst 25 from the'perspective that the fate of the
ftrade was tled to wvast impérsonal forces that éaused the trade to fluctuate
within a long term expansion Iasting nearly two centuries. Canadlian s
historiography has been 1avfsh in 1ts concern for the Canadian merchants and

thelr problems, their fgture,'theif investments, and their well being. None

of this sympathy arecse from an empirical examination” of the merchants as a.

A



group or as a class. To a certain extent this concern for the merchants is
not surprising: they held meetings, sent petitions, wrote letters, and kept
accounts. On the other hand, the canocemen did not leave writtem records. To
the extent that tﬁéi{\story was told, it was_ wrapped in myth and legend. We
have popular images of\@helhardy voyageurs and coureurs-des bois paddling’
their canoes westward dﬁd overcoming all hardships while singing a song. In
particular, the men of the trade's seasonal labour force - the men who did the
heavy work of.actually éarrying the European goods up and bringing the furs
back down - have traditionally be?n ignored. " Until recently, historians
assumedlahat the men needed in the trade were numerous enough to be a serious
loss for agriculture. But tﬁis assumptilon flodeq from.a faillure to'make a
distinction between the seasonal engagés_anddthose men who were active in the
fur trade all the year around. Nor did historians try £0 count these men, to
establish their proportion in the population, to look at thelr geographical

origin, or to evaluate their specific functions in the commercial system.

More recently, however, these peoplg,‘and their relationship to the
peasantry in the Saiﬁt'Lawrence Vaiéey, have been a subject of historical
consideration. These inquiries have resulted in different understandings of
the labourers who participated in the collection and transporéation of fur.
Basic questions have been raised in connection with these issues: the role of
seasonal workers, and their reiationship to the professional coureurs des
bois; and the gocial and gquraphic orlgins of the men - 'rural or urban,
concentrated or widespread. At .the centre of these opposite views have been
the questions of whether participation ¥n the trade was a marginal or normal

activity for the colonists, and of the canocemen's relatlonship to agriculture.

The impact on agriculture of the wages paid in the fur trade - an occupation



which was based on hired labour - and' the impact of agriculture on this trade
_ ' 3
“ralses the question of the significance of the staples economy in early
. =)
Canada. Light could be shed on all these problems if the size gf this labour

force could be estimated and rhe proportion of engagés recruited from the

total population could be established.

These issues have frequently attracted the attention of historians, .
including Louise Deché&ne, Gratien Allaire, Fernand Quellet, and Allan Greer-
All who have addressed these problems have begun with the same sources. the
congés de traite, the Trade Licences,including the Reports on Indlan Trédc,
and the notarial contracts. From these‘sources! wﬁich cover thousands ot
pages and extend from the late seventeenth to the early ninutechh centurles,
information can be gathered on apprgximate;y 61,500 trips made by colonists
labouring on the route up to the pays d'En Haur..1 NaLuraily, one might expect
that records in these quantities would provide ; reasSnably complete account
of the number of canoemen who participated.iﬁ the trade. However, it 15

P y . ‘ .
precisely cn this point of the completeness of the sources that disagreement

- has developed. Loulse Dechéne writes, with”particular reference to 1708-1717,

¢

that "... les répertoires des notaries peuvent étre considérés comme de
véritables registres d'enregistrement des allées et venues dans l’OucsL."2
Gratien Allaire, does not completely accept this claim - at least for the
years after 1716 - but he does conclude that for the period 1716-1745

le; contrats sont suffis;mment reérésentatifs pour permettre 1'étude des
thditions d'epgagement...".3 On the other hand, Fernand Ouellet, writing
about 1746~17%0, concludes that these sources largely understate the number of
men in the fur trade, and that other sources and other methods éuat be uéed to

establish the number of men engaged in the trade.4 The different assumptions



madé by those historians are responsible for the varying opinions about the
“value of the sources. This thesis, through a series of tests made on these
three sources, not only reachés strong conclusionsg about the value of those
documents, but also proposes a cautious estfméﬁe of the number of men who were

-

involved as engagés, either part-time or full-time, in the fur trade.

The congés Qe traite were used by the French colonial system from 168l to
1696, and then again from 1716 io i?&O, with minor interruptioné, to attempt
to control the fur trade, and to reguiéte the movement of people from the
Saint Lawrence Valley up to the pays d'En Haut. These documents gave a trader
official permission to send an expedition of specif}ed.size to a particular |
trade post. From 1681 to 1626, 25 congés were issued annually, although only
a handful have survived; from the years 1716 to 1760 many more were is;ued
annually, and somg 1100 congés have survived frgom 1717-1752. After the
Conquest, the British introduced the Trade Licences, which were similar to the
congés. In addition to defining the permission given to each expedition,
thesge licehces usually revealled who posted the 200% bond that each expedition
required, described the goods each merchant was sending, and usually .
identifieq the engagés who had ‘been hired. Of these licences, 475 have been |
preserved from 1768 to 1776, and annuai summaries - the Reports on Indian
Trade - provided critical details from another 914 licences in twelve of the
fourteen years from 1777 to 1790. The;e sources of information, which were
used as guch by the governments in bgth the French and British Regimes, are
now at our disposal. fhey have their parallel in the notarial contracts which
were agreed upon between the mefchants and their engagés, and then signed by
both. For the 140 years from 1682 to 1821, nﬁtarized contracts have been

preserved which engaged 24,210 men, which 1s an average of only 173 engagés



per year. These contracts defined the canceman's work and }ay. and identified

him, usually including his home parish.

When the numbers’ of men extracted from these records are examined in
relation to the quantity of furs that were traded, contradictions begin to
appear. Not only are there serilous gaps in the data .- for exabple, neither

'a .
the congés nor the Trade Licences from 1753-1767 now exist - but also there
- - : )
are enormous year to year fluctuations in the welight of furs that each
canoeman would have had to have qarried. These omissions and variatlons are
not primarily reflections of changes in the trade, but rather reflections of

the fundamental ineffectiveness of the forms of control that were put on the

fur trade.

3

AN

This failure of administrative systems was comme&?&f on by numerous
officials, traders, and trafellers_in various reports and accounts between
1679 and 1776.- The judgements of these witnesses reveal that a large
unofficial and often 1llegal trade existed in conjuncticn with the official
trade authorized by the congés and Trade Licences. From the scope of this
irregular trade it is apparent that the official trade was subéLantial, bul
nevertheless, it was only a varying part of the total trade. Because of this
other trade the tests of accuracy made on these two types of sources (the
congés and the licences on one hand an; the contracts on the éther) through
four chapters of this thesis, are 'considered negative. As we will see, this

result does not mean that we are left without any way of making a reasonable

estimate of the size of the labour force engaged im the fur trade.

In 1777 things, in effect, changed. At that time the government, with

- the suppdbrt of the merchants, was able to successfully regulate the trade, and



-\

80 Ehe records of that period - tﬁe Reports onllndiad Trade - are to a large
extent a valid indiéation of the scale of the trade. Consequently, in the
fifth chapter, an attempt will be made to construcg an estimate of the annual
number of cancemen for the period 1722-1790. éhis estimate assumes that, all
things considered, the relationship during the period 1777-1790 between furs
exported and engaéés is valid for the earlier periods.' This ratio of 272
pelts, or 319 pounds of fur, per man is used inr conjunction with the.quantity
of furs exported or produced before 1777 as a tool to determine the annual
labour force in that half century. For example, our estimate of the fur
exports in 1740 is 335,600 pelts. That number is simply divided py 27, which
is the ratio of pelts per engagé, to finé that 1234 ngagé; wefe nzeded that '
year {335,600 : 272 = 1234). 1t may be noticed here that for tﬁe same year a

total of 318 engagés can be found in the congés, which is a difference of 75%;

and agaln that 290 canceman can be extracted from the notarial contracts, a

difference of 77%.



FOOTNOTES

.
Some tripé, but surprisingly few, would have been recorded twice. once [n
the congés or licences, and then again in the notarized contracts.

Louise Dechene, Habitan:s et merchants de Montréal au XVlIe sidcle,
Montréal (Plon), 18974, p. 217. :

Gratien Allaire, "Les ergagcements pour la traite des fourrures: évaluation
de la documentation”™, Revue d'Histoire de 1'Amérique frangalse, Vol. 34
(no. 1, 1980), p. 26.

!

. See Fernand Ouellet, "Dualité &conomique etféﬁ;ngement technelogique au
- Québec (1760-1790y", Histolre sociale/Social History, 1976 (Vol. iX),
294-5.




Chapter I

THE CONGES DE TRAITE AS A METHOD TO CONTRQOL THE FUR TRADE, 1681-1715

From the founding of New France until after 1760, the fur “trade dominated
.the commercial activicy of the colOny.\}L was the main source of both profits
for the merchants and cash income for all the voyageurs, coureurs des bois,
and seasonal workers who participated iniit Bécause of the overwhelming
economic, social, STGEEngc and political /significance of this trade, it
became imperative for the Governors-General and th%{intendants to establish
controls on the activities quisf traders. In the seventeenth century, and
particularly from the 1660s onuérd, 50 many men were involved in the lndian
trade and the production of furs grew so fast, that within a short period the
market was glutted and the prof{ts of the companies which successively held
the monopoly fell One of the most important merchants of the perlod, Charles
Aubert de la Chesnaye, claimed that the large number of men trading caused a
sharp decline In beaver prices from 14 livres per'pound in 1664 to 4 livres in
1670 - and so threatened the entire colony.1 For about a generétion from
1670, the beaver price remained at about 4 livres per pound.‘ As a result the
increasing costs of expansion could accordingly be met only by further
expansion. By 1696, the quantity of furs which had accumulated in warehouses
was 80 large that the government d&éided to stop the trade and during the next
twenty years maintailned regulations to prohibit irt.

Overproduction was not the only problem. The illicit trade with the
English colonies was equally serious, and in a sense was related to
overproduction. In 1681 Governor-General Frontenac estimated that one quarter

of Canada's fprs were diverted to the'south. This trade reméined a source of
1



deep concern until after the American Revolution. Ideological reasons were

b
also behind this need to control the growth of the fur economy: the officlals

and the clerg; were convinced that the Indian trade was expanding at the
eypense of agriculture and other more useful and moral pursuits. Not only
were too many men attracted to the west, but the most energetic men were
attracted to the “course des bois”.

Early attempts to control the trade culminated in the introduction in
1681 of congés de traite, which gave the holder permisszon to take one canoe
with three men to a specific post to trade with the Indians.2 The
Governor-General was authorized to grant twenty-five coﬁgés cach year Lo
impoverished gentlemen, retired officers or their widows. They in turn coﬁld,
and usually did, sell their congé to a merchant or explolit it in cooperation
with a merchant. With this permission the trader could organize his
expedition and hire his men. Those who traded uithout‘authority could be
flogged or sent to the galleys in the Heditefranean. The congés ucrg
abolished 28 April 1696 as paré of a general retreat from the west.
Nevertheless, a few were still issued to carry necessary military ﬁﬁpplicﬁ
west, and in 1716 the congés were re-established.;

It _was one thing to decide to stop or controlAthe trade - it was another
thing to enforce this policy. By 1681, when the congés were Introduced, not
only had the Indians become extremely dependent on European goods, they had
also become an essential element in the diplomatic and milltary affairs of New
France. Each time the officials tfied to restrict the trade they had to face
the resistance of the merchants, the engagés involved in the trade and, of
course, the Indians. Since the officials, the military establishment, and the

bureaucrats were poorly pald, they tended to look at the fur trade as the only

important means to increase their incomes. These views were so widely shared
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-

‘that Governor-General Frontenac, who himgelf was deeply involved in the fur
trade for hislown profit, complained that the Jesuits converted more beavers
than souls.

Until recently, the congés de traite have not been used specifically by
historians as a tool to measure the size of the labour force engaged in the
fur trade. Those hilstorians, fioé F-X. Garneau through to L. GroulF and G.
Fﬁkgault whe did not paréicularly value the agricultural character of New
France, were determined’to show that the fur trade prevented the development
of the colony ﬁither by attracting too many men or by attractiné the best men.
Thus, many of them assumed that the\bfficial number of congés did not reaily
reflect the full extent of Canadian participation in this trade. This
interpretation had alsc been emphasized by E. Salone, who contended that in
1680 at least one-third of the married men were in the woods instead of
cultivating thelr lands.a Even H. Innis seemed to have accepted this
judgement about the negative impact on agriculture of the fur undertaking.
However, during the last fifteen years, a number'of historiang who have looked
at the development of the French Canadian peasantry from different

-

perspectivesg, have become inclined to minimize the peasant's role in the fur
A%

economy and;Qbonsequently. both the size of Fhe labour force that the fur
economy required and thg rural originé of the engagés. Although L. Dechéne5
readily admits that the twenty-five congés (each for one cance with a
"three—man crew) that were officially granted annually by the Governor-General
after 1681 did not correspond to the true number of fur expeditions, she
assumes that a few decades later, in the early eighteenth century, the congés

had become more or less a reliable measure of the volume of trade ~- in part

because she assumes that the extent of the smuggling has been greatly

-~

—
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exaggerated. Her thesis has been further developed by G. Allaire, who accepts
the congés as a reasonable instrument to measure the labour force.6 In
contrast, it is argued here that th;,éongéé are not adequate as a tool to
measure the labour force; and that the weight ‘of furs brought down to Montreal
required the work of several times thé number of men authorized by the congés

de traite.

1. The First Experience with the Congés, 1675-1695

-

Even before the congés were introduced in 1681 attempts had been made to
control and regulate the trade. As early as 1654 Governor Jean de Lauzon was
licencing traders to leave Canada and go up for fL;rs.7 In 1660, when
Groseilliers and Radisson returned from Lake Superior with sixty canoces of
furs, they were fined, and a quarter of their furs were confiscated because
they had traded withou£ a licence. When the Iroqudis war ended and the trade
increased, the need for control grew. During the 1660s Colbert's policy
restricted Canadians from golng up and encouraged Indians to come down to
M_ontreal.8 Jean Talon deniéé the right to hunt and trade to arriving engagés
who did not marry within fifteen days of the arrival of the vessels with the
"filles du roi".9 When'the monopoly of the Compagnle de 1'0Occident ended in
1674 and the fur trade waé‘opened to all settlers, the governors Increased the
use of licences to control the trade. In 1672, 1673, and 1676, various
punishments were decreed for thosé found in the woods lllegglly, and 1in 1676
the right to trade in furs was restricfed to the three markets In Montreal,
Trois~Riviéfes and Quebec.10

All these measures failed. Acadia was not included in the restrictions

so the fur traders obtained passes for Acadia - and went west. By 1679 the
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Governor-General and the Intendant had permission to allow ;rading from 16
January to 15 April.11 The trade was so lucrative that even officlals were
involved: the Intendant sald that' the Governor and Major at Montreal were
trading, and in return Governor Frontenac¢ accused the Intendant and the
Jesuits of trading.12 Finally; in May 1681, the King admitted the failure 6f
these regulations, and offered a full pardon - including fhe repayment of
fines that the coureurs des bols had previously paid.13 ‘However, at the same
time as he offered to refund the fines, the King instituted the congés de
traite. AIthoﬁgh only a handful of congés have survived for thé'ﬁeriog
1681~96, it 1s certain that each year the Governor distributed at least
twenty-five congés. As each congé was for one.cénoe; and each canoe had a
crew of three men, the official 1ab9ur force permitted for the fur trad;
amounted to only‘75 engagé€s. Yet thils number is so small that the repeated
complaints of New France officials agalnst "la course des bols", and its
disastrous consequences for the colony, seem incomprehensible.

In fact, from 1679 to 1693, numerous seniorlofficials of New,Franée
reported on many separate occasions that about 600 men were active in the
trade each summer. In 1679 the Intendant Duchesneau wrote to the Minister
that "nearly five or six hundred” men were in the woods; in 168% that 800 or
more men were off trading”; and again, in 1681, that 500 to 800 men were in
the woods. He went so.far as to clalm that someone from every family was in,
the bush and that even those in authority were trading.lh In 1685, Governor
Denonville repeated thét 600 men were in the interior each year.15~ In o
November 1690, Governor Frontenac reportégfzhaz 55 canoces with 200,000 livres
worth of beaver had arrived in Hontreal,16 which agaiﬁ was far above the limit
of the 25 canoes covered by the 25 congés. (Beaver of that value must have

welghed at least 48,485 pounds, an average of 882 pounds per cance, which

' seems quite reasonable because at that time canoces could carry up to a 1000
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pounds.} And {n 1693, the Intendant wrote home that he had issued congés for
1

only 25 canoes but that 187 canoces had come down to Honti‘eal.17 In other
5

words, the Intendant was sayfng that 1nstead of 75 men, ag’leaét 561 men had

I3

. ! .
left Montreal in the spring to go up to the pays d'En Haut. {Again this
. 1N

estimate seems reasonable: assuming 882 pounds per canoe, the 187 canoces would

have brought down 164,934 pounds of beaver; and in this year, 1693, a larger

quantitry of furs than usual was received in Montreal - the average for 1685 to
. ’ . .
1687 had been about 140,000 pounds annually.)18 These estimates of the number

of canoemen in the trade each year are consistent with the explanation of
'

Hubert Charbonneau et al that the greater number of females over males aged

-
.

25~29 in the 1681 census was due to the absence of a significant number of men
19 -

.-

in the woods.
There are, then, two contradictory estimates of the labour force: the
figures ;eriQed‘from the official éongés which indicate Qbout 75 men annually;
and thoée of thé officials, who assessed the attraction of the fur trade to
the settlers and egtimated that each summer more than 500 men were In the
trade. TIn trying to resolve this contradiction, it is necéssary to conslder
two sets of figures: the voluﬁe.of fur exports and the average weiéht that the
canoes and men could carry. Some information about’the capaclty of the fur
trade canoes, the load that each man carried, and the detalls of their work
can be found in the accounts of traders and travellers. Even though most of
these accounts were written after 1735, they are reliable not only for that
period, but also for earlier times. These accounts reveal that the routes up
the St. Lawrence and Ottawa Rivers came to be carefully defined; that the same
N
.river channels, the same portages, the same trails at the portages were used
by canoce after canoe,-year after year; and that on the Ottawa River to
Michillimackinacrthere were, depending on the water level, about thirty-six

portages. Loulse Dechéne writes that the route to Michillimackinac in the

seventeenth century had more than thirty portages.



All these_sources after 1735 indicate that for each man who went up
country about 300 to 333 pounds of fur were brought down; similar figures have
been given for -the 1680s and 1690s. 1In 1690 Gov. Frontenac (as meﬁtiohed
earlier) reported that 55 canoes had returned with 200,000 livres worth of
beaver. Since the value of castor éras was 4.15 liQres per pound, the weight A
of the "beaver carried in these three-man cances was at least 882 pounds. In
this cage the load for.gach man in the cance would have been at least 294 -
pounds. Loulse Dechéne writgs that the maximum capacity of the early canoces
was‘about 333 pounds per man.20 ’This figuré of 1000 pounds per canoce is also
confirmed by Baron de Lahontan, in a rather curioug roundabout way. In a
letter ab;ut the fur traée, he doubled all his figures: he wrote that each of.
the 25 congés was for two canoes, that each of these fifty canoes of European
goods produced ‘two cances of furs, and that each of the 100 canoes (four per
- congé) returned with 2000 pounds of furs.21 Lahontan's doubling was probably
an éttempt to prote;t Frontengé and other fur tréding officials.by suggesting
that 200,060 pounds of fur could have been produced with only the 25 official
coAgés.

Assuming a 1000—pound capacity for the cances and 333—pound loads carried
by each man (assuming also that each man, in order.to carry his 333-pound load
had to make at least two trips at each portage), it 1is possible by using
figures on the exports of fur, to begin to resolve this contradiction about
the size of the labour force. For each year from 1675 to.1687 !Le welght of

beaver landed in France is known approximately - only approximately because

not all. fur taken in Canada got €0 France. Some rotted, and some was lost.

captured
l \\-—-—/ .
that large quantities of furs from the Bay reached France. And any of that

{Ore might assume that a small part of the beaver received in France had been
Jrom English ships in Hudson Bay: however it was not until after 1687



15

~

~.

~

™~

fur could have been offset By shipments of fur from New France that were taken

'

by the English.) These fig;;es would have included some beaver that had been
-

recelved from Indians at the fur fairs in Hontregl} Trois Riviéres, and

Quebec. However by 1681 these fairs had declined and were relatively small.

The beaver exports for 1684 appear low {one i1s tempted to believe that a "94"

has been reversed to become the "49"), however, since part of that year's

shipment could have been received in early 1685, the figure cannot, in all

* certainty, be discarded.  In Table 1 below, therofficial number of canoes and

men allowed to go west is considered in relation to the welght of beaver

received in France during the 1681-1687 period.

Table 1 .

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE BEAVER IMPORTS AND
THE OFFICIAL CONGES, 1681-1687

\\~_} 1 2 3 4 S . 6
Beaver Rec.'d : - Beaver Beaver
v’ in France Congés Canoes Engagés - Per Canoe Per Man
{(pounds)* _ (number) (number) (number) {pounds) {pounds)
" 1681 : 82,900 25 25 75 3315 _ 1105
1682 90,353 25 25 75 3621 L205
1683 95,489 25 25 73 3819 1273
1684 49,056 25 25 75 1962 654
1685 137,568 25 25 75 5502 T 1834
1686 141,200 25 25 75 5646 1882
1687 141,200 25 25 75 5646 1882

Average - 105,395 25 25 75 4216 1405

* These pounds were about 8% heavier than British pounds (454 g).

Sources: For Beaver, E.B. 0'Callaghan (ed.), "Return of Beaver received from
Canada from 1675 to 1685”7, Documents relative to the colonial history
of the state of New-York, .Albany, N.Y., 1856, Vol. IX, p. 287, (the
years 1675-1680 are not used here because the congés do not begin
until 1681), and Harold Innis The Fur Trade of Canada, 1927, p. 149;
for congés, Ordonnance, mai 1681, Archives des colonles, Canada,
memoires, 1681-1690, fol. 17, cited in Emile Salone, La Colonisation
de la Nouvelle-France, Paris, 1306, p. 260. ‘
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As the table shows, the average annual weigbt of beaver during the ‘
1681;87 period was 105,395 pounds. ifionly 75 men carried that weight'downk.ﬁa
Montreal, each man's load at the portages would have avéiaggd 1405 pounds of 5’//
beaver, and each canoe would have had a cargo of 4200 pounds of beaver. éuch-
loads are more than four times the 1oaduthat the men and the canoes used in
the fur trade actually did carry.

In ceontrast, if we divide the'beaver-imports-by'the 1000, pounds that was
the-approximate weight carried by the three-man cances, we get a more
reasonable estimate of‘thé éize of the laboit force. Table II provides such
an overall view of thajlabour force dgfing the years 168l to 1687.

‘fable IT-

. THE LABOUR FORCE ESTIMATED FROM BEAVER IMPORTS
(One ' three-man canoe.carried 1000 pounds)

1 2 " 3
Bemver Rec'd ’
in France " Canoes ‘ Engé@és
(pounds) {number)} (number)
1681 82,900 83 ‘ 249
1682 ' 90,353 91 273
1683 95,489 95 : 285
1684 49,056 49 147
1685 137,568 138 414
1686 141,200 141 423
1687 .. 141,200 141 423
Average 105,395 105 315

Source: For Beaver Rec'd in France: see sources Iin Table I.

These figures for the number of canoes and men are actually lower than the
estimates of the labour force made by the colonial officials. However, since
the beaver received in France did not constitute the total fur catch of the

colony, this estimate is incomplete. 1

i

-1
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Even though the beaver réceived in France at this fime wag by far the
largest part of the Canadian fur production, it was not the complete beaver.'
catch, nor was beaver the only fur brOuéht down from the éays d'En Haut. Many
furs were lost on the trip from the pays d'En Haut down to the St. Lawrence;
many rotted in storage at-Quebec; some were lost on the trip across the
Atlantic; and others may have been landed at small ports and not included in
these-figures. It is not possible to establish how many furs were lost, but a
figure of 15% 1s certainly not teo high. 1In addition to that, it is neéessary
to include the beaver pelts that were smuggled to the British colonies, and
- the pelts from animals other than beﬁver._ In 1681 Gov. Frontenac estimated
that 25% of the beaver was smuggled. to Orange by way of Chambly.22 He
explained that the English palid one third more than the French {and pald in
cash) énd sold thelr merchandise at half of what the French charged. Eight;

years %ater this price situation.was the sam¢: the relative cost of goods in.

beaver belts at Albany and Montreal 1in 1689 1is\shown below.

Table I1I \/

-

COST OF GOODS IN BEAVER PELTS, 1689

1 ' ] 2 T 3
Goods Albany Montreal

’

8 pounds of powder

1 gun

40 pounds ¢f lead
blanket of red cloth
blanket of white cloth
four shirts

six pair of stockings

— = D e
(RIS T G R N B P W, I o)

-

Source: NYCD, Vol. TX, p. 408:

Naturally, many Canadians took their beaver pelts to Albany instead of
Montreal. Smuggling of beaver to the British colonles was a problem

throughout the entire history of New France.

]



The quantity of fur other than beaver taken during the years 1681-87 is
difficult to estimate. Trade in other animal pelts existed early in the
. seventeenth century, and by 1670 the trade in elk, otter, martin, muskrat and

fox was significant.23 Thirty-five years later, around 1720, other furs were

about 45% of the value ¢f all fur landed at La Rochelle.24 Louise Dechéne has

estimated that in the seventeenth century trans-Atlantic freights wére only
80% beaver.25 Pelts of other animals must have been‘at least 10% of the
welght of beaver pélts. In Table IV ‘below, the total fur catch 1s estimated
by adding the 15% of spoiled or lost beaver, the 25Z of smuggled beaver, and
then the 107 of other furs to the weight.of.the beaver landed in France. .The
annual-average of 105,395 pounds of beaver for 1681-1687 then becomes 177,766
pounds of furs. Since the beaver received in France is known for 1675-1687
{not just 1681-1687 when c;ngés were issued), the estimateé-are extended back

L4 1

to 1675.

18



Table IV

ESTIMATES OF TOTAL FUR CATCH, 1675-1687
(All figures in pounds)

1 2 3 4 5

Beaver Estimate ‘Estimate Estimate Total
Received of Beaver of Beaver of Furs of Fur
in France Spoiled Smuggled Other Animals Catch
1675 61,000 9,150 23,383 9,353 102,886
1676 - 70,000 10,500 26,834 10,733 118,067
1677 92,000 13,800 35,267 14,107 - 155,177
1678 80,135 12,020 30,718 12,287 : 135,160
1679 68,080 10,212 ©° 26,097 10,439 114,828
1680 69,000 10,350 26,450 10,580 116,380
1681 82,900 12,435 31,778 12,711 139,824
1682 90,353 13,553 34,635 13,854 152,395
1683 95,489 14,323 36,604 14,642 © 161,058
1684 49,056 7,358 18,805 ' 7,522 82,741
1685 r137,568 20,635 52,734 21,094 232,031
1686 141,200 21,180 54,127 21,651 238,158
1687 141,200 21,180 54,127 21,651 238,158
AveTages
1675-80 73,369 11,005 28,125 11,250 123,749

1681-87 105,395 15,809 40,401 16,161 177,766

Source: For Beaver Received in France, see sources 1in Table I (p. 153).

If this average of 177,766 pounds.was brought to Montreal (or to the
British ;olonies) by only 75 men, each man would have carried aun average of -
2370 pounds at each portage. This load - well over a ton - would have
required each man to have carried 26 ninety-pound pieces at each ﬁortugc. In
this case, each three man canoe would have carried 7110 pounds, or more than
three and a half toms. Such feats belong to the realm of myth. One hundred
years later the maltre canoes carried such a load, -but they were more than

three times larger than these seventeenth century cances, and had crews of
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e}ght to ten men. If, on the other hand, the 177,766 pounds of fur were
brought down by 500. or 600 men - as estimated by varibps officials -~ each_han
would have carried a load of about 323 pounds at each portage. Such loads are
-in complete harmony with the actual capacity of the seventeenth century
canoes. From this perspective, uhich implies that the government failed to
control the fur trade‘through the system of the congés, the evaluatiogsuof
the colonial officilals appear infinitely more valié than those figures
extracted from the congés themselves .

Having established the total fur catch during 1675-1687, and knowing that
the méximum capacity of each three-man canoe was about 1000 pounds, the
minimum size of the labour force for each year can be estimated m%re

precisely.

Table V

SIZE OF THE LABOUR FORCE ESTIMATED FROM FUR PRODUCTION, 1675-1687
(One three-man canoe carried 1000 pounds)

1 2 3
Total Furs - Canoes Men
{pounds) {number) {number)
1675 102,886 103 ' 309
1676 118,067 - 118 56 -
1677 155,177 " 155 : ‘ 465,
1678 135,160 135 405
1679 114,828 115 345
1680 116,380 : 116 ~~— ' 348
1681 139,824 140 420
1682 .~ 152,395 152 456
1683 ‘. 161,058 lé6l 483
1684 82,741 83 249
1685 ’ 232,031 232 696
1686 _f . 238,158 238 714
"1687 / 238,158 238 714
Average
534

(1681-87) ~ - 177,766 178

~N .

Source: For Total Furs, Table IV (p. 19).

L
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At least 534 men were needed just to carry the furs at each and every
portage. However, every wan in the interior would riot -have been available to
carry the -furs down through all the portages. Many men, perhaps most, stayed
in the }nterior for at least a year and so could not have moved both goods up
and furs down during the same summer. A second group of men made fiJe or six
month (or much shorter) trips from Montreal to the Loné‘Sault, Petite Nation,
or Michillimackinac to collect the furs; either from Indians or other Canadlan
tradérs who brought the furs part way down;26 Because of the diversity of
work, it is.reasonable to assuﬁe that more than 534 men were in the interlor
each summer. |

The number of Ottawa India;s carrying fur‘down to Montreal had beeﬁ high
in khe years immediately after 1667, when the war with the.IrAquois had
stopped. In many years 200 Ottawa canoes came down. Ho;ever the Ottawas were
never successful in replacing the Hurons in the carrying trade. As the
coureurs des beils spread through the iInterior, control of the trade and of the
transportation system shifted into French hands. By 1676 so few Indians were
bringing furs down to Montreal to trade that the fairs at Montreal,
Trois-Riviéres and Quebec héd declined. By 1686 only a handfu} of Indlan
canoes were comin% down to Montreal each year.27 So, all in all, the number
_of'settlers in the trgde each year, according to the overall fur production,
1s consistent with the claims of officlals that 500 to 800 men were in the
trade each year.

For the years 1688-96, the gaps in the data on fur exports make .1t
impossible to attempt to evéluate the labour force by the method used for
1681-1687. Nevertheless it is apparent that the volume of fur was increasing,

not decreasing. Indeed it had to increase. From 1670 until the turn of the

century the price of castor gras remained at roughly 4 livres per pound. Yet
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‘at the same time the costs of the trade were increasing: explorations,
transportation to the receding fur frontier, the development of posts, Indian
presents, and wars against Britain, the Iroquois, and other Indians all added
to the expenses of the trade, and of the colony. And these expenses could be
met only by an increased volume of fur exports. So production continued to
— .
grow during 1688-1696, as it had during 1675 1687, until the market was
glutted. In August 1689 four days after the Battle of Lachine, the cances
from Hichiiiimackinac arrived in Montreal with the largest shipment of beaver
that had ever been received in Canada - 800,700 livres worth, probably about
190,000 pounds wgight. In 1693, as noted above {(on p. 13), about 165,000
pounds of beaver were received in Montreal. Naturally increased trade
required an inc;ease in the number of cances, and in the number of canoemen.
\ ;
Nevertheless, until 1696, only 75 men were officially authorized each year.
Like the measures used in the 1670s, the congés that were introduced in
1681 failed to reduce the number of men goilng west. The congés authorized
only 75 men annually for the trade. However, both before and éfter the
establishment of the system of the congés, the Governors-General and the‘
Intendants were constant in their estimates of the number of people actually
involved in the trade: between 500 or 800 men with an an;;al average of 600
mer.. In other words, the officials in Quebéc City repeatedly said that the

congés had falled completely to restrict participation in the fur trade. And

they seem to have been right.

11. The Suppression of the Congés, 1696 - 1715

In 1696 the congés were abolished and for the two decadeé 1696+1715

French authorities tried to suppress the fur trade. Theoretically, congés

I3



were nst issued for the trade except when some trade to supply the Indians was
necessar; for diplomatic or military reasons. The Indians had become so
dependent on European goods that 1if they‘did not get them from the French,
they had to go to the English. Thus the French were compeiled to distribute
trade goods as presents, and this practice alone was enough to guarantee the
continuation of some trade. And since the only way to get men, mllitary
supplies, and presents to the posts was to allow the canoemen and merchants
some trading, the movement of furs continued almest as if nothing had
happened. Only seven of those special congés - fourrin 1708 and three in 1715
- were recorded by‘Massicotte. In the absence of the usual officlal congés,
many of the coureurs des bols simply did not return to Montréal. They lived
and traded as best they could in the pays d'En Haut: 1if Canada did ﬁot take
their furs, Albany would.

The substantial weight of beaver received in Montreal during éhe-years
after 1696, by tge company hoiding the imperial monopoly on Canadian beaver
proves that the suppression of the congés neither stopped the trade, nor
stopped Canadians from going up to the pays d'En Haut. Some historians have
cited evidence which suggests that the annual weight of fur received iﬁ
Montreal may have averaged as much as 199,311 pounds.29 This figure is
susplclously high. Such a weight would have Been even higher than that
recelved before 1696, indeed 1t would have been the highest in the history of
the trade. However, the extremely high quantity recelved in 1699 colnclded
with the resumption of peace with the Iroquois, which made the rivers safe,
and alloyed the shipment to Montreal of»furs that had been held in the -
interior. Even without that sudden increase, which continued the year after,
the market was saturated. The annuél French consumption had been only

40-45,000 pounds before 1685, and in 1694 was more or less the same.
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Accordingly'most of the extra beaver had tolbe sold in other European markets,
particularly Aﬁsterda;.30 Not all beaver could be sold and the company's
stock of pelts continueﬁ to Iincrease.

In 1706 a neulcompany was organized, and to avoid over-production it
refused to buy castor grds. The Indians, who had been encouraged by Canadian
traders to get this érade of beaver, regarded this change as an act of bad
faith.31 The fur traders and their backers in Quebec City were caught between
the orders of Paris to stop the trade and the insistence of the Indians to
continue it - an insistence which coincided with their own needs. Since

France and Helland consumed about 102,000 pounds weight of beaver annually,32

the beaver market was international and so furs couid be sold to the American
colonies. Thus Canadians were able to ignofe the restrictions imposed by
France. After 1706 large quantities of Canadian beayer were being diverted
through Albany to New York City. .Some of the beaver was taken by direct
trading expeditions of the Albany merchants into the Great Lakes, some beaver
was delivered by the Iroquols who traded with more distant tribes, but most of
it wés brought to Honfreal by Canadian canocemen and then smuggled from
Montreal down the Richelieu Valley. Jean Lunn has estimated that dur?pg the
period 1706- 1717 between half and two-thirds of Canadian beaver was s&yggled
into New York-33 If two-thirds was smuggled, it would have amounted to twice
the official -trade. If half was smuggled, Lunn's minimum estimate, it would
have equalled the officlal trade. When the.minimum of this beaver is added to
that rggeived by the company, it seems the beaver catch of 1706~1715 was
almost as high as that before 1706 and that after 1715.

In addition to this beaver, the pelts of other animals such as elk,

moose, deer, bear, and martin were being taken, some of which were also

34 o
smuggled. Louise Dechéne writes that exports of these other pelts came to
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about 75% of the value of the beaver exports between 1706 and 1720.35 This

figure seems very high, but the value of beaver officially exported was very
' -
low during thils period. The cémpany's refusal to accept castor gras had cut
the weight of the official trade at least 1in half, and since the remaining
castor sec was boughf at only 30-34s (20s = 1 livre), which was about a third
of Ehe old price for castor gras, the value of Canada's official beaver
exports was far below what 1t had been before 1706. On the other hand, the
trade in other pelts was constantly increasing. Some of these pelts, such as
martin, were lighter and more valuabie than beaver; others, such as elk and
bear, had approximately the same value per pound as beaver. The official
exports of these pelts probably weighed a little less than 75% of the weight
of official beaver exports. A smaller percentage of these pelts were also
smuggled. So: everything consldered, the weight of the pelts of other animals
may be estimated at 40% of the total beaver catch. v
Finally an additional 5% at least can be allowed for pelts that were
spoiled in transit from the pays d'En Haut to Montreal or to the British
colonles. These calculations are shown in‘Table VI below. These figures are

prcbably a more or less correct statement of the total Canadian fur production

of this period.
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Table VI

ESTIMATES OF THE CANADIAN FUR CATCH gy 1706-1715
(All figures in pounds)

1 2 3 4 5

Beaver-—" ~ Estimate Estimate Estimate Total

' Received by of Beaver of Furs of of Fur Fur

the Company Smuggled Other Animals Spoiled Catch
1706 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,624
1707 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,024
1708 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,624
1709 69,600 : 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,624
1710 69,600 . 69,600 . 55,680 9,744 204,624
1711 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,624
1712 73,377 73,377 58,702 10,273 215,729
1713 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 ¢ 204,624
1714 69,600 69,600 55,680 9,744 204,624
1715 108,890 108,890 87,112 15,245 320,137

Sources: For Beaver Received by the Company, Harold Innis, The Fur Trade of
Canada, University of Toronto, 1927, pp. 149-152, and Alice Jean
Elizabeth Lunn, Economic Development 'in New France, 1713-1760,
Montreal (McGill Ph.D. Thesis), 1942, p. 456.

The total Canaéian‘fur catch during the period 1706-~15, iﬁstead of &bout
Z0,000 pounds annually, would then have been about 217,000 pounds annually.
This figure shows a reasonable increase over that of the 16805, but also
reflects the crisis of over-production experienced by the tréde beginning in
the last years of the seventeenth century. Total fur exports during the years
1706-1715 were more than 20% higher than the 178,000 pounds annually exported
during 1681-87, and assuming the capaqipy of the canoes and the loads that the
men carried at‘the portages werejunchanged,\the slze of the labour force would

v

also have been about 20% higher. The calculation of the labour force for

these years is shown in Table VII below.



Table VII

SIZE OF THE LABCUR FORCE ESTIMATED FROM THE TOTAL FUR CATCH, 1706-1715
{One three-man cance carried 1000 pounds)

1 2 3
Total \

Fur Catch Canoes Men

(pounds) {number) (number)
1706 204,624 ’ 205 615
1707 204,624 : 205 615
1708 204,624 205 615
1709 204,624 205 . 615
1710 - 204,624 205 / 615
1711 : 204,624 205 615 !
1712 215;729 216 648
1713 204,624 205 » 615
1714 204,624 205 615
1715 320,137 320 961
Average 217,286 217 . 651 .

Source: For Total Fur Catch, Table VI (p. 26).

These figures, averaging 651 men annually, constitute a reasonable incrcﬁsc
over the period 1681—87,-given the expansion of the smuggling trade. As in
the 1681-87 period, this number of men was required at each portage and
because some men were wintering, and others coming and going, more than 651
may have been active inithe trade each summer. And few of these men were
Indians: the year 1708, when sixty an canoes came down was exceptional.
In the eight or nine ye s-befogzzzjiziEZQ-lndian canoes came down.36

This conclusion

that a labour force of hundreds of Canadians was
required — was cogfirmed by the correspondence of the colonial officials with
Paris. TheyWrote repeatedly that large numbers of men were constantly

trading in the interior, and that they could not prevent them from doing so.

In 1698, two years after the congés were abolished, the Intendant wrote to the
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Minister that becausé fhe colony was open on all sides, 1t was easy to enter
or leave with a loaded canoe w;thout being noticed. He argued that the only
way td end the beaver.trade_wastto &ithdraw all Frenchmen from the interior
since even the soldiers at the posts were rovers and traders. As concrete
examples the Intend;nt reported, that the commandes and his men at Fort St.
Louis were trading (which was permitted to a limited extent) and that a
voyageur named LeSueur had taken fif;y mén 700-800 leagues 1nland from Quebec
supposedly to loock for mines, but actually fer the.purpose of fur trading.37
LeSueur's miping story was so transparent that Frongenac and Champigny
suspended-his licence and reported the incident to the King, who approved the
suspension.38 - |

Two years later, in 1700, Gévernpr de Ca%liéres sent the Captain oﬁ the
Troop, Sieur de Tonty, to Michillimackinac with the King's orders to evacuate
the post. Out of 104 men, only 20 came down; another B4 aid not. Governor de
Callieres speculated that most of the 84 men would probably go to the

»

Mississippl where 30 men had already gone with ten canoes of beavers that were
o;;d to merchants in Canada. Another g;;up of ten canoes of coureurs deé bois
and beaver had gone to the Mississippi and still more were expected to go.
(The following spring the King wrote back that as long as the men repéid the
theft from.-the Montreal merchants, they could have a pardon and stay in
Mississippli.) 1In tLe same ;etter, de Callidres reported that Siedr de
Lguyigny, who was 1in command of Fort Frontenac, had been trading despite being
ordered not to trade. Louvigny's furs were seized at Montreal for the. Kin

and Louvigny and the other officers with him were relieved of thelr duty and
tried. However, Louvigny was supported by various Montreal officials,
including some in the court system, and eventually his furs were passed to a
merchant at a low price. The Governor-General thought thils type of leniency

undermined the King's orders.s?
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In 1703, Gov. Vaudreuil.and Intendénn Beauharnols admitted -that both

suppressing the congés and prohibiting the trade had failed to stop ghe fur
3

trade, but nevertheless they recommende@ that the trade be limited by\sgain
granting congés. They suggested that if fifteen congés were available the
coureurs des bols would come down to Honhteal to try and get them, and since
fewer.men would be in the pays d'En Haut, less beaver would be produced.
Otherwise the coureurs des bois would ignore the Government and continue -tq
trade anyway.40 Vaudreuil, at least, took his own advice and sent known
traders up country with merchandiée, berhaps.even selling them passes. In
1706, he actually sent Sieur Louvigny - who had been relieved of his command
and punished for trading at Fort Frontenac - to Michillimackinac with trade
goods. And Sieur Tonty,’who had been able to get only 20 of more than 100 men
- at Michillimackinac to come down in 1700 - was put in charge of Fort
Frontenac, where he began trading aggressively.41

Vaudreull's support for the trade bec;me more obvious. The son-in-law of
Sieur de Lotbinidre, a relative of Vaudreuil's, went to the Qutaouacs with
otheé settlers and three canoes. Other known traders such as Sieurs
D'Allleboust du Manthet and de la Découverte were sent to the interior with
merchandise. Sieur de la Joncaire, whom Vaudreull sent to the Iroquoils each
year, always came home with 1000 beavers. And when a man named Neveu infdrmed
that an army officer (Jean Baptiste Bissot, Sieur de Vincennes) was trading,
it was Neveu who was thrown into the dungeon. Despite all this, the Minister
still expressed disbelief at a report that Vaudreuil had éold elght passes.
Until the King ordered Vaudreuil to ;nd the practice, those who navigated
canoes on diplomatic misslons were permitted to carry 300 pounds of goods
each.42 So a three-man canoe almost fully loaded (900 pounds) was allowed to

trade, if the trader could get tbe.expedition declared diplomatiec.



-~

?‘“L'

30

The trade could-noﬁ be Atopped. Officials in Canada came to realize it,
and made the argument to Paris with increasing frankness. The trade was vital
not only to a small graup of merchants but to the whole_popuiation of the
éolonf. If the Indlans did not get tr&hzaéoods from Canada, they would get,

them from Hudson Bay, where the English were trying to outbid the French to

supply, and to controi, the Indians. Supplies had to be sent to the Inddians,

and- that was possible only if canoes and canoemen went up. ©On one occasion,

6ix canoces and about 25 men had to be sent to Detroit to keep it supplied.
The war agaiﬁst the Renard could be supplied‘only by planning to let 200 men
go up In the spring of 1716. They were reéuired to trayel at thelr own
expedse and load their®cances half with provisions and ha%f with merchandise.

They, like another group of men who were‘permitte& to winter during 1715-16 in

. 4

the pays d'En Haut, would be allqgwed a year and a half to !:rade.[‘3
Because s0 many soclal groups ‘needed the trade, control of the fur
traders, and in particular the professional coureuts des bols, was impossible.

This last group had no.other occupation, and so could not leave the pays d'En

. Haut . They could be useful to France, but if Canada would not trade through

them! they would probgbly staf& trading “with the English colonies, and would
be lost to France. There vere surpfiéingly many‘men in the interior. In
addition to tﬂs %00 men allowed ﬁp inll7i§ (to supply the war agqiﬂst the
Renard) and th;;e‘w;ﬂp?ring in 1715—£6, 46 coureurs des bols were based at
Michillimackinac in léi3. In the s;me_year, 100 voyageurs were secretly sent
to Michillimackinac Jﬁere they consume&-the goods of the merchants who sent
them and then fled to the g}ssissispi to join/igﬂother coureurs des bois. 1In

1714, another 100 coureurs aes bbisrsuccessfully petitioned to come down from
p R

Michillimackinac. The government believed that these men traded Elong Lake

Ontario, probably at Torodte, and took trade away from Fort Frontenac. They



31

were able to compete with Fort Frontenac for fur from the Indians, because the
Indians were always desperate for alecohol, and these traders had rum from
Orange, while Fort Frontenac did not have brandy. The coureurs des boils and
their trade were so well established that Montreal merchants even had
warehouses at Micﬁillimackinaé.aa This volume of trade was so large that the
seven or éo congés surviving from the period are irrelevant as indlicators of
this acsivity. Even judges were interested Im the fur trade and so were

unwilling to convict coureurs des bcais-[‘5 The illegal fur trade, the speclal

congés, the evasion of the King's regulations, and the large scale smugglling
had all become entrenched parﬂgﬁbf the fur trade. Under the circumstances,

the congés failed as Iinstruments to control the trade as did all attempts to
regulate the trade. And any effort to derive the size of the labdur force

from the congés .is bound to equally fail.

In summary then, after the failure of the early attempts to control the
number of men in the fur trade, the system of the congés was introduced in
1681. Only 25 congés were authorized,‘each for one canoe with three men - a
maximum of 75 men. 1In contrast, the officials of New France continued -to
claim that about 600 men were active In the trade each year. 1In evaluating
these two contradictory estimates the Qeighc of all the furs produced (noE
jdét the beaver received in France; and the capacities of the canoes indlcuté
that during the 1681-87 period, an a&erage of at least 534 canocemen were
needed each year. The officials' contentions that the congés had failed were
true. By 1696 the éupbly of beaver was so large that Paris tried to suppress
the fur trade, And congés were issued only for diplomatic or military -
necessity. Nevertheless, the trade continued and when the Montreal company
refused to buy cas;pt gras, the fur was smuggled to New York. Tﬁe calculation

of the total fur ﬁroduction proves that the trade continued unchecked, and the
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size of the labour force remained high. The official correspondence shows not
only that many men were active in the trade but also ‘that the officials of New
F;ance tolerated, ahd even participated in, this trade. Paris was urigdle to
restrict the volume of the trade, or the sizle of the labour force engaged in

ic.
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Chagter 11
.

THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE CONGES, 1716-1758

The Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 weakened the French.Empire in North
America.- Most of Acadia, Newfoundland, and a dominant position in the
fisheries were surrendered to Britain; France gave up her claims, and her
forts, on Hudson Bay; and France accepted Britain's claims that the Iroquols
were British subjects. For Britaln, these gains were noE)only commercial but
also strategic: with these new édvantages, and the cont ﬁued control of the
Hudson Valley, Britain could threaten both the French f trade In the
interior and French shipping and fishing in the Gulf of St. Lawrence.
France's response was also both military and commercial:‘for;ifications were
built at the weak points and trade expanded; Louisboufg was founded in 1713
and then fortified beginning in 1718; Fort Frederick was established to block
the Richelieu Valley route between Montreal and Albany; New Orleans'w;s
founded in-1718 as a base for southern trade; and in the interior, ecleven
posts, including Miami, St. Joseph, La Baye-des-Puants, and Nlagara, Qere
established between 1713 and 1720. From these posts the official fur trade
was resumed and enlarged, more men with bigger and faster canoces traded with /
more Indians for more furs. Since this expansion of the fur trade was both
militarf and economic,{the alliances with the Indians agailn became a
significant addition to New France's financial and military resources. 'On the
other hand, these new fortifications and posts had to be paid for and the
Indians supported in order to continue the fur trade, which was the major

source of New France's wealth.
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Beginning initially in 1717 and then without interruption on 28 January
1722, the Compagnie des Indes had the monopoly on the beaver trade. As in the
past, all beaver that was bfought down to Montreal had to be sold to the
company at a fixed price. Unliké previous monopolies, the Compagnié des Indes
bought all the beaver that it was offered, and so did no£ restrict the
production of beaver. The company was successful in selling this beaver on
the European market. By 1716, France consumed 72,000 pounds of beaver
annually and sold Holland an additional 30,000 pounds. These markets remained
stable until 1760.. Beaver exports, while experiencing some growth, were
growing slowlyé in the 1720s about 145,000 pounds were received annually in
Montreal; .by the¢ 17405 an annual average of 175,000 pounds were'received. in
the inter;al, annual beaver rece%pts were almost always between 120,000 and
180,000 pounds. Similarly, beavér prices at La Rochelle remainea more og less
stable but ‘'on the whole were grqE%ng moderately: castor gras was never above
1008 per pound until 1727, and oniy occaslonally below 100s after 172?; the
top grade of castor sec was below 60s a éound until 1722, it was 70s in 1758,
and frequently it was 80s, and twice (in 1730 and 1750) 1£ was even higher
than 803,_and never was it below 605.1 Néturally, modest growth in beaQer
production, and moaerate Increases in its prices meant that revenue from the
beaver trade could increase only slightly.

’

The re-establishment of the congés 1in 1716 and the territorial expansion
of the trade had created new cosfs such as new postsg, longer transportation
routes including the improvement of trails and portages, the search for ana'
development of new food sources, as well as more Indian presents, and
eventually more Indian wars. 'These costs were increasing so fast that the

profits of the merchants were threatened. The additional costs could be

o



39

offset only by further expansion of the fur trade; and by changes in the
transportation system. Thé fur trade remaired trapped in a cycle of
expansions that generated costs, and costs which implied further expansion.
Since the revenue from the beaver.alone was not exPaﬁding significantly, it.
was important to enlarge the trade in other pelts. And that trade did grow.
As already mentioned, during the years 1675-87 other pelts had welghed about
10%Z of the total weight of beaver; by 1706-1715 they can be estimated at 40%.
Then,; from 1722 to 1734 the value of_other pelts landed at La Rochelle wéé
82.7% of the value of the beaver, and from 1735‘to 1758 the other pelts landed
at La Rochelle were worth about twice what the beaver that was landed was

2
worth.

The fur trade involved thé'colony in the affairs of the Indian nations so
extensively because the trade was an essential source of cash revenuce for the
whole populaticon of New France. Consequently, the trade had a major impact on
the economic and social position of all groups in the soclety. For these
reasons it appeared vital to control the fur trade. This necessity had
existed since the 1670s and remalned as acute in the 1730s as it had in the
past. This control was so important to the colonial system that an attempt
had to be made to exercise 1it, even if (as must have been suspecte%) effective
control was unlikely. The 1illegal fur, the evasion of regulations and the
smugéling to British colonies, were so entrenched among all social gfoups -

including those who should have enforced the regulations — that any official

imperial control of the trade could not be made really efficlent.

These broad factors and conditions determined the envirconment in which

the fur traders operated, and exercised their options. Since the costs of

f/’



trade had increased faster than the revenue from beaver, the traders could
increase thelr revenue only by taking more fur. They could either enlarge it
geographically or take other types of pelts in greater quantity. ‘And because
all previous efforts to regulate the trade had failed, they had no reason to
fear any new efforts by Parils to control the trade. Another possibility for
them was to reduce costs. A major portion of these costs - and the one the
traders could most easlly control - was the transportation system, including
the cost of the labour force. Beginning about 1715 (o: perhaps slightly
earlier), the small trading expeditions that consisted of one three-man canoe
were gradually displaced. These one canoe expeditions had been organized by
individual voyageurs who usually obtained their trade goods on credit, and
then led the canoce to their destination. Frequently they travelled together
with other voyageurs in a protective convoy. 1In contrast, the new type of
expedition consisted of sevéral canoes financed and organized‘by merchants who
co-operated glosely with the military, especially at the richest and
strategically significant posts. This change Iin organization reduced many
voyageurs to engagfs. At the same time, the traders were able to enlarge both
the crewlsize, and more importantly, the capacity of thelr cances. Thus the
working conditions of the engagés detgriorated.and the loads they carried at
the portages became heavier. In assessing the actions of the traders,hboth to
expand the trade and to modify thelr transportation network, the most

promising source Is the congés de traite.

i. The Administration cof the Congés

As a result of the expansion of the fur trade after 1713 and the need to

<f .
control it, the congés were re-established in 1716 and, although they were



1

resfricted in 1720 and suppressed again in 1723, they were re-introduced in
1726. 1In kéeping with the need for expansion, the number of congés was: not
_’Eiﬁited to 25, as had been the case Iin the past. And, similarly, individual
congés Increasingly authorized more than one cance. The hesitancy about
re-introducing the congés is not surprising considering the failure of past.
attempts to restrict the number 0f(§s9/iﬁ the pays d'En Haut. Despité those
boor regults,_the Quebec City officiais thought that the Fongés had their
advantages. The system offered at least the appearance of control - Quebecl
had something to show Paris that an effort to control the trade was belng
made, and such an appearance might even help the officials to manage the trade_
for their own benefit. Since,the trade was an economic necessity, the congés
could be used to legitimize the role of the nobility and the military in the
trade. 1In addition, since the cohgés were sold, {t was expected that some
revenue would be raised. As well, the congés géve Quebec a tool to ban the
most flagrant trouble-makers while keeping the trade in what 1t considered to
be proper hands. For these reasons, the system of the congés was
re-estabiished and remained in use until the end of the French Regi;ZS\ The

cf;gés that have survived are in the Archives nationales du Québec at

Montreal. Those for 1717-1730 were hand-written on two different sizes of

paper, and have subsequently been bound together. Those for some other years,

including 1718, 1720 and 1731-35, are in the Registres des audiences. The

congés for 1739-~1752 were written on individually prepared forms.

—



s " Table VIII

CONGES DE TRAITE, THE CANOES, AND THE CREWS, 1717-1752

1 | 2 3 4- - 5 r!/

No. of No. of No. of ° Canoes/ Men/

congésn canoes men congé canoe
1717 - 4 4 12 1.0 3 .
1718 23 23 90 1.0 3.91
1719 21 21 83 1.0 3.95
1720 30 30 .. 118 1.0 3.93
1721 38 49 195 1.3 3.98
1722 36 60. ‘240 1.7 4.00
1723 33 40 178 1.2 §.45
1724 22 28 127 1.3 4.54
1725 39 64 272 1.6 4.25
1726 26 . 33 153 1.3 4.64
1727 19 36 184 1.9 5.11
1728° 22 38 182 1.7 4.79
1729 54 264 4,89
1730 24 30 136 1.2 4.53
1731 49 242 4.94
1732- . 71 344 4.85
1733 80 422 5.28
1734 .79 .438 5.54
1735 37 69 388 ) 1.9 5.62
1736
17377
1738
1739 46 68 391 1.5 ° 5.75
1740 33 54 318 1.6° 5.89
1741
1742 -
1743 63 79 468 1.3 .92
1744 91 551 6.05 -
1745 46 70 ' 430 1.5 6.14
1746 29 Y 40 © 220 1.4 5.50
1747 28 . 55 330 2.0 6.00
1748 33 55 348 1.7 6.33
1749 48 74 453 1.5 6.12
1750 56 80 449 1.4 5.61 .
1751 56 76 462 1.4 6.08
1752 25 g 226 1.5 5.95

-

Sources: Congés de traite, Archives nationales du Québec 3 Montréal,
CD0601-0009; Gratien Allaire "Les engagements pour la traite des
fourrures: é&valuation de la documentation”, Revue d'histoire de
1'Amérique francaise, juin 1980, Vol. 34, no. 1; E-Z. Massicotte,
Rapport de 1'Archiviste de la Province de Québec, Vol. 2 (1921-22),
pp- 189-225, and Vol. 3 (1922-23), pp. 191-265, reprinted in
Canadian Passports 1681-1752, New Orleans (Polyanthos Inc.), 1975,
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. 7 As can bé seen in Table VIII, numerocus gaps exist - sdmetimes even

' complete years are missing. For several years after 1735 the congés have
completely vanished. For the seven year period 1736-1742, they exist for only
1739 and 1740. For at least one year, 1762,.there 1s evidence that congés
once existed - twenty-two were given free to.those who would take corn to
Michillimackinac3 ~ although none of them/have survived. Although the system
continued to. be used until the end of the Freneh Regime - Louis-Antoine de
Bougainville discusses their use in his account of the fur trade in 17584 -
ali the congés after 1752 appear to have been lost. Since congés have

survived for 6nly half of the years after 1735; it is obvious that)they .could,

at best, be only a partial indicatio of the activities in the fur ade

——

during this period. As well as gapg/ of entire years, the data for some years

1s incomplete. The most obvious example is the first year, 1717, which has a
total of only four congés. The gapé in other years, such as 1746 and 1752,
are less apparent. Althoﬁgh in other fears the great majority of congés were
issued i; May and June, in 1746 none have survived from 13-30 May or 2-l4

June, and in 1752 none dating after 8 June have survived. As a result of

these gaps, the figq;ps for these years are noticeably low.

The shortcominés of the congés as a source of information are such that .f
it seems futile to expect to discover in these figures an accurate account of
the evolution of the fur trade,‘or of the growth of the labour force during
the last fort} odd years of the French Regime. Never;heless, by eliminating
the data which appears irrelevant, such as that for 1717, and allowing for

that which i{s incomplete, such as 1752, perhaps something can be learned by

grouping this data, as in Table IX below.



- Table IX
- €

THE EVOLUTION OF THE ANNUAL AVERAGES OF THE CONGES DE TRAITE,
) THE CANOES, AND THE CREWS

N

1 2 3 4 5,

No. of No. of No. of Canoes/ . Men/

congés ' canoes men congé canoe

1718-20 24.7 24 .7 97 . 1.00 3.93
1721-30 28.8 43.2 193 ‘1.46 4,52
1731-40 38,7 67 .1 162 1.66 5.41
1741-50 43.3 68.0 406 Co1.54 5.96
1751-52 40.5 57.0 - 344 ‘ 1.45 6.02

Source: Table VIII

As we shall see, the annual number of congés does not appear to
correspond to the actual number of trade expeditions, norldoes the increase of
64Z In the annual average number of congés from 1718-20 to 1751-52 appear
consistent with‘the smaller growth in fur exports. Nevertheless, many céntral
polnts emerge from the analysis of these statistics. Perhaps the most
important point is that, from 1718-20 to the beginning of the 1750s, the
number of cances was growing much faster than the congés themselves - 130%
compaéed-to 64%. " This disparity betwéen the expansion of the congés and the
canoes 1mplies that the fur enterprises wer; becoming larger and larger during
the first half of.the eighteenth century. This change 1s revealed by the
growth in the number of cances per congé: from one canoce in 1718-20 to 1.45
tn 17%1-52. " And equally crucial, the increase in the size of the fur
expeditions was greater than these figures show. Among these congés there are
a fewrwhich authorized expeditions involving four teo six canoes.5 Such
undertakiﬁgs mobilized between 24 and 38 men (and in bne exceptional case, 46

men) and carried up river ten and even twelve tons of trade goods, which was

an average load per man of approximately 650 pounds. It is true that



expeditions that large might have been exceptiomal, but it is équally true
~that very often the graaers equipped more cances than ihe number allowed by
their congés. In.the preamble to a new set of regulations adopted in 1755,
Governor-General b;\ﬁﬁesne wrote: “Etait venu 3 notte connolssance que
plusieurs ﬁoiageurs qui obtiennent des congés multipliént iz nombre de canots
autant qu'il leur convient sans qu’'il alent & craindre d'étre recherchés sur
cet abus ainsi que sur celui de L'eéu de vie'qu'ilrportent au de 1a de la
qu;:tité permise.“6 Du Quesne admits that the average fur enterprise was
1afger than might be assumed by a straight analy§is of the congés. He also
confirms that the distribution of the congés to the fur traders continued 1in

the years after 1752, even though no congés have been preserved for those

years.

There 1s nd doubt that those progressive changes in the size of the fur
expeditions w;re related to the concrete problems faced by the merchants.
Given the conditions of the markef, the monopoly of the Compagnie des Indes
occidentales, the territorial expansion of the trade, and the demands of the
‘iabour market, the merchants were compelled to change the natﬁre of thelr
enterprises and to initlate changes in the technology of the cances, in order
to presertb their profits. Acccrdingly, between 1718—20 and 1751-52 the
nu&ber of men mentioned in the congés increased much faster than the actual
number of canoes and congés: 235% compared to 1l30% and 64%Z. From ihe yearé

/

—
before 1717 until the 1740s, the size of the crews doubled from three to six

- / i
men per canoce. Since the cargo capacity of the cance itself increased even
more than the size of the crews, this transformation was directly related to
the merchants' need to save money on wages, or at least to control thelr

growth. Perhaps it is not necessary, given the technology of the time, to

emphasize that the wofking conditions of the engagés were progressively

-

G
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deteriorating during the periocd. But, from these statistics, it is evident
that the merchants' demands on the men in the labour force had to become

heavier and heavier.

Everything in this discussion leads one to question the’value of the
congés as an Instrument to measure the size of the labour force in the fur
trade. Such a conclusion is confirmed by the judgemeqt of well-informed
coutemporaries. Du Quesne was not alone in making statements supporting this
interpretation. For example, in 1757 Louis-Antoine de Bougainville, who had
served with officers familiar with the trade, reported that 600-700 menwwere
employed annualiy on the Ottawa River alone.7 ’From the production figures‘%e
gave for the various posts, 1t is apparent that more fur came down the St..
Lawrence than the Ottawa River, and so one may assume that an even larger
nuﬁber of men were employed on the St. Lawrence. Therefore we are probably
right in assuming that a minimum of 1400 men were annually engaged on the two
rivers, Eight years earlier gin 1749, Gaspard-Joseph Chaussegros de Léry
reported a plan by.Abbé Picqueﬁl to raise 3000 livres at Fort La Presentation
(present day Ogdensburg) by taxing cances on the St. Lawrence ten livres each
and each canoeman orne écu as they passed.8 ‘%o ralse 3000 livres in one year
- from the six-man canoces would have required traffic of 107 canoes with crews
of 642 men. Since the trade on the St. Lawrence was slightly larger, perhaps
550 or 600 men would have been on the Ottawa‘River. So the implication-of
this project is that 1200 or more men would have gone up to the pays d'En Haut
annually. This estimate is very different from thg data contained in the
congés for the same gear, since the congés de traite of 1749 authorized only
453 men for the trade: 38% of the labour force mentiomed by de Léry. 1Iun 1754
Le Chevalier de Raymond estimated the needs of the northern trade at 129

congés, and the southern trade at 198 congés. Apparently each congé was for

one five-man canoe -~ total of 1635 men.9



In 1752, Captain Phineas Stevens came to Montreal as the representative
of the Governor of Massachusetts in discussions on the éxchange of prisoners
and captives. From the joﬁrnal he kept, he seems to have been é cutious and
senitive social observer. While in Montreal he met an? dined with many of tﬁe
city's 1e;ding citizens, including the Governor of Montreal. On 16 June 1752
(27 June 1752 by the Gregorian calendar) Sgevens wrote about the fur trade in
his journal saying, "Vast numbers are employed in that business.” And then he
added: "We are told that 200 large birch canoes and batteaux are gone up the
river this spring - some five, and some six man each; so that upwards of a
thousand men are already gone upon that business."lo Allowing for the men who
went.up after 27 June, 1200-1400 canoemen weat up country in 1752. So it 1is
rather remarkable to cbserve that the congés de tralte for 1752 permitted onlyh
38 canoes and 226 men to go up to the pays d'En Haqt; between 16% and 18% of
the labour force mentioned in Stevens's diary. From these statements, and
from our previous observations, it is not too risky to conclude again that the
congés de tralte faiied as an instrument to control the f;r trade, and that
the numbers of engagés extracted from the congés represents only a portien of:

the labour force that was actually necessary to keep the fur trade functioning

properly.,

11. The Official Response to the Failure of the Congés

This failure of the congés to regulate the trade was caused (as it had
been in the past) by the inability of the officlals to restraln the vast
unofficial trade. In_order to lmprove the system of the congés, or perhaps to
complement it, the government established other administrative procedures.

The very existence of these measures constituted an admission that the congés



were unable to cover the full spectrum of the particibationlin the trade.
Some posts were leased out (6r "farmed™) as a monopoly, and still others were -
managed by the military commander tolﬁaintain himself and his garrison, and

4 .
sometimes a combination of the two procedures were used together. Another
measure was the total reservation of the trade at Niagara and Fort Frontenac
for &i;ect trade by the King. And despite the volume of fur taken theré,
Congés were never used on Lake Ontario.

Because the Indians would be strongly influenced by whoever supplied them

with the European goods on which they depended, some areas of trading, such as

)

Lake Ontario, were too critical to the security of New France fofﬁthe King to
tolerate mismanagemet. As early as 1709 the trade at Fort Frontenac was
managed on the King's account. As a result of Clairambault's report of 14
September 1708, the commander at Fort Frontenac (de Tonti) had been replaced,
and the King's trade was entrusted to the King's agent.l-1 Similarly, after
Niagara was' re-established in 1%20;;fhe trade there was taken over by the
king, as was thé trade at Toronto generation later. But congés were not
issued for these posts, and so the cancemen were not feported in the congés,
\
and perhaps not in any singie source. Nevertheless the volume of trade at

these posts was rather large, and many canoemen were engaged in transporting

goods to these posts.

In 1722 and 1723, 8626 pounds of beaver and 876é pelts of other animals
from Lake Ontaric were sold at Quebec City. These figures were probably about
5% of the colony's total fur production; and given the nature of the fur
trade, it is possible that not all the king's furs received on Lake Ontario

were sold to the Compagnie des Indes occldentales and the exporters.
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Subsequently, the value of the trac;e increas'ed (except for 1726 and 1727, when
the British began competing from Fort Oswego). As early as 1729, 22,200
pounds of beaver were received by the Compagnie dgs Indes in Quebec City.
Most, though not all, of this beaver would have come from Niaéara and Fort
Frontenac. Since other furs asiwell as beaver were received at these poéts,
we maf assume that Nliagara and Fort Frontenéc produced rOughly.3O,000 pounds
of fur. By the 1740s, the furs taken at these posté may have been about 10%

of Canada's overall fur production.12

In the summer of 1744 Indians brought a great numbér of canoes filled
with beaver and other furs to Niagara and Fort Frontenac, but because of the
war French goods were scarce and expensive-and so the Indlans took their furs
to Oswego. As a result, according to one estimace.in this season, Niagara
lost as much as 600 packages of fur (about 54,000 pounds).13 Since
productivity was generally about 333 pounds (or 3.6 pieces) per canoeman, this
amount of fur suggests that a labour force as large as 167 men might have been
normal. .(Indeed, these men may eveﬁ have been hired in the expectation of the
work.) A similar number of men was necessary three years later:1 at the end
of September 1747 Fort F}ontenac and Niagara were supplied by 24 cances. With
six men per canoce, 144 meé wouid have been needed.14 Yet another indication
that many men were participating in the King's trade to Lake Ontaric, even
'though net a single.congé exists, 1s the volume and éomposition of the King's

trade as reported by Intendant Bigot for the year 1748-49, shown below.



Table X
FURS FROM FORT FRONTENAC TAGARA, 1748-49
Chats 3,590 (pelts) i
Martens Communes 2,391 .
Loutres * | 1,019 (/
*Qurs ) : 527
Pichoux and Renards 509
Other Animals ! 1,250
Sub,Total 9,286
Chevreull (some unuseable) 20,964 (pounds)
Beaver - gras hiver ‘ 554/10 (pounds/ounces)
~ - sec hiver 10,781/12 {pounds/ounces)
- sec été 1,043/2 (pounds/ounces)
Sub Total 12,389/6 (pounds/ounces)

Source: Bigot to the Minlster, 29 October 1749, Cor. Gen., PAC! MGl,.CIlA,
Vol. 93, pp. 337-8.

If we assume these 9286 various pelts averaged 3/4 of a pound each, they
would have weighed 6964 pounds. Chevreuil was usually repoerted in pounds, and
the various categories of beaver are given in pounds here, so the total weight
of all this‘fur would have been abdut 39,823 péunds. Such a welght would have
equalled 442 ninety-pound pleces - and with a\erobable productivity of about
3.6 pleces per canoeman this amount of fur suggésts a labour force of about
123 men. This figure of 123 men is consi teng with the other evidence of the
size of the labour forcg mentioned above. f;;re are other indications that
the King's Trade was large. At Fdr; Frontenac in 1748 enough of the King's
furs had been accumulated to load a barque, which unfortunately was lost.15
Even at Toronto furs were available: in 1750 between 20 May and 17 June an
Enseign, a sargent and four soldiers traded for 79 packs worth 18,000 livres.
If they had had more cloth and alcohol they could have had 150 packs.16
Nowhere 1s there a single officlal congé to witness the existence of this
large trade - a trade which required a large group of engagés to transport the

E)

goods up from Montreal and the furs back down.
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Another way, already mentioned, of managing the trade was to give it
completely to a merchant rather than the King, as happened on Lake Ontario.
Before 1742 posts were sometimes leased or "farmed" by merchants,l7 and

beginning in 1742 the posts were auctioned: These arrangements were Intended
to set up a monopolyJat each post and so eliminate the competitigﬁ'that had
been increasing the cost of posts and of goods, thereby driving the Indiaqs to
the English.18 Sometimes éongés were issued to the lesseés of a post;
sometimes 'they were not issued at all. For example, on 26 Ha;ch 1743 four
posts were auctlioned at Chiteau St. Louis: Témiscamingue for 5600 livres,
Michipicofon for 3750 livres, Wiaténons for 3000 livres, and La Baye for 8100
livres. Though congés exist for three of these posts, none appears to exist
for Michipicoton.‘19 Again in 1745 congés were issued for at least three posts
that had been auctioned (Camanistigoya, Chagouamigon and St. Joseph); on the
other hand, congés were not 1ssued for two other posts which had been
leased.zo This system failed also because the lessees abused the system and
in 1749 when prices had become too high, the congés were restored for all
except five pOS.tS-21 One bf these five was Témiscamingue and in 1750 it was
lease&, so trade was carried on and canoemen involved. However no congés
appear to have survived for 1t.22 In 1755, a totél of 47 congés were 1ssued
for Detroit, Michillimackinae, $t. Joseph and Illinois._ In addition, eight
other posts were leaséd, and these eight posts probably produceé more furs
than the four exploited by congés, and so would have nceded more canoemen.
Nevertheless, congés were apparently not issued for the leased posts.z3 Thus,
as with the King's trade on Lake Ontario, an extensive trade was administered
without using congés. Naturally, the remalning congés cannot be used to

establish the number of canocemen in this trade.
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Yet another procedure was to supply the post by allowing the military
commanders to trade. But then too there were problems. At the posts the
commanders, witﬁ or without a garrison, weré together with the fur traders and
were isolated from officlal concerns. Thg commanding Pfficers, as well‘as
thelr soldiers, were awafe of their need to maintain the Indiéns' military

\ support-b; supplying them with trade goodg. And in most cases the commander

" \_ and the expense of his post were maintained by the proceeds of the trade at
"the ‘post. Thus, the military commanders had a professional and a personal
interest in keeping the trade going through the fur traders and the Indians,
and a financial interest in enlarging the trade. Sometimes the trade goods
that the officers needed were transported under somebody else's congé,
sometimes not. As early as 26 August 1708, one congé required the expedition
to take 300 pounds of merchandise to the comhander; by 1714 every canoce going
to Detroit had to carry 100 pounds for the commander's persénal trade.za In
1738 the'voyageurs or "persons in Charge of Canoes” carried 150 pounds for the
-commander at Detroit. Tt was suggested that he get 200 pounds in every canoe
car;ying 5000 pounds and that the Montreal voyageurs could transport the
garrisen's pay and uniforms for two or three free congés. At the same timé,
other officials seem to have been able to bring in canoces without congés.

Each year the officer who was secoﬁd in command had two 1¥cenpes; as did the
missionary to the Hurens; while the missionarf for the French and the
interpreter each had"one.25 In 1757, Louis-Antoine de Bougainvil}e, iéxhis
account of the fur trade, wrote t;;t each canoe to Detroit must carry 400
pouﬁas for the officers and other empioyees,'whiie those to Michillimackinac
must carry 500 pbuﬁds. The officers t:aq$d these goods in competition with
other tradera.26 At Michillimackinac, in 1743, the commanders had 1000 pounds

of freight and the missionaries had 1500 pom.}nds.27 All these measures

involved the military even more deeply in the fur trade.
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Trading by the officers meant that the government could not enforce or
maintain any restrictions on the trade. The elimination of thisrt:?ding was
one purpose of auctioning posts in 1742.28 Naturally, the officers did not
support thi; new Initiative. The commandef at Detrolt, for example, was
getting 3000 livres annually from the trade.29 Although the Governor and
Intendant reported that this comﬁander, 5. Chevalier de Longueufl, had not
done any trading, the minister in Paris suggested that the officgrs were
unhappy at losing their profits, and that they might have been sabotaging the
new arrdngements.30 The officers continued to profit from the posts, and
seemed to have found the auctlon system to their advantage; In 1749, in an
effort to stop the officers from explolting posts, the farming system was cut

back.31

Despite all these changes the-officers continued to profit. About 1750
GovernorsLa Jonquiére and Intendant Bigot suggested glving congés to Fort®

-

Roullle at Toronto and applying "...the funds as a gratuity to the officer in
co;;and there."32 At the posts that were leased out, the lessees were
compelled to gilve the commanders part of the trade.33 Some posts were not
leased, they were given by the commander to his friends. Eventually all
levels of the army were ben%%iting from the trade. The Governor-Geéeral
determined the number of congés, often forty, but he accounted to the King for
only twenty-two.34 The soldier J.C.B. wrote in his journal in 1755 that of a
convoy of fifty canoes with provisions that arrived at Fort Duquesne "%..there
were five canoes loaded for the account of a trader with whom I was ~

35

asgociated.” Finally in 1757 Pierre Rigaud %f Vaudreull, the brother of the
’ 11

;_4ﬂ~\\w\covernor-ceneral, became the lessee of La Baye and made an arrangement with

two outfitters, Jacques Giasson and his brother-in-law Ignace Hubert dit La



Croix, by which they did the work but got oﬁly a third of .the profii:s..36 Thus
the commanders and officials benefiﬁed from the fur trade in the days of
Governor Frontenac {n the 1670s, in the early part of the next century when
the congés were suppressed, In the ]740s and 1750s when the coumanders were
expected to trade to maintain thelr post, and during the last days of New
France. Since the military, up to and including the Governor-General, were
invelved in it, the restricticns on the trade could not be enforced. When the
posts were leased the lessees traded as they saw fit, and when small traders
were glven a congé for a canoe or two - they took many more canoces.
Meanwhile, the officers continued their own trading operations. AV
As in earlier perlods, a large uncfficial trade existed in addition to
the official one. TIllegal trade through the English colonies gave tne‘l
merchants a market for fur and an opportunity to get English cloth, which
according to Innis, was cheaper and better than what they got from France and
waééﬁbpular with the Indians. 1In addition to thig smuggli;g, the unofficial
trade‘involved other acts In defiance of the regulations. Both the trade with
the British colonies and. the character of thé traders offended Gov. La

Jonquiére. 1In 1750 he met with the traders In Montreal and then introduced

tions to eliminate this trade and control the canoes golng up to the

But the traders objJected and tried to undermine his regulations. He

consldered thetwn {insubordinate and undiscipliﬁed men whose duplicity was
Once the traders got thelr goods to the interior they were
‘\ ‘-

able to use the coureurs de bois (although not legally). 1In May 1744 at La

unpardonable.3

Baye, the farmers quickly accepted 6000 livres of beaver from eight or ten
coureurs de bols, agreed to_supply them in autumn, and allowed them to trade
at the post. Even though these traders were acting'against the King's orders,

¢
the commander ‘of La Baye could do nothing, because he did not have any troops.
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Nevertheless Beauharnols wrote to the minister that he had ordered the

4

commander to order the farmers and engagés to seize the coureurs des bois and

send them to Montrea1.38

This inability or lack of will to enforce any regulation of the trade
implied that the system of the congés could ot befggintained. ‘Neither it nor
any of the other methods - the King's Trade, the leasing af posts, oT
entrusting the trade to the commander - could control the number of men going
west,fand so none of the surviving records of these methods één be used as a
reliable measure of the number of Canadiaﬁs participating in the fur trade.
The estimates. of contemporaries that 1200-1400 men went west each year might
wel; be correct. As Qas the case for the periods before 1716, a vqlid
assessment of the congés (and a true measure of the nuﬁber of men in the

trade) can be constructed only from the overall weight of all furs traded.

1i1. An Estimate of the Weight of Furs Traded, 1717-1758

- . -
— .
hneN
~

- . “-\-—._ -~
As already mentioned, during this period of mor& than forty years the

catch of pelts other than beaver grew conslderably, and the beaver catch

N

expanded modestly. The post-1716 data on furs traded is more diversified and

more exhaustive than that before 1716. Figures on the welght of the beaver,

-

as recelved by the Compagnie des Indes in Montreal, became more frequent, at
least until 1748. As well, precise figures on the export of beaver and of all

other pelts exlst for at least seven and elight years_fZSpectively from the

period 1727-1739, as well as for the two yeapd 1754-55.°° And two sets of

figures on the annual value of fur landed at La Rochelle exist for

1'/'18-1'/‘61.‘!'0 In one set, Jean Lunn gives separate sub-sets for the value of
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castor sec, castor gras, and other pelts. In the second set, Emile Salone
gives the total value of all furs for all but three of the forty—-four years in

the period. His totals are simifér,to Lunn's for all years except 1735 and

perhaps 1736.

e

The annual weight of the beager regeived in Montreal is given ﬁy Jean
Lunn and Harold Innis, both of whom compiled their data from the
Correspondance générale. Thelr two sets-of figures are similar, and differ
only when one has used an estimate or partial figure.ﬁ These differences occur
in oﬁly‘zjtzxof the eighteeen }ears during 1717—1734.. This data on the beaver
recelved in Montreal 1s supported by the export figures. The weight bf the
beaver exported in 1728 and six of the years 1732-39 is generally slightly b
lower than the beaver received in ﬂon&;eal. Since some beaver Qould have
spoliled, this variation is natural. The beaver received by the company in
Montrealnggf 1717 to 1748 1s shown 1in Table XIII.(p. 66). The weight‘of the
beaver landed at La Rochelle during 1751 to 1755 can be calculated from thé
value of the castor sec and castor gras landed, and their price per pound.
Until 1751, the diversity of prices paid for varieties of these £wo categories

of beaver makes such a calculation impossible. The calculation of the beaver

received in La Rochelle Huring 1751-58 1s shown below.



Table XI
8
BEAVER LANDED AT LA ROCHELLE, 1751-58 o
1 2 3 4 5 6
Castor Gras . Castor Sec
Calculated Calculated
Value Price Height Value Price Weight
(livres) per lb. (pounds) (livres) per lb. (pounds)
|r
1751-54 §54,775 100s . ‘190,955 1,644,636 80s 411,159
1756-58 937,503 70s : .208,334 ’ 308,259 70s 88,074
Total Weight (pounds) 898,522
Annual Average (pounds) ~ 128,360

Source: For the Values and the Prices, Alice Jean Elizabeth Lunn, Economic
M Development in New Ftance, 1713-1760, Ph.D. thesis, McGill 1942, pp.
460-61, 465.

This annual average of 128,360 pounds would not have Iincluded any beaver that
was lost or spoiled between Montreal and La Rochelles nor;would it includc any
landed at other F¥ench ports. Ships did land beaver elsw%ere. Some of those
that cleared Quebec City with fur during 1727-1739 were bdund for other parts.
The cargoes of any such ghips during 1751-58 (and once;the.uar started cargo
ships might not have had the freedom tgaland where they wished) would not be
included above, and so ﬁhis average would be low. Nevertheless, this anaual
average of 128,360 ;ounds of beaver, even if it 1s perhaps low, is not very
different from the pre~l749-figufes. Accordingly, the figure of 128,360

pounds is used in Table XIII below, for eagﬁ year during 1751-58, exéept for

1754-55 when the exports are known. Thus, data on the weight of beaver in the

official trade exlsts for most years from 1717 to l758)_
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_l? adaition to these amounts of beaver traded (which might be

undéresgimates of the actual eéxports), the beaver from the unofficial trade

~'can be added. After 1716 smuggling was reduced from the levels of 1706-15,
but it wés far from being eliminatéd. Until 1738, better pfices for beaver,
egpecially-castor sec, were éaid in Albany than iﬁ Montreal. Luxury goods and
trade gooas, particularly strouds (é coarse West England cloth) which we;e
essential for the trade, were’imported in return. In 1718 at least three New
Yorkers were active in smuggling Canadian beaver from.Montreal to Albany. In
addition to the smuggling down to Albany, beaver was shipped illegally from
Quebec Clity to Boston and to Europe, and after Oswego was built on Lake
Ontario in 1722, furs were sen;/there.41 In the spring of 1736 two voyageurs,
Duplessis and Denlan, were arrested twelve miles from Oswego with 300 pounds
of béaver. Thelr furs were confiscated and they were sent to Montreal,

-imprisoned, fined - and exonerated.42 The most famous smugglers were the
three Desauniers sisters, who‘o%ened a store at Caughnawaga in 1727 to trade

- with the Iroquols. As of 1739 they had not brought any beaver to the
Compagnie des Indes in Montreal, but rather had seqt it all to New York. 1In

[N

1742 they were ordered to closeé the store. Nevertheless, they continued.tq?ir
smuggling until the Governor La Jonquigre summoned them to Quebec City i;
1750, and were not finally stopped until October 1752.

- The colonial government made appearances of trying to control this trade
by checking on fur cances.up-country, guarding the routes té New York, o
;estricting {and even banning) the presénce of Englishmen in Canada, and
enacting prohibitions against English goods. In 1748 the number and

identities of the coureurs des boils (as well as the voyageurs) were so well
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known that a list of their names and a suggestion to send them home was sent

to the officers in command at Miamis, Ouyatenons, River St. Joseph, and the

_Michillimackinéc. However, this illegal trade was so essential and so

profitable that it was rather openly tc:olerated.[‘3 Naturally it 1s difficult
to estimate the amount of beaver and other fyrs that were smuggled. However
its economic importance, the efforts to restrict {t, and the wide-spread

tolerance of it all indicate that it was a significant aspect of the trade.

After 1740, smuggling of fur to ghe British colonles was nét as Important
as it ‘had previously ﬁeen, but it still continued. During the years 1744-48
the‘war made intercourse with the English colonies much riskier, and the
Desauniers sisters (who had been unrestricted before 1741) were being
gradually stopped.44 The value of Canadian furs smuggled into New York can be
——

estimated for 1752, when the smuggling was very low.. Letterbooks of the New

¥York merchant Robert Saunders show that in each of 1751, 1752 and 1753 he

Expértedji 650 of beaver (and in the year ending 11 August 1752 all of hisg

beaver came from Canada). His exports were 10% of New Yo}k's beaver export,
which was therefore about I 6,500. About 40% of the total of New York's
beaver exports (or about & 2600) came from Montreal.qs‘ Accordinély, the
beaver that was smuggleder Albany from Montreal was worth roughly 52,000
livres tournois (or & 2,600, and so probably weighed 12,500 - 14,000 pounds.
Since thé smuggling was then down from what it had been before 1751, one can
be confident that at least 10% of the official beaver waé smuggled each year,
and that figure 1s used in Table XIII for 1735 until 1755:-‘If smuggling was
50% or more of the official beaver trade before 1716; and 1t was 10% afrer
1740; 1t is reasonable to assume that from 1722 to at least 1734,-fLe smuggled

beaver was at least 20% of what the company received. This figure Is used in

the estimate of the total fur production in Table XIII for 1722-1739.
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In addition to beaver pelts {from both the official and unofficial
trades), the pelts of other animals were exported, and they were EEE;;I;E\a\
larger and larger part of the total fur catch. 1In the years 1722-1734 the
. average annual value of beaver landed at La Rochelle was 551,446 livres, while
Ehat of all other pelts was 456;302 livres, or .B2.7% of the beaver. It does
not follow that these other pelts.weighsg 83% of what the beaver weilghed;
nevertheless it is not unreasonable to expect that the weight of these other
pelts would be more or less 83% of the wgiéit of the beaver.. The exports of

fur from Quebec City are shown below in Table XII-46

Table XII

FUR EXPORTS FROM.QUEBEC, 1727-1755

1 2 3 4 5
Beaver' - Beaver = Other Pelts Ratio of Total
Other Pelts Exports
{pounds) (pelts) {number) .(No./beaver pelt) (number)’
of pelts)\\\

1727 - - 100,576 -
1728 152,760 101,840 157,234 1.54 « 259,074
1729 YN
1730 : S
1731
1732 160,393 106,929 176,078 1.65 283,007
1733 220,852 147,235 163,178 -1.11 . 310,413
1734
1735 177,529 - 118,353 187,035 1.58 . 305,388
1736 185,058 123,372 183,042 1.48 306,414
1737 123,786 82,524 273,609 3.32 ) 356,133
1738 o
1739 133,126 88,751 236,539 2.67 325,290
1754 132,451 88,301 320,327 3.63 408,628
1755 148,998 99,332 315,973 3.18 415,305

Sources: For pounds of beaver and the number of other pelts exﬁorted PAC,
MGl, Gl, Vol.'466, Files no. 2 and no. 3 (microfilm reel F-768);
PAC, MG1, F2B, Carton 11, pp. 3-4, 6-8, 18 (microfilm reel F-1221);
PAC, MG21, King's 205, pp. 193-194, or Harold Innis, The Fur Trade
of Canada, 1927, pp. 153-4.

-
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o This'export data 1s avallable for eight of the thirteén yearsd%rom 1727/
to 1739, and then after a gap of fourteen years, for two more years. Still,
some patterns can be seen. Most strikigg is the large increase i; the number
ofnother pelts from about 125,000 in the late 1720s to about 250,000 in the
iate 17308, to well over 300,000 in the 1750s. Such an enlarged prcduction
was the natural result of the expansion of the trade towards the Northwest,
where the fur ani@éls were abundant. The growth of the trade In other peits
allowed the merchants - and the Indians - to continue to/trade in areas where
the beaver popula;ion had been largely reduced, and at the same time nlloweq
the merchants to start developing new areas. La Vérendrye specifically told
the Cree, on 9 Hay 1734, that hé did n?t want their bea&gr, that he wanted
martins and lymces.!‘7 The expansion of theltrade into the ﬁ;rthwast had
increased transportation costs, which La Vérendrye was attempting to offset by
a demand for smwall valuable furs. These attempts were successfu}. Anthony
Henday witnessed the sorting and repacking of furs at Fort & la Corne and Fort
Paskoyac (present day The Pas) in 17535, and he reported that the French were
getting the lighter furs, and leaving the bulkier low value furs for the
Hudson Bay Company (apparently this practise began there about 1740). At Yoprk
Factory, the. trade of the Hudson's Bay Company increased until about 1730 and
then began to decline, and by 1750 its value had fallen about 40Z. In 1747
James Isham aé York Facgory complained that the French got the best and
lightest furs. Further west, at Fort Churchill, the value of the Company's
trade declined one third between 1740 and 1755.{;8 This success of Canada's

-

traders dramatically increased the Colony's exports of other furs.

This increased export was important to the fur trade. By taking the

pelts of as many types of animals as possible, not just beaver, the colony was
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able to inerease the economic yleld of all regions in the pays d'En Haut and
to Btrengthéa—{ts hold on the allegiance of the Indians. Thus; ‘the increase
in other pelts was directly linked to the rising costs that merchants féced as
a result of territorial expansion, larger labour needs, and increased capital
costg. At the samé timé, it was linked to the strategic and commercial
preblems that the Colony and Empire faced as a result of the settlement of
1713. 1t is then not surprising that in the long run the ratio of qfher pelts
to beaver was growing substantially: before 1736 it was about 1.5 pelts for
each beaver, but later, before the end of the French regime, the ratio more

than doubled to about 3.4.

With the detaills of the animals that made up these exports, the weight of

the exports can be estimated. Obviously, the weight of the pelts varies.
s

Those of some animals are very light: martin and mink weigh two ounces,
muskrat three Ouhceé, and fox only five ounces. On the aéher.hand, otter and
raccoon weigh about the same as beaver — 1.5 pounds. Wolf pelts weigh only
one pound but the pelf of a 400 pound bear weighs 20\to 25 pounds.49 During
the four years 1727-28 an@ 1732—33; beéver exports would-almést certainiy have
welghed 625-650,000 pounds. Those for 1727 are unknown. The number of pelts
from other animals was slightly less - 596,066. Of these “"other pelts”,
.123,367 were deer which was given in Pounds welght, not number of pelLs.
Martin pelts numberéd 103.253; raccoon pelts numbered 186,119; and all
remaining pelts numbered 183,327. The total welght of deer and all other
pelts (qllowiﬁg 3/4 pounds for each of the miscellaneous) would have been
about 552,947 §0unds. The weight of these “other pelfs“ was éherefore about

13Z less than the 625-650,000 pounds of beaver. We may be confident that this

ratio existed in other years. The annual values éf\gsaver and other pelts



-

landed at La Rochelle indicate that those four years are representative of the
overall volume of fur traded in the peried 1717-1734.
a

The same ratlo can be seen ;n two other consignments of fur of the early
1720s. As* already mentioned, in 1722-23 the fur from tﬁe King's Trade on Lake
Ontario that was auctioned at Quebec City consisted of 6626 pounds of beaver
and 8762 other pelts. 1In a shipment of unusuwally varied furs received by
Chartier et Lespérance on 11 August 1724 from sieurs Lamé}due, Mailhot, et
Gamelin, the beaver weighed 1424 pounds, and other pelts numbered 1239.50 The
pelts of animals other than beaver in thesa two shipments probably weighed

about 10-20% less than the weight of the beaver. Accordingly, an assumption

that the other pelts of 1717-34 weighed at least 754 of the beaver production

i1s surely not unreasonable or exaggerated. And 1f this weight 1is calculated

using the weight of official beaver exports as a base, ignoriﬁg the bgaVer

pelts that were smuggled, the calculation will be even moré conservative. In
Tahle XIII this estimate of 75% is used, for each year of 1717-1734 for which
thg beaver recelved in Montre§l is known, to calculate the welght of the other

-

furs.

The weight of the pelts of other animals is more difficult to estimate
for 1735-1758 than it was for 1717-1734 (and particularly for the 1680s)

because the other pelts increased so much. And of course as these pelts

i

- became a larger percentage of thi)total fur trade, they become more Important

to the argument that the overall\fgghﬁfiig was 5o large that the number of men

in the officlal congés was insufficlent to have transported the Eurcpean goods
up-country and the furs back down. In the period 1681-1687, the exports of

other furs were only 10% of the beaver received in France; however, by the

63
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period 1735:48 the other furs had dramatically incre;sed, according to the
valueg given by Lunn. From 1735 to 1741 the annual value of beaver dropped to
354.245 livres and the value oflother pelts rose to 728,70é livres annually.
The pattern of 1735-1741 seems to hav?'continued during the war, although the
data, espeically on beaver, appears to be incomplete. IIn 1744 and in the

years 1746-1748 the import of beaver into La Rochelle averaged 257,000 livres,

while that of other pelts averaged 701,000. To some extent these changes in

values were caused by gaps in the sources and by the use of ports other than
La Rocheilé to import furs. Certainly the values of beaver for 1735-48 are
Inconsistent with the weights received in Montreal. However other pelts could
alge have been landed elsewhere, so perhaps the values for theﬁ are low, and
then the ratio between the two might be more or less the same. It is certain
that the absolute number of pelts other than beaver had increased, in parti//“f
because of the expanslon of the trade inté the Northwest. All in all, these
values suggest that the other furs were abbut twice the geaver production.
. (

w1th‘the export figures of 1735-37 and 1739, a more precise estimate can
be made. In these four years, other furs totalled 657,888 pelts, in addition
to 232,398 pounds weight of chevreuil. There were 126,406 martln pelts. Since
these pelts weighed‘only two ounces eaéh, the welght of the martin was 15,801
pounds. Another 298,121 pelts were raccoon, which weighed the s;me as beaver,
1-1/2 qounds each - a total of 447,181 pounds. En_addition, the exports
included another 223,391 pelts of various other animals of which perhéps half
were large hooved animals, otter and bears. \Fven if they averaged only 3/4 of
a pound each, which % a congervative estimate, they would have beighed
167,543 pounds. The total welght then would have been 862,923 éannd\_’ég:;;9z

of the beaver, which in those four years welghed 622,663 pounds.

L

/
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estimating the weight of the pelﬁs other than beaver during the period
1735-48, a guess at an average of 125% of the officlal beaver 1s surely
conservative. TIn Table XITI below, this figure of 125% is used to estimate
the Qeight of other furs for that peried. For 1754-55 the same calculations
can be made. 1In those two years the beaver welghed an average of 140,725
pounds, other fur averaged 318,150 pelts annually. Those pelts would ﬁave
welghed about 240-250,000 pounds, or 175% of the weight of the beaver. 1In
Table XIYI below the weight of the other. fur is calculated for 1751-58 using

this figure of 175%.

Finally, we can allow 5% for spollage and loss of the beaver on the'triﬁ
down to Montreal (of to New York), as well as of the other furs on the saﬁe
trip and ohward to Montreal and Quebec and their storage until they were
exported. This calculation is also in Table XIII below. Far the 1750s, since
the existing data was recorded at La Rochelle, we must allow for the beaver
that was lost between Montreal and Quebec and for all furs that were lost
after leaving Quebec Cit&, or Qere landed at ports other than La Rocﬁelle, 1n.
addition to the 5% lost before the fur; were exported.‘ The beaver figures
suggest 10%, which seems reasconable. Thus in Table XIII, .15% is allowed for
spolled and lest fur during 1751-58, which was the same as allowed. for

1675-87, when the figures are also based on the beaver landed in France.



Table XIII

ESTIMA OF FUR CATCH, 1717-1758
(jfl figures in pounds)

1 2 3 4 3

Beaver

Rec'd in Beaver Other Spoiled Total

Yontreal Smuggled Furs Furs Fur
1717 146,000 29,200 109,500 14,235 298,935
1722 166,000 33,200 121,500 b 16,035 336,735
1723 119,623 23,925 T 89,717 11,663 244,928
1724 -
1725 . Incomplete
1726 135,000 27,000 141,250 13,163 276,413
1727 -~ .
1728 140,000 28,000 105,000 13,650 286,650
1729 127,640 25,528 95,730 12,445 2el, 343
1730 - 1ol , 267 32,253 120,950 15,724 330,194
1731 130,000 26,000 97,500 ’ 12,675 266,175
1732 170,000 34,000 127,500 16,575 348,075
1733 227 .000 45,400 170,000 22,170 464,570
1734 150,000 30,000 112,500 14,625 307,125
1735 177,649 17,765 222,061 20,874 434,349
1736 188,058 18,806 235,072 22,097 464,033
1737 123,788 12,379 154,735 14,545 305,540
1738 131,000 13,100 163,750 15,392 323,242
1719 133,168 13,317 166,460 15,647 328,592
1740 128,400 12,840 160,500 15 o087 3le 427
1741
1742 157 ,000 15,700 196,250 18,448 387,398
1743 200,000 20,000 250,000 23,500 493 500
1744 200,000 20,000 250,000 23,500 493,500
1745 180,000 18,000 225,000 21,150 . 444,150
1746 188,586 18,859 235,744 22,16C 465,359
1747 150,919 15,092 188,649 17,733 372,393
1748 166,172 16,617 207,715 19,525 4lo,029
1749
1750
1751* 128,360 i 12,836 224,630 54,874 © 420,700
1752 128,360 12,836 224,630 54,874 420,700
1753 128,360 12,836 ‘224,630 54,874 420,700
1754 132,451 13,245 231,179 56,531 433,406
1755 148,998 14,500 260,746 63,697 488,341
1756 128,360 12,836 224,630 54,874 420,700
1757 128,360 _12wa§2 0224,630 54,874 420,700
1758 128,360 12.8 224,630 54,874 420,700
1722-34 - Average 312,221
1735-48 Average 410,089
1751-58 Average 430,752

* Beginning in 1751, the beaver in column 1 {s the weight landed at La
Rochelle, as calculated in Table XI (p. 57), instead of that received in
Montreal - except for 1754 and 1755 when it is the weight exported from
Quebec City (see Table XII, p. 60). The fur in column 4 for the same
pericd, includes estlimates of that lost between Quebec City and France and
of that. landed at French ports other than La Rochelle.

Sources: For Beaver Received in Montreal, 1717-1748, see Alice Jean Elizabeth
* Lunn, Economic Development in New. France, 1713-176Q, Montreal (Ph.D.
thesis MeGill), 1942, p. 456; and Harold Innis, The Fur Trade of
Canada, 1927, pp. 149-152; for 1751-58, sce Table XI, p. 57.
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' !
As can be seen the annual average fur catch during 1722 1734 was about

312,221 pounds. This figure is an increase of more than 40% over the annual
average production of 217,286 pounds of fur during 1706-1714 Although beaver
production was higher, most of this increasé was other furs such as raccoon,
martin, and‘deer. This overall increase 1s the consequence of the resumption
of the official fur trade, and of the need of the French colonial system to
expand the fur trade. When we examine the congés in the light.of this fur
production, a contradiction is lmmediately obvious. TIf tﬁis total catch was
brought down to Montreal by only the small annual average of 245 men
authori;ed by the congés during 1722-34, then each man woula have carried 1273
pounds of fur through each of the 36 portages down from Michillimackinac.

Such loads would have been nearly four times the average loads of about 333
-poun&s carried by the ordinary engagé during the periods 1681-1687 and
1706-1714. Such loads of over half a ton per man are 5o excessglve - one would
have to accept that at each of the portages each man was carf;ing l4 ninecy
pound pleces - that they discredit the congés aé‘instruments to evaluate the

- labour force. Similarly, during 1735-48 an annual average of 410,089 pounds
of fur was produced.51 This figure is an increase of almost 30% over the
annual production of 312,221 pounds during 1722-1734. Since beaver was
increasing slowly, most of this increase was furs cther than beaver. FThls
growing volume of furs reflects the Increased importance of the other pelts.‘
If this entire fur catch was brought down to Montreal by a group thdt annually
averaged only 387 canoemen, as authorized by the annual congég, then each man
would have carried 1060 pounds (almost 12 pileces) through each of the
portages. Such loads - over half a ton -~ have no relationship with the act;al
capacitylof ordinary men. 1In Table XIV, there 1is a more detailed account of
the problem raised by the contradiction between the overall weight of the furs

traded and the congés.



Table XIV

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TOTAL FUR.CATCH AND THE OFFICIAL CONGES,

~3717-1752
1 2 3 A 5
Total Fur Canoes Men Furs/Canoe Furs/Man
(pounds) {number) {number) {pounds) {pounds)

1717 298,935 4 12 C 74,734 24,911
1722 336,735 60 240 5612 1416
1723 244 928 40 178 6123 1376
1724 28 127 -
1725 64 272
1726 276,413 33 153 ° 8377 1807
1727 © 36 184
1728 286,650 38 182 7543 1575
1729 261,343 54 264 4840 _ 990
1730 330,194 30 . 136 11,006 2428
1731 266,175 49 242 5432 1100
1732 348,075 71 344 4902 1012
1733 464,570 80 422 5807 1101
1734 307,125 79 438 3888 701
1735 438,349 69 388 6353 1130
1736 464,033
1737 305,546
1738 323,242
1739 328,592 68 _ 391 4832 840
1740 316,827 S sa 318 5867 996
1741 -
1742 387,398
1743 493,500 79 468 6247 1054
1744 493,500 91 551 5423 896
1745 444 150 70 430 6345 1033
1746 465,359 40 220 11,633 2115
1747 372,393 55 330 6771 1128
1748 410,029 55 348 7455 1178
1749 .
1750
1751 420,700 76 462 5536 911
1752 420,700 38 226 11,071 1862

Sources: For Total Fur, Table XIII; for Cances and Men, Table VIII.



/F.

69

_As can be seen In the table, only occasionally were the loads ghat each
man would have carried at the portages less than 1000 pounds, and the tablg
never presents a plausible or reglistic carrying requiregént for the men. The
average load per man even reaches more thanla ton for some years — not only ;/
1717, bué also 1730.ané 1746. Such physical effort is not believable. 1In ’
addition, if the loads for each man authorized by the congés were true, then
each canoe wouid have carried extraordinarily large cargoes. As can be seen
in the table, the necessary cargo for each canoce would usually have been 6000
pouﬁds or more, and almost never as low as 4000 pounds. In reality, the
six-man canoes (which were in general use from about 1740) could not carry
much more than about 4000 pounds: wusually they had 3000 to 3500 pounds of
freight and up to 1000 pounds of supplies when going up-country. Even the ten
man maitre cances of the late eighteenth century carried only about 5800
pounds of cargo. And, in practice, the downstream loads would have been even
smaller than those upward capacities: because the traders neceded security for
the valuable furs, they had an interest ig not overloading the cances on iﬂeir.
way down to Montreal. .Thus, in thé light of the total fur productfon, it 1is
apparent thaé it would not have been possible for those canoes officlally
authorized by the congés to have carried down all the fur traded from the
Indians, or to have carrled’ the heavier European goods upstream. -

!

In contrast, 1f one uses the estimates made by contemporary officers,
according to whom 1200-1400 men annually went up to the p;ys d'En Haut, tﬁen
the loads of fur per man and per cance are more realistic. As already
mentioned, in 1749 Sieur de Léry assumed that 1200 men went up annually; in
1752 the visiting American, Phineas Stevens, stated that “upwards of a

' —-

thousand men” had gone up by 16 June; and in 1758 Bougainville indicated that
: &
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e - »
1400 men were .needed annually.52 If, during the period 1735-1748, an average

of 1200 men in 200 six man canoes were engaged annually in the trade, and an
annual average of 410,089 pounds of fur were brought back down, then each

canoe would have returned & cargo of 2050 pounds and each man would have

’1ed 342 pounds through the portages. Such work is believable: 1in both

the three-~man cances of the late 1600s and the eight to ten-man canoces of the

late 17008, the downstream loads seem to have been more or less 333 pounds df

fur for each canoeman who had gone up.53 Thus the observations of

- .

contemporaries that about 1200 men went up-country annually appear to be more

in harmony with reality thi? do the congés.

In summary then, in 1716 imperial interests and objectives required a
continqus.Support for thé'fur trade, and so the system of the congés was
re-established. Although the congés have not s;rvived for all years, for some
years they have been preserved in numbers 1arg§ enough to have authorized as
many as 551 mén for the west. However, even this labour force was too small
for such a large trade, énd 80 not surprisingly commentators and officials
claimed that more than 1000 ﬁen were active in the trade annually. Nor is it
surprising that thg Governors-General admitted that neither the congés, nor
the other measur;s taken to increase Quebec Cify's contrel of the fur tfa&ers,
c;ﬁld be effectively enforced. And because all such inttiatives falled, it is
very difficult to use the congés.(or any other source) to quantify the size of
the labour force engaged in the fur trade. Instead, it appears necessary to
rely on the relationship between the capacity of the means of trgnsportation

and the fur exports to establish- the number of men participating in the fur

trade.



1.

dy

71

FOOTNOTES

e 11 ~ T - -

See for the monopoly, Alice Jean Elizabeth Lunn, Economic Development in
New France 1713-1760, (unpublished Ph.D. thesis McGill), 1942, PP -
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-See Louilse Dechéne, Habitants et marchands de Montréal au XVII éiécle,
Montréal (Plon), 1974 p. 149.
This average and that of 430,000 for 1751-58-3re consistent with
Bougainville's feport that more than 5355/pieces of fur or about 482,000
pounds, came down annually. Similarly for 1747 the fur received in
Montreal can be estimated at about 400,000 pounds, which is virtually the
same as the average of 410,08%. On 7 October the Governor-General ard the
Intendant informed the Minister in Paris that thirty-three canoes had come
down from Michillimackinac, and more were expected. Three weeks earller,
on 15 September, thirty of the cances had been described as loaded with
furs. Since a full canoe load was about 4000 pounds, the thirty-three
canoes had brought down 132,000 pounds of fur (4000 x 33 = 132,000). The
Governor-General and Intendant also reported that "...the same applies tou
those from Detroit™. Since Michillimackinac produced about 45% of
Canada's furs and Detroit about 55%, the weight of all types of fur
received in Montreal by 7 October can be calculated at about 293,333
pounds (45% of 293,333 =132,000). The same letter reported that only
"100 to 120 thousand (pounds) of beaver skins”™ had been recelved in
Montreal. The total weight of beaver received by the Compagnle des Indes
that year was 150,919 pounds, so about 41,000 pounds of beaver arrived
after 7 QOctober. If other furs were received in the same propertion
before and after 7 October, an estimated total of 402,450 pounds of all
furs would have been brought to Montreal (293,333 : 110,000 x 151,919 =
402,450). See La Galissoni@re and Hocquart to the Minister, 7 October
1747, WSHS Collections, 1906 (Vol. XVIL), pp. 471-2 (Cor. Gen. 87); and
"Journal of-Occurrencé§", 15- September 1747, NYCD, Vol. X, p. 125.

-

See page 47 above, and footnote 10 above.

For the late 1600s, see above Chapter 1 (p. l4); for 1777-1790, “sce below
Chapter III (pp. 105-8). 1Imn 1727, 57 canoces with 738 packs of beaver and
deerskin were seen near Oswego. (See Innis, The Fur Trade, p. 87). These
canoes were probably Englﬁsh. 1f they had four men to a canoe and Ii cach
of their packs weighed 90 pounds, each man's load would have been 291
pounds. ™
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Chapter III

THE TRADE LICENCES: A NEW INSTRUMENT TO CONTROL THE FUR TRADE, 1760-1790

After 1760, British administrators, like French administrators before
them, soon reallized the importance of establishing some control over the fur

trade. Until the '\780s the. trade remained the dominant commercilal activity of

»

the colony. Although the value of wheat expofts increased steadily from 1760,

-

it was not until the last decade of the century that they approached the value

- v

of fﬁr exports. _ﬁll Canadlan problems -~ inflation, the western indians, .
‘imperial revenues, colonial govefnment, and military securlty - were linked to
the fur trade. Briti{an's imperial objectives were fundamentally the same as
France's: both shared mercantilist theories of empi;e; botﬁ wanted coloniles as

a source of scarce and valuable raw materials, and as a market for their own
1 +

_manufactures. Each Emplre was a closed system which tried to exclude the
trade of others as much as possible. And each restricted its North Atlantic
carrying trade to its own ships so as .to develop a reservolr of experienced

seamanship for naval power. N

Since both countries shared the same general iﬁperial objectivés it 1is

’

not surprising that British adminis;rators, although partisans of open trade

in the interior, tried like the French administrators before them to control
' -

the fur trade by adopting a licencing system. The British system; which had

been under consideration since 1754, and was hpplied not just to Canada but to

all colonies, had five essential features. The trade was open to all - ?}}”

subjgcts; for each trade expedition a trade licence and a bond were ﬂﬁﬁiésary;‘



\
|

\_ 77
; /.‘\../J

the actual trading was.permitted only within eighxjggsts;'official exchange
rates for the trade were established at each of these eight trading posts;
and, in each post a deputy of the superintendent of Indian Affairs supervised
the trade to ensure that the restrictlions were enforced. Restricting the
frade to the posts was based on the expjrience of New York, where Iroquols

- middle men got furs from hunters. In Canada, after about 1675l there were
virtually no middle men and for almost a fiundred years Canadian traders (or
thelir agents) had been going to the hunters' villages to get furs. Desplte
the constant objection of the traders of all colonies to thjs‘new system, 1t
remained unchanged until 1768. Then, after the Government officialg‘realized
that the traders were even refusing to report to the posts, they allowed the
traders to winter with the Indians (this change began at Michillimackinac 1n-'
1767), and éhe regulation of the tradigwas transferred frqm the Imperial
government toxthe colonial governments.l

-

In the past, the Canadian merchants had not been kasy to regﬁlate; and

-

now there was no reason for them to be less hostile to control. Obviously)
these Canadian traders needed British importers and agents to get their trade

v . ! . R
goods, but in -this respect, they were in the same position as the British

-

merchants who had arrived in the colony after 1760. Nelther group of traders

—

would easily accept trade regulations, adﬁ neither group would totally comply
. ' ]

with all the def¥hds of the ligencing system. And it must be gaid that the
.o N . ) ] ‘(

existing ‘opportunities to avoid trade regulations were there to be sg&hed..

Fur could be legally and easily taken to New York or another coloﬁy; Canadian

traders could retreat to the interior and trade down the Mississippl with the

‘ , & '
French at New Orleans. Enforcement of regulations on the Great Lakes to
N .

- R 3 . .
_——protect the Indians - and the peace with them - was very difficult.
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Eventually government control and the licencing system would be successful,

but ndf/;;til it had been made less rigid and until Montréal had captured the

’

interior trade. As part of these changes, mdst~of the “small traders were i
eliminated, and the trade.became concentrated in fewer hands. At the same

time the cances on the St. Lawrance were displaced by boats] and the cances on

the Ottawa became larger. ‘ -

1. The Changes in the System of Trade Licences, 1760-1776

These sixteen yeérs were, in' a sense, unique ip the history of the fur

L/

) = L2 .
trade. It was the only period when Canada was to a certain extent politically

. B : .
united with the Ame;ican cglonies;_the only period when New York and other

£

provinces could massively participate legally, as well ashillegally, in the
Caﬁadian fur trade. Naturally, at the beginning of the period both the
traders and the British governmeﬁt were measuring their forceg. As eatly as
the winter of 1759-60, Gen. Gagé orderedAHaldimand, then at Fort Ontario, to

protect the traders who had”’passes, and to expel troublemakers.2 In 1760 or

~

“

1761, the Quebec Government sold trade licences for five dollars, on its own

«"Qgshority. Subsequently the govermment had to refund the mone§3 since the

l
T

regulation and licensing of iz:j};ade was an Imperial g;;Erjment

\ . .
{ traders who were in the interior were allowed
. / ’

" to return to Montreal in order to export their furs~f6ﬁF;aqg3;H#Eqph Quebec

responsibility. In 1761 Fre

and London wanted the trade resumed as quickly as possible. Nevertheless, in
March 1761 some Quebec City.meychants believed. that only those British
éubjects, who were close ‘to governors were pezmitted into the interiora, and

when ‘Alexander Henry left Montreal 3 August 1761 he was only the. second

. \ h .
English.trader to be licensed for Michillimackinac. During the early years

=Y

O R

T, %

!
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British traders were at the mercy of Indians, and in 1763 many were killed in
Pontiac's uprising. For two years ,the trade was closed — at least -efficially;
however the reality of éontinuing fur exports show that a vigorous unlicenced’
trade continued, and shows thét the traders remained more or less indifferent
to government edicts. In January 1765 the trade was ogficially re-opened.
¥

As already no¢ted, restricting thé.trade to posts was contrary to the
experience of the Canadian trade. The Albany merchants had favoured this
restriction for security, but also -because hampering the Canadian trade
allowed Albany to compete more effectivgly: They complained that some of them
had been attacked amd—robbed during 1763, but that Canadians had not suffered
the same fate. The Albany merchants wrote that because they were lsolated in
tﬁg ifterior, they were Julnerable, but on the other hand, the Indians,
Fren;h, and Canadians could do as they wished because they could escape to the
Mississippi.s‘ In contrast, the/Montreal merchants opposed both the
prohibit;on-against trading outside the five posts and the need to post a bond
of 200% of the value of their trade goods.f The} found these restrictions
intolerable, and they frequently petitioned for change.|hAs a result of thelr
complaints, in lf67 the traderé based 1in Michillim;ckinac were allowed to
winter with the Indiaqs, and the “hext year the southern t eders were permitted

6

to trade outside (ﬁb forts. This change was in essence restoration cof the

method that the Canadian traders had used for almost a hundred years. As a

result Canadian fff exports increased more than 50%: from Yust 289,000 pounds

andually in 1764f67 to 470,000 pounds annually in 1768-1771. St the same time

he Americans/were nearly eliminated from the trade. During the period

1760-67, 422) Americans had traded at Niagara and Detroit;-but by 1768-1774,
n .

only 63 American remained in the Niagara and Detroit trade:7
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The Trade &iaapces that were issued in Montreal were a four page form
which stated the authority and conditions on which the trade could be

conducted. The Trade Licences that hawe survived are preserved in the Public

- -

Archives in Ottawa.8 The series actually consists of three subseries: the
merchants', or the outfitters', applications for licences during 1769-1776; a
copy of the actual licences for 1769, 1770, and 1772; and the bond
certificates for the same three years. Since the licences thgmselves have
survived for only three years most of the data for the pefiod 1s derived from
the applications for licences. These applications, as weil as the licences
and bond certificates, contain coqs}derable data about each expedition. A

T
tabulation of some of these data 1s shown in Table XV below.
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Table XV

TRADE LICENCES, THE VESSELS, AND THE CREWS, 1761-1776

L 1 2 3 4 5 - 6
* No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of Value (£ ) of
Licences Canoes Boats Cancemen Boatmen Trade Goods

1763 Xy, 2 2 SR
1764 _ -
1765 . | ; A\

—~
1766 r
1767
1768 9 8 2 _ 47 12
1769 73 100 4 672 20
1770 80 109 11 657 . 42
1771 24 24 8 134 36
1772 66 108 4 805 20
1773 56 86 8 535 - 35
1774 53 90 9 - 659 37
1775 74 115 43 850 217 73,492
1776 40 51 20 361 86 28,750

%

Source: PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 110-115, pp. 1-2240.

Some gaps and inconsistencies in the data are easily and immediately

apparent. Wwith the minor exception of two licences in 1763, no licences have

S

survived from 1760-1767. Obviously the source is no indication of the\ﬁcopc

or volume of trade in these eight years. As well, the figures for 1768 and
1771 in all six columns are extremély low. Some of the licencea that once .

existed have been lost: at so&é point each licence that haé survived (as well

as each application and bond certification in the entire series) was numbered

in pen at the top of the first page. According to these numberd® four or five

b

licences are now missing from most years. From the jear 1771 howéver, many
* \

more licences have been lost. Of the first sixty-six licences only 731@
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gtill in the collection, the other fifty-six are missing. 1In addition to tﬁe
licences that have been lost since the documents were numbered there are
indicaticns that other licences, or at least applications, were lost prior to
the time when the licences were numbered. On 26 April 1773 the fur trade
-com;issioner-at Montreal reported that he was forwarding seven applicétions
for trading licences to Quebec City that day and that previously he had sent
another sixty.— a total of sixty-seven applications for Trade Licences;g
Neverthgless today only twenty-two of these sixty-seven applications remain in
the series. So at least forty-five of the applications for Trade Licences in

1773 cannot be accounted for, and so are not included in the table above.

Despite these ommissions and shortcomings, some important information on
the nature of the trade can be discerned from Table XV. The number of men
authorized by the Trade Licences hadgincreasea over the number allowed by the
congés de traite. During 1735-48 an énnual‘average of 387 canoemen, and a
high of 551, were giveﬁ permiésion to go west; by 1768-1776 (even including
1768 and 1771, which are obviously incomplete) this average had increased 50%
to 581 men, and the maximum had almﬁst doubled to 1067 men. This change

points to *he increasing use of the government licencing systems. The table

/J/d;I;B‘EFUwﬂm for the first time, the value of the trade goods. Each licenced

Y N ,
U expedition éppears to have had about £ 600 or .L?OO, or perhaps £ 1000, worth

.of trade goods. Such relatively low values imply that small traders could
still_manage to send expeditions up to*thé'fur posts. Perhaps the most

important insight from Table XV is the changingluse of canoes and the .
. L

- fintroduction of boats. 3Boats had been used by the New York traders\on thelr
routes connecting Oswego~with Albany, and their use in Montreal at thig time

i

was by men familiar with the New York trade. The tendency towards increased

A
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use of boats was the major English contribution to the gradually changing

technology of the trade. The licences indicate that the number of boats was

~

still limited ;t this time, and that they were used on only the St. Lawrence
route. Cances were alsc used on the St. Lawrence; but on the éttawa River,
canoes remained the only vessel in the fur trade's transportation system. . And
they were becoming larger and larger,.as can be seen in Table XVI belo¥. This’
evolution in technology was part of the merchants' efforts to adopt the
Canadian experiehce‘ih the trade and to expand trade into new areas,
especially the Northwest, while at the samertime copt;olliﬁg their cépitai

{
needs and their transportation and labour costs.
l =
|
|

Table XVI’

VESSELS PER EXPEDITION AND CREW SIZES, 1768-1776

1 2 3 ' 4 5 6

Canoes Trade Vessels Boat Canoes

and Boats Men Licences ' per Trade ' Crews Crews

{number) {(number) (number) Licente (Men/boat) (Men/canoe)
1768 " 10 59 9 - 1.1 6.0 5.88
1769 104 692 73 \_ 1.4 5.0 . 6.72
1770 120 699 _ 80 1.5 3.82 6.03

‘ AN

1771 32 . 170 24 1.3 4.50 5.58
1772 - 112 825 66 1.8 5.00 7.45
1773 94 ) 570 56 }.7 4.38 6.22
1774 99 © Bb96 53 1.9 4.11 7.32
1775 158 1067 74 2.1 - 5.05 7.39
1776 7 447 40 . 1.8 4.30 7.08
Total . *'800 5225 .. 475 1.68 4.63 6.83

-Source: For éanoés;TBoats, Men, and Trade Licences, Table XV (p- 81), Trddg :
- Licences, 1761-1776 (PAC RG4, B28, Vol. 110-115, -pp. 1-2240).
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As can ‘be seen, In Just a few years the average number of boats and

canoes per expedition increased slightly; nevertheless it remained at less

o

than two vessels for pach official expeditfon. This evolution was a T

continuation of the pattern which ‘had emerged be;ween 1722 and 1748. fhe size
of the expeditions (judged by the numbér of official licences) grgﬁ very
slowly: from 1 1/2 canoes per congé.before 1748, to 1 2/3 vessels (almést all
canoes) druing the period 1768—79; In ‘the time of the French Regime, as
dovernorfceﬁeral Du Quesne admittéd in 1755, the merchants may have received
authofization fdr an average'of\pnlx 11/2 c#;oes in each congé, but they had
multiplied the number of their canoés as much as they wished. It is unlikély
that this practice would have stopped or that the sizé of the expeditions
would have decreased, so this figure of 1 2/3 vessels was almost certaiﬁly
incorrect. It seems too low. Since the traders had to post a bond of 200% of
the value of tﬁéir trade goods,tit'was perhaps to their advantage to
undergtate their cargb. It 18 reasonable to assume that the merchants, as-
happened during the Freach Regime, were sending ?ore canoes and boats into the
inte;I; than the numbers recorded in the Trade Licences.

Table XVI also shows that the average size-of the crew in the boats
fluctuated considerébly. To some exfent fhis variation is not very.'
significant since so few boats we;e used during maﬁy yehrs ~ 4in 1768 for
ex?mple,‘only two boats are recorde& in the licéﬁces._ However the average
size of tﬁe boat crews was highe; - 4.63 men rather than the éenérally
accepted-figure,of four men. These larger crews may. have been a result of the
1ack of expértise, on the part. of bogh,mgfehan;g ;hd engagés Iin the use of
boats. Whatever the cause' the larger crews reducéd the effectiveness of the

merchants' efforts to hold down their labour costs. At the same time, the -

size of the crews in the cénogs,waa growing continually. They had aferaged

) \\ hE



might have been, if anything, more willing to defy the government's attempts

_ | ‘.j " 85
six mén'as early as the 1740s, and by the years 1768-1776 they-had grown to
aéou; 7 1/4 men. This average, houqver, obs;ureg the diffegence bgtween the
size of.the cange crews on.the Ottawa River and those od" the St. Lawrence. 1In
1775 for example, the canoe crews averaged 7.39 men. Nevertheless on the
Ottawa River the 99 canoces averaged 7.77 men eacﬁ, while on the St. Lawrénce
the 16 canoes averaged only 5.06 men each; In that yéar the .average canoce on
the St. Lawrence was the same size as the average boat on the St. Lawrence.
The smal}ness of these canoes - unchanged since before the*1740s - suggests .
that perhaps these merchants Qere not adjusting to change as' were those
merchants using canoes on the Ottgwa, or boaks on the St. Lawrence. K\\

- . s
Anothér aspect Of the trade that appears to have‘remained morqtgg less \‘*\$\

. . . L —
constant was the unofficial trade. It could/Be sald that the new traders

to regulate the trade than had been the'Canadian merchants before 1760.J

. - .
- According to,General Gage, who perhaps was exaggerating, the majority of the

new traders throughout all colonies, not just .Canadd, were men who lacked
~ .
. e %
character and fortunes, men as wild as Indians “and far mofe vicious and
et )

wicked”, they were "Lawless Banditt™. Gage was not alo;é\in his opinion. Sir

William Johnson described them as “the very dregs of the people, Buchids

-

discharged provincial Soldiers, Batteaux men ettc.” These men had become

active in the fur trade after 1748 when the Dutch did not resume the trade.lo

rd

As we have seen (p. 79), over 422 Americans were in thertrade béfore 1767,

although only 63 remained by 1768~74. Such men had little vregard for
U . r

" government: they went where they wanted when the} wanted,?with ‘or without
: i X

lic?nces; they debauched the Indians with alcohol, and robbed or cheated them
- .

-

of their land and furs. Since furs could be sent down the Mississippl to the

French at New Orleans, these traders could ign'org\Quebec.11

[

_/
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Many traders had no reservations-about trading without a licence. 1In
Januéry 1767 Sir William Johnson - the Commissioner of Indian Affairs -
complained that the traders openly defied the mili;ary at the posts: a trader
named Capucin told Major Smallman that he would trade where he wanted; at
Miamis seven Canadian traders did not habg passés; at Detroit a tra&er ahmed
Abbot refused a Detrolt court's call for a bond En future fair ;rade, and
flatly said he would.continue to traae without a licence.l2 Johnson
compléined that English and French traders fromlCanada had been going to
Toronto, Quinté, Frontenac, and other places withog;jgasses. At Miamis when
five traders without passes were challeﬁged by on;gof Johnson's officers, the
tradérs repiied that they would trade where they wanted regardless of
Government. And they were supported by a large number of traders, somc of
whom had aneral passes to any area.13 Johnston wrote to the Earl of
Shelburne that "... many Traders{ (contrary to the former practise) go wighout

pasées, and amongst them several of the Canadiane who were formerly partizans

w 14

When in 1768 the regtriction agalnst wintering with th; Indians was
removed énd control of the trgde passed to the colonial government, the’
unlicenced trade did not end. 1In 1770 Mess. Wade and Keyzer sent a battoe
. with six men-to trade rum and other goods at Toronto. The men were told to
aveoid Niagara and pass at hight. One of-the military men in the region -
Capt. John Brown - doﬁbted that they had a licence. Indeed there is no
licence‘in their name in 1770. The same season Phyn, Ellice, and Porteous
were turned back on Lake Ontario because they did not have a licence. The men

pleaded that they were strangers in Canada, and presumably were unaware of the

w

regulations. 1In 1772 one trader, Mr. Ramesy, was arrested on Lake Erle after

< :
he had killed five Indians in two incidents. Previously he had been sent back

n



to Quebec from the Indian countty as he was a troublemaker; nevertheless he

o

was able to get a small cargo on credit aqd return to Lake Erle. This
Fdefiance of government regulation was not res?ricted to‘traders; it included
government officials. 1In 1773 .the fur trade commissioner at Montreal reported
that although he adhered to the regulation that only thosé men named in his q
"11st" could go to the upper céuntry, ... Colonel Templeé seelng the
'ne;essigy of some Indulgence is pleased to give it ...". In 1776 (after the
American occupation) many traders went up to the posts without licences.l5 As
during the French Regime, the lawlessness of the fur traders and the tolerance
of offigials combined to allow a large unofficial trade. Given the scope of
this unofficial trade, the licences for the official trade cannot be an

accurate measure of the size of the fur trade, or of the level of

participation in the trade.

Theéde judgements that the uﬁofficial trade had great significance are
confirmed by three contemporary accounts which all suggest that tﬁe labour
forcé was.abodt,ISOO men in 1766 and 1767. All these estimates are in reports
about the trade to Michillimackinac made.byfﬁen familar with the trade. In
1766, Benjamin Frobisher judged the trade to be at least i 36,000 and 80—éO

canoes, which would have required about 680 canoemen.lﬁ_ In 1767 the commander

at Michillimackinac, Major Robert Rogers, estimated that the Indians of his
reéion needed f, a§,000 stg. of trade goods which would,rhe égplained, require
100 canoces each manned by a crew of ten, or a.total of 1000 men.l7 Canoces

that size usually had eight working men, so according fo Rogers's étatement
thé labour force on the M?chilliqackiﬁac route was about 800 men. The third
figure can be calculated %rom the detailed account of the trade kept by a

< British officer at Michillimackinac in the summer of 1767.18 He recorded that

$ Y



Indians. A little ove% 20 of that‘trade was based at Albany, so about 95 of
these canoes had goods that had_Séen brought up from ﬁont}eal. "The cdnoes in
u;e on the lakes héd crews of six men, so about 600 men were employed on this
route. Thus all three*of these men made gimilar estimates of 'the number of
canoces, of 'the valde of the trade goods, and of the number of men. The volume

of trade at Michillimackinac alone required 600-800 men to transport the trade

goods up from Montreal.

However the trade on the St. Lawrence around Detrolt was bigger than the

.

trade on the Ottawa based at Micﬁillimackinac. At’the.end of the French
period the St. Lawrence produced about 2835 packs of fur and the Ottawa about
2520 ﬁécks; similarly the value of the trade was estimated in 1761 at about
690,000 livres worth on the St. Lawrence aﬁd at aboutJSZQ,OOO'livres worth on
the Ottawa.19 Thus with about 700 men engdged oh the Ottawa, a total of about
1500 cancemen woulqrhave been employed on both rivers during the yeérs
1766-68. As was the case duriﬁg the French Regime, post-~Conquest commentators
reported a labour fo;;eQEonsiderably largef than \that recorded in .the official

A\
government licences.

A.. . -
in Montreal, although additional data on the numbef}p

exported from duebec City can also be found for ati least ten years. Together
with other evidence, incfﬁéiﬁg the value of both beaver and Wther pelts landed

at La Rochelle, there 1is enough Information to estimate Ehe verall weight of

88
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Ell/§ur for the other years. For the period after 1760, the sources reveal - : 3

the total number of pelts for each type of animal (including beaver) that were
"exported to_Grent Britain each year. With this data the total weight of all

the fur that Canada traded each year can be calculated more precisely than is
v " - :

possib;e for the pre- 1760 period. Although for the period 1760-76 figures on

R

Canadian fur exports are recordedxfn at\feast four partial serieszo (two of

"
:
LA f-

which are for nine or ten years), these sets of figures complement each other.

Thus they can be used to establish an accurate and trustworthy acconnt of the

furs shipped frnm Quebec’ City. “
AN

-
™~ A

AL \
- . N
In Table XVII, which follows, the number of furs annually exported from

~

Quebec City are shown in column 1, then in column 2 the beaver pelts from
column 1" are converted to weight.' Bea;er exports w@ré about 100,000 pelts
(150,000 pounds weight)21'annually during these years and growing slowly. In
column 3.the weight of all other furs exported ‘to Great Britain is estimated.
The other furs included small quantities of castorum and deer (which were
‘recorded bylthe pound), large quantities of raccoon and otter which weigh the
'same'as‘beayer (aboutll 1/2 1b./pelt), and smaller anounts of two lighter

peits, martin. (2 oz. each) and muskrat (3 0z.). The weights of these furs are

ca1Culated, and then the welght of the remaining furs 13 estimated. These

remaining "other" ‘fura included smaller quantities of both light furs such as
mink (2 oz.) and fox (5 oz.)'and neavigr furs s;ch ag elk, deer, cat, and most
significantly bear. (Dufing 1769-83 an annnal averaghkof 9174 bear pelts were
exported, an averagé welight of 183,486 pounds.?z) If one aésumes that these
various furs in smaller quantities weighed an average of 1 1/4 pounds each iF

will surely be a conservative estimate. Last, as before 1760, the smuggled

‘and spoiled furs can be estimated. Since Canada had been incorporated into
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the ‘British Empire, smuggling to New York could not exist, and there was
l1ittle reason for Canadians to send their fur there. Until about 1765, some
fur was sent to Albany, by merchants who had come from there to Montreal after

1760. Some of these men, such as Cofmelius and Abraham Cuyler, were merchants
|

who had been involved in smuggling ‘furs from Montreal to Albany. However,

after 1760 %\er was no benefit in exporting furs from Montreal to England via

b] ¢
New York, and)this trade ended within a few years."3 Nevertheless many

American merchiants, especially those at Albany, became.active in the fur trade
after 1760, or ‘enlarged what traﬂe tﬁéy had had before 1760. However_thése
men.sent their goods ﬁp from.Albany, so Canadians did not participate to any
significént exteng in their_transportétion system. Thus, aithough the
American role in the ;fade grew, their employment of Canadian engagés probably

declined. However some fur was diverted down the Mississippi.za In contrast,

-

changes in imperial relations did not affect the spollage rate. During the

French Regime an estimated 5% of the fur was lost before arrival in Montreal-,

anotler 5% before being exported from Quebec City, and another 5% before being
. - .

received in France. Thus wé ‘'may assume  that at léast 10% of the fur was lost

or sent to New Orleans. These calculations are shown on Table XVII below.

©

!

3
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Table XVII
THE FUR TRADE, 1760-1776
G
1 2 3 4 - 5
Pelts of all Weight of Welght of Furs - __ .Total
Animals Exported Beaver Exported Other Furs Diverted Fur
to Great Britaln to Great Britain Exported to or Trade
(number) (pounds) Greit Britain Spoiled {pounds)
{ pounds) (pounds)
1760 12,694 ‘
1761 108,932 - 59,598 54,258 11,386 125,242
1762 .
1763
1764 214,922 . 136,036 109,522 24,556 270,114 .
1765 233,210 156,000 91,790 24,779 272,569
1766 247,155 . 165,558 111,887 27,744 305,189
1767 249,546 160,914 118,275 27,919 307,108
1768 299,203 173,763 150,284 32,405 356,452
1769 418,775 130,635 324,195 45,483 500,313
1770 353,375 154,380 219,832 37,421 411,633
1771 360,298 147,438 231,084 37,852 416,374
1772 379,031 162,588 258,974 42,156 463,718
1773 307,602 144,998 178,119 34,421 378,627
1774 418,774 153,179 286,462 43,964 483,605
1775 574,515 155,595 479,813 63,541 698,949
1776 441,051 138,064 337,670 47,573 523,307
Averages :
1764-67 233,70 288,745
1768-76 394,736 . 470,331

Sources: For Pelts Exported (column 1), 1 Shelburne Papers, PAC, MG23, A4,
Vol. 31, pp.24-25; Customs Papers, PAC, MG23, GI, Vol. 10, pp.65-66;
Frederick Haldimand, in Report on the Canadian Archives, 1882, pp.
60-61; British Treasury, PAC, MGl5, T64, Vol. 276A, n.p., PAC
microfilm reel B-2983; see also Fernand Ouellet, “"Dualité
Economique et changement technologique au Québec (1760-1790)",
Histoire sociale/Social History, 1976, (Vol. IX), pp. 259-273.




As ;an be seen, during the nine years 1768-76 the average annual weiéht
of the total fur production was about 470,000 pounds. This weight was an
increase of 9% over the ;;erage 431,000 poun&s Quring the eight yéars 1751-58.
Considering the probiems of adjustment to a new Empire during the years after
1760 one would readily expect the trade to have remained depressed for some
years. And és the table shows, in the four yeé:z immediately before @]68 fur
averaged only 288,745 pounds apnually. The complete data~£or 1761 éuggests
that the overall weight of fur in that year probably approximated this weight..
Theitable shows that 125,242 p0unds_of fur were sent to Britaln; i{n addition,
other furs were sent‘to france. The Canadian beaver received in France wag
worth 22,365 French livres and the other furs were worﬁh 510,760'French
1ivres.25 These furs probably weighed about 275,000 pounds, more or:less the
same as the furs during FhE\yea;s 1764-67. The average annual weight of fursg ¢
traded during 1764-67, and probably during all of 1761-67, would have been 30%
to 40% less than the weight of furs taken annually during 1751-58 and 1768-76.
Although the fur trade had been quick to recover after the war, full

recouperati{on to pre-war levels was delayed until the end of the decade.

After 1768, when the fur trade was recovering apnd when the restrictlons on the

fur trade were removed, exports increased very qui‘kly.

With these figures on the overall fur produét on {t is possible‘to test
the Trade Licences gs was done fqr the congés de alte of the French Regime.
In Table XVIII below, the fur traded (as calc

o

number of vessels and engagés are restated,

ated in Table XVII) and the

per man are calculated.
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. ‘ // Table XVIII

_ THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FUR AND TRADE LICENCES, 11768-1776
]

1 2 3 4 5

B2 .

Total Furs Canoes and Men Furs/ Furs/

Traded _ Boats {number) essels Man

(pouhds) - (number) {(peunds) (pounds)
1768 356,452 10 59 35,645 6042
1769 500,313 104 692 4811 723
1770 411,633 120 699 3430 589
1771 416,374 . 32 170 13,012 2449
1772 463,718 112 825 4140 562
1773 378,627 94 570 4028 664
1774 483,605 99 696 4885 695
1775 698,949 158 1067 4424 655
1776 - 523,307 71 447 7371 1171
Average 470,331 89 581 5285 B10

Sources: For Total Fur Traded, Table XVII; for Canoes, Boats, and Men (columns
2 and 3), Table XV (PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 110-115, pp. 11-2240).

It is obvious that, 1if the Trade Licences are correct, the average load
of pelts carried by each man in 1768, 1771, and even in 1776 would have been
incredibly high - so high that it is not possible to believe that a mere 59,
170, or 447 engagés respectively could have handled the movement of goods and
furs in these three years. Even the overall average load for 1768—76‘of 810
pouhds of fur_per man appears excessive‘— nine 90-pound pileces for each man
who had gone up. Such a load is difficult to accept since every canceman
would have to have brought this weight (es well as the canoce) back down
through each of the approximately 36 portages, and in practise each man could

not carry more than .two pleces (i80 pounds) a time at each portage. If every

man who went up with the spring canoces wanted to come home, was willing to



‘carry fur®down,_and was trusted.by the merchants to bring it down;’then each

- N
and every canoe with its average crew of 6.5 men would have to have returned

with well over 2 1/2 tons of fur eac{ year. In contrast, if one accepts the cy/j/‘
contémgorqu accounts which imply that the labour force was 1500 men, then
each man's load would have been about 315 pounds. Such a workload looks more
reasoﬁable. This return per c;noeman is completely conslstent with the
returns thét existed during the French Regime. As we have seen, before 1716
and apparently during 1716-1760, each canoeman brought down 300-333 pounds of
fur. TIf one starts from the hypothesis that, evefything considered, the )
average canoceman of the 17708 would not have been éﬁrrying more furs than the

canoemen of the earlier part of the century, then the results appear more

realistic than if one uncritically accepts the Trade Licences as a source.

S
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Table XIX
SIZE OF THE LABOUR FORCE CALCULATED FROM FUR TRADED, 1764-1776
(each man returned. 333 pounds of fur) :

1. 2 3 4
Total Fur, . Men Average Canoes
Traded - Needed Crew’ or Boats
(pounds) (number) (men/vessel) — (number)
1764 270,114 811
1765 272,569 819 .
1766 305,189 916
1767 307,108 922
1768 358,452 1070 5.9 181
1769 500,313 : 1502 6.7 224
1770 411,633 1236 ' 5.8 213
1771 416,374 1250 5.3 236
1772 ) 963,718 1392 7.4 188
1773 378,627 1136 - 6.1 . 186
1774 483,605 1453 7.0 208
1775 ., 698,949 2098 6.8 309
1776 - 523,307 1586 6.3 252
Average -
1768-76 470,331 1412 6.5 217

Sources: For Total Fur-Tradgd, Table XVII; for Average Crew, Tables XV and XVI
above (Trade Licences PAC, RG4, B28, V017110-115, pp.11-2240).

The averagé of 1412 men required by the angual trade during 1768-1776 is
consistent with the judgement of contemporaries who suggested that about 1500
men were in the west each summer. As was the case for most of a century
(1681-1776) the number of men officially‘authorized for the trade was far
fewer than the fur trade's transbortation would have required. And, as in all
other times during the century, the actual number of men needed in the trade
seems to have been generally known and to have been reported by several

contemporaries. As we have seen in both the French and British Regimes, their

_estimates are confirmed by the total weight of fur that Canadian traders .
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recelved from the Indians. Repeatedly_gfjhave found that the number of men in
the official trade was too few to have wg}ked'the transportation system,.while
the number of men reported by observers and participants was very close to the
needs of the canoes.

3 . |

‘During the year;'176&—67, an additionai problem existed in the trade.

The weight of fur guggests that an average of only 867 men wer; needed
annually during these four years, while all three contemporaries of the periad

1761-1776 date from 1766 or 1767 and al% three indicate that about 1500 men

were engaged in the trade annually. Tf 1500 mwen were engaged in these two

.

)
years, each man would have returned an average of only 204 pounds of fur - a

record low. Yet at the time the Canadian t;aders were vigourously petitioning
London, and protesting that prohibit16n3 againét'wintering with the Indians
and the other restrictions were ruining the trade. With a return of only 204
pounds of furs per canoeman, the trade probably would have been bankrupt.

" Indeed oné merchant complaineé that the trade towards both Michillimachinac
and Detroit was “in a most lamentable decay” and that the traders made such
small returns to thf Montreal and Quebec merchants that they owed the - -

26

merchants I3 100,000. The. expertise of the Canadian traders, and thelir

experience with the Indians, made this low 1eve1'of return unnecessary. To
increase returns some traders sent protests to London and some shipped thelg

furs down the Mississipi to the French at New Orl‘eans.z7 When in 1768 the old

Canadian trading practice was-revived the amount of fur increased

dramatfcally. ) 3 ////x
. ‘e e

—

In summary then, during the years 1?61—1776 the British revived the

French system of trying to regulate the trade by licences. And although
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" hundreds of these Trade Licences survive, the wide variations in the .annual
number of men in the licences, the suspicddusly low average of vessels per

: lic;ncet_gg,well:as the inconsistencles and gaps in th; licences all suggest
that more cancemen than those recorded in the Trade Licences were active in
the tfade. For 1760-67 the Trade Licences do not exist, although the trade
-continued without interruption. For the next nine years, 1768r;776, the Trade
Licences account for several hundred men, barely enough to have been able to
have brought down the ;nnual furs, and then only if pfoductivity douﬁled over
tﬁat of the canoemen of the French Regime. Observers.during 1766-67 revealled
that govérnment regulat;ons were widely defied and that about 1500 men were in .
the west annually. This figure'is confirmed by the fur exports. Like the
congés de t;qihe of the French Regime, the Tradeiiicences in this period
undergtate the size of the fur trade, and thus are an inadequate guide to the

number of cancemen engaged In the trade. B -

au
\

.\/1/
ii. The Reports on Indian Trade, 1777-1790: The Basis for Measuring the

Labour Force in the Fur Trade

From about f&??; as the local merchants found fewer benefits in
challenging the licencing system, the colonial government was more successful
in controlling the fur trade. The consolidation of the trade, the elimination
of Albany, and the .Ixinerican Revolution factlitated this control. Increasingly
the trade was dominated by the merchants who combined with other merchants to
pool theip resources in larger egterprizes. During this period the North West
Company, the Southwest Co., and Grego;;y"hr’id Co. were established. The smaller*
traders elther joined or wefe elimﬁé?ted; as a result the number of licences

fell from 127 in 1777 to 45 in 1750. These large merchants were different men

[
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from the so-called "lawless banditts” who had roamed the west after 1760,

cheating and stealing from Indians. The new'ﬁerchants weré; in gengral, men

f substance who had a stake in sogiefy and who, although they mighﬁ clash " X

with government policy, would dltimately uphold law and order .

t .

During the American Revolution, British'forces<retaihed control of the
posts in the fur country, and so rebel areas were eliminated from the trade.
Albany traders such as Phyn ana Ellice, Petér;Pond, and Simon McTavish moved
their operations to Montreal and swelled the ranks of the Montreal merchants. -
The Rebellion.also gavé_thé military government in Canada reason to tighten
their regulation of the trade. General Héléimang constantly suspected thét
some Montréal merchants'ﬁere shipping supplies to the rebels. He was

determined to prevent thils possibility, and so strove to eliminate all

unauthorized transportation on the Great Lakes. One of his measures was to

restrict the carrying of goods on the Great Lakes to the King's ships. The
4 . -
merchants protested, but as late as 1785 it was a condition of trade that on >

the lakes all pelgg mu;t be carried on the King's ships.28 Haldimand enforced
the requirements for Trade Licences, and tried to restrict the licences to
trustworthy merchants. Not all who asked for licences got them, and some of
the_merqnénts who were refused a pass complained to Lord George Gern.:ain,29 the

Secretary of-StatF for the Colonies. These complaints to London suggest that

the merchants were unable to operate without Trade Licences.

Haldimand"s success, and the difficulties of merchagnts who did not get a
licence, can be seen In the fallure of the traders to defy the trade

regulations. Joseph Howard had been a trader in Montreal sin 763 and had

wide connections among the Montreal merchants. However he was suspected of )
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having Amei}zﬁﬁqﬁ;;pathies and he had helped Americﬁn prisoﬁers—of—war to |
escape. Despite his stature, he was arrested in 1779, when he went up ta
trade without a paes.30 Another sgipnificant trader who clashed with &
Haldimand's enforcement of the trade,fegulations was Jean—Marie Ducharme. hé
had traded in Illinois and Wisconsin, and in 1778 had had a licence to trade -
at Michillimackinac. However in 1782 whenﬂhe tried to trade out of H
Michillimackinac without a licence, he was charged and fine& 1500 bundles of
wild hay.31‘ About 1784 Haldimand also refused to admit trade goods into
Canada from the United StaFeB. William Iaylor of Montreal ordered L 5000 stg.
of Indian goodé from England. They were shipped via New York and Oséego.
General Halﬁimand thought they would threaten Canadian trade and so would not
let the goods into Canada.a? The failure of these three suBstantial traders
to opegate.without licences, suggests that most traders, perhaps even all, did

have Trade Licences. If this were the case the licences, more than in the

past would be a valid measure of the volume of trade.

For the years 1777-1790, the individual Trade Licences have not been
pfeserved, however the licences were sﬁatistically summarized in £#n annual
"Report on Indian Trade“f These summaries provide the same detaif}~about the
volume of trade that the Trade Licences of ;768—1776 give, but the Reports do
not name éhe canocemen. Data is lacking for only two of the fourteen years:
the Report fo; 178; is completely missing; that for 1779 is for only the trade -
up the QOttawa River; In the Reports the number of men for 1777 is incomplete

and for 1780 is not given: however since the number of boats and cances is

. given.the labour force can be estimated. Within the nearly one hundred pages

of the summaries, there are frequent mathematical errors; these have been

corrected in Table XX below. Usuélly they are not large, except In 1788 when
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the Report states a labour force of 3048 men, but the number of men listed
adds up to only‘17887 None of these shortcomings or gaps are nearly as large
or as significant as t@gse in the congés or the Trade Licences where all'of
the data for several consecutive years are often missing. The data on the

-

\H.volume of Trade is shown below in Table XX.

Table XX

REPORTS ON INDIAN TRADE, 1777-1790

1 2 3 4 5

" No. of No. of No. of No. of value (£) of
Licences Canoes Boats Men Trade Goods

1777 127 . L 155 312 *2341 176,665
1778 _ 111 152 374 2603 191,013
1779 {incomplete)

1780 104 114 293 *2212 177,100
1781 74 103 235 1766 155,815
1782 87 120 250 2021 184,055
1783 © 96 126 331 2465 226,922
1784 '

1785 67 141 ’ 276 2428 160,641
1786 67 163 163 2148 144,880
1787 53 116 167 1787(sic) 97,972
1788 43 113 192 1788(sic) 109,225
1789 40 103 250 1983 " 124,940
1790 45 117 271 : 2254 151,500

* eogtimated

Source: Reports on Indian Trade. PAC. RG4. B28. Vol. 115, pp.-2250-2347.

Not only do these Reports on Indian Trade yield data for most years, but
unlike both the congés de traite during the French Regime and the Trade
Licences of 1760~1776, the Reports yield a series of figures that remain

-~ .-,

consis;ent for a period of several years. Generally somewhat over 2000 men .

were recorded; the smallest annual number of men (1766 in 1781) is not even a
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third légz/than the highest (2603 in 1778). 1In contrast, in the periods
beforé 1777, the recorded labour force often fluctuates by several hundred per
cent within a few year period. In addition .to providing this rema;kable
congistency the Reports show that the size of the "official” 1a$our force had.
dramatically increased over that in £776: then it was 447 men, in 1777 it was
more than 500% larger - 2341 men; during 1765—76‘the officlal labour force
averaged only 581 men, after 1777 it was three of four times as large. This
annual labour force of more than 2000 men appears consistent with the volume
of fur exports, and considering the number of men needed aﬁnually before 1777,
may have been large enough to héve taken up the necessary trade goods and |
brought the furs back down. 1In addition to the labour force, the value of the
annual trade goods that the canoemen carried dp to the Indian country was .
larger in this source: it had been about £ 40,000 before 1777 and then it

\ .
quadrupled, to apﬁ@oximaiely £ 160,000. Almost as striking 1s the large

Y
number of boats in the trade. Before 1777 only a handful appeared each year;
after 1776 the boats were never fewer than the canoes, and usually were twice
as mumerous. Since boats and canoes, as well as the number of men in each,

are given separately In the Reports, averages for the size of the canoe crews

{and boat crews) can be computed.

Within thegse fourteen years, despite the relative stability of the value
of trade goods, and of the numbers of canoes, boats, and men, there was a very
large decline in the number of issued 1icehces. This change, and others, can

be seen below in Tablé XXT.
'
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Table XXI
- ;H@TION AND CANOE CREW SIZES, 1777-1790
(1 2 3 4 - 5
P Irade Vessels Men ~Vessels/ Men/

Licences (number) {number) Licences Canoe

{number)
1777 127 467 : 2341 3.68 7.05
1778 111 526 2603 4.74 7.28
1779 oOttawa River only 135 (canoes) 1256 - 9.30

- 1780 104 407 - - -

1781 74 338 1766 3.91 8.02
1782 87 370 2021 . 4.25 . 8.50
1783 96 457 2465 4.76 9.55
L7184
1785 _ 67 417 ' 2488 6.22 | 9.39
1786 67 326 2148 4 .87 9.34 -3
1787 53 283 1787 5.34 9.65
1788 43 305 1788 7.09 9.03
1789 40 353 1983 8.83 9.54
1790 45 - -388 2254 8.62 10.00

~

Source: Reports on Indian Trade, PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 115, pp.2250-2347.

This table shows quite clearly the growth in the size of both the fur
EXpeditioﬁs and thg cange crews. The numbef of vessels (canoes and boats) pér
licence, which officially had been more or less stable at between I 1/2 and 2
for half a century before 1777, suddenly doubled to four, or a little less.
Then, in just fourteen years, the number of canoes and boats per licence
doubled again and more to almost nine. Similarly, the size of the canoe
crews, which had been about six men as early as the 1740s had increased to’
only a little over seven men by 1777;.but in the next thirteen year; the
average canoe erew increased to ten men. This growth in the average size of
the canoes was caused by the displacement‘of the smaller six-man canoes by

boats on the St. Lawrence, and by the continuing growth of the maltre canoes

on the Ottawa River, which had had crews of eight‘men‘even before the end of



v

7 | 103
the French Regime. Both these changes, as well ag the use of boats, were the
result of the meréhanfs' efforts to find solutions to the increasing

effectiveness of government control, the receeding fur fromtier, and-the ¢

escaléting costs of labour.

As with the congés de traite and the Trade Licences, the Reports on
Indian Trade can be tested by their relationship to the weight of the fur
tgansported. The numbers of fur pelts of each animal that were exported froﬁ
debec City are known for 1777-86 and 1788, and from these the welght qf fur
can be calculated by the same approach that was used for 1768-76. The results
of this calculation are shown in Tablé XXT1 bEiOw. First the total number of
pelts 1s set out .in column 1, then the beaver pelts are separated out and
éonverted to weight (column 2), next the welght of all other types of pelts is
estimated. Thi weight of béaver expofteé annually averaged about 185,000

pounds, which Qas not a large imcrcase over the preceeding half century.

4

1

r’f;ffver the pelts of other animals increased dramatically. Generally,

a though‘there are fluctuations, a8 total of about 200-250,000 pounds of otter,
raccoon, (1 1/2 1b. each) dressed deer, castorum, (1 1b each), martin (2 oz.),
and muskrat (3 oz.) were exported. In addition approximately’EO0,000 pelts of
various other animals.inCluding mink, (2 oz.) fox, (3 o0z.), thousands_of bear
ﬁelts (20 1b. each), and many others in very small quantitié;‘were exported.

We can guess the average weight of these pelts ar 1 1/4 pounds each. The sum
of these calculations-1s the welght of the official exports from Quebec City.

Last, (in column 4) one can allow 10X for the furg that were lost before being

cxported from Quebec City. By this time, especially during the American

A .

-

Revolution, smﬁggling into New York had virtually stopped, but the Mississippl
trade and spoilage would probably not have changed. The sum of these
calculations 1s the total welght of the fur traded from the Indians and

shipped down to Montreal.
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THE FUR TRADE, 1777-1788
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1 2 3 4 5
Pelts of all Weight of Weight of Furs - Total
Animals Exported Beaver Other Furs Diverted Fur
to Great Britain Exported to Exported to or Spoiled Trade
Great Britaln Great Britain (pounds) ounds)
- (pounds) {pounds) ‘ )
1777 715,171 177,372 625,290 79,266 871,928
1778 620,540 156,522 '562,421 71,894 790,837
1779 568,857 206,610 465,467 67,208 739,285
1780 524,367 181,920 394,668 57,659 634,247 1
1781 539,013 188,673 292,169 48,084 528,926 //
1782 401,770 165,730 290,551 45,628 501,909
1783 526,307 158,151 435,089 59,324 652,564
1784 783,151 192,930 - - -
1785 688,661 226,874 511,531 73,840 812,245
1786 700,064 174,934 491,014 66,604 732,642
1787 - - - - - -
1788 600,148 196,137 517,472 71,361 784,970
Sources: For Pelts exported to Great Britain (column 1), see Haldimand Papers

in Report on Canadian Archives, 1882, p.61 for 1777-1783; Custom

Records (Quebec City), PAC, MG23, Gl, Vol. 10, pp.72-73 for
" 1785-1788: Shelburne Papers, PAC, MG23, A4, vol. 29, p.194 for 1784.
See also F. Ouellet, "Dualité &conomique” HS/SH, 1976, p.273.

Table XXIT shows that the fur production fluctuated more than 1t had

during 1768-76.

The average annual fur catch was about 700,000 pounds, but

the low was 200,000 pounds less, and the high was more than 100,000 pounds

more. The most striking information in thid table is the dramatic increase in

"total fur production. In the years just before 1777 (1768-76) an average of

470,000 pounds was produced annually; suddenly it Increased 50% to just over

700,000 pounds annually.. This increase was caused by a number of factors.

-

Because the America& Revolution had stopped trade between the mother country

and New York (as well as other rebelicolgnies) many Albany merchants,

including Peter Pond and Simon McTavish, had moved thelr operations to

LY
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Montreal During this period trading expeditions penetrated the Northwegt in
large numbers for the first time and brought large rich cargoes back to
Montreal. For the first time during these years large expeditions of many
canoes and dozens of men were organized32 - by the end of the period thé
average cance crew was ten men and the a#erage expedition was over elght
vessels. The fincreased fur catch was caused by both an increase in the number
of merchants (including those from Albany), and an increase in tﬁe efficlency

and organization of thelr expeditions. ~

N

-, —

As in all previous periods during the preceding century the overall fur

pro on is the basis on which to calculate the offichﬁzthﬁr force \.

recorded in the official licences. 1In Table XXIII below, the total fur
production and the number of vessels and engagés are restated from earlier
tables, and then the load per vessel énd per man calculated. The welght per
vessel, unfortunateiy, cannot be compared to cance loads of previous years

gince during this period more than half the vessels were boats.

S
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Table XXIII
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEEN FUR AND THA REPORTS ON INDIAN TRADE, 1777-1788
B 2 3 4 5
Total Fur Cances " Men " Furs/ Furs/
Trade and Boats {number) Vessel Man
{ pounds) (number) { pounds) { pounds)
1777 871,928 467 2341 1867 372
1778 790,837 526 2603 1503 304
1779 739,285 - ' - ' - -
1780 634,247 407 _2212 1558 287
1781 528,926 338 . 1766, 1565 300
1782 501,909 - 370 2021 1357 248
1783 652,564 457 2465 . 1428 265
1784 - - - - -
1785. 812,245 417 2488 1948 326
. N q
1786 732,642 326 2148 2247 341
1787 - 283 1787 . - -
1788 784,970 305 1788 2572 439
Total
(of complete years)
6,310,268 3613 19,772 - 1747 319

Sources: For Total Fur Trade, Table XXII; for Cances, Boats, and Men, Table
XXI '(PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 115, pp.2250-2347).

i

The table shows that in nine of the twelve years.the weight of the fur
load for each man can be calculated, and that for all nine years the average
welght carried by eath engagé 1s close to what accounts for the trade reveal
was each man's actual load. The number of men hired was large enough to have
carried down through all the portages the weight of fur that was exported 1in
each of the nine years. The overall average weight of 319.pounds of fur for
each man engaged during the period is not only plausable, it is also
consistent with the findings in all earller periods during the preceding
century that 300-333 pounds of fur were produced for each canceman (or

boatman) engaged to go up=country. The number of men recorded by the "Reports
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on Indian Trade™ corresponds to the siée of the labour force that would have
been necessary to take the trade goods up country, and to bring the fu?s back
down to Montreal. After a century the colonial government had succeeded for
the first time in “econtrolling” the fur trade. A small unofficial trade may
have remained, but it would have been very small. This control was possible
because Governor-General Haldimand was determined to prevént supplies being
shipped vias the fur posts to the American rebels, and because the trade was
passing into the hand of fewer and fewer merchants. The opportunlties for
small unlicenced trade expeditions had become a thing of the past.

. 8 .

The finding that 319 pounds of fur wasr%roduced per engagé in the
official trade not only indicates that the unofficial trade was elther
non-existent or negligible by this periocd, it also tends té support the
argument” that the unofficial trade had been extensive during the previous
century. This productivity of 319 pounds of fur per engagé came after a
hundred years of evolution and improvements in the techniéueé of the trade,
and after a recent reorggni;ation and consolidation of the trade.A it is
inconceivable that these changes had come hand in hand with a dramatic decline
in the productivity of the trade, as would be the case 1if the‘earlier Trade
Licences and congés de traite were even remotely accurate about the size of
the labour force. The productivity of the engagés shows that the congés and
the Trade licences are not a reasonable measure of the size of the labour
force, and proves that the Reports on the Indian TFade are the basis on which
Canadian participation in the 52} trade can be measured.

The table also shows, not surpriéingly, that exports varied from year to

year, and we may assume that the annual return per canoeman also varied. For

-
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thevvarioué periods before 1777, only average annual fur production over many
years {the equivalents of the 319 pounds for this period) have been used, aﬂd
therefore these annual fluctuations have not been identified. The constant
annual average return of about 300-333 pounds of fur per man seems gukious
since the upstream loads continued to grow until they were as high as 720
pounds per man in the eight and. ten-man canoes. However because of the yearly
variations in the weight of‘fur br0ughtldown, some flexibility in the
downstream capaclity was essentlal to the trade. In this period 439 pounds per
man was returned one year and if those furs were bulLier than the goods
cafried up they might have needed the space of 500 or 600 pounds of European
-goods. At the same time, all the men who went up to the fur posts were not
available to carry furs back down. Some perished, and each year some stayed.
at tﬁe posts or‘went down to the Mississippl, or disappeared into the pays
d'En Haut. And of the majority who returned not all would necessarily have
been trusted by the merchants or their agents to safely bring the furs down to
Montreal. Thus the extra cargo capacity on the downstream canoes was useful,
perhaps even necessary, for the fast and safe transport of the furs déwn to
Montreal.

This period 177%-1790 can be summarized as the period in which the
government by reducling its involvement in the fur trade was at last able to
"control” the fur traders. Yet at the éame time, the aftual licences of the
+ period havé been lost; only the Reports on Indian Trade, which are annual
summaries of the licences, still exist. These reporés indicate that about
2200 men annually were authorized for the trade in this period. These
thirteen years were a turning point in the trade: more and more merchants were

combining their efforts together into larger fur expeditions; at the same time



they were developing the techniqueslof the trade by enlarging the crews in the
canoes and, on the S5t. Lawrence, replacing the six-man canoces with boats.
These changes were accelerated by the American Revolution which cut off New
York {and the other rebel colonies) from the inland posts, thus forcing the
Albany Traders to move to Montreal, and which also gave Governor-General
Haldimand a reason to enforce the regulations requiring licences. _When the
total weight of the furs is calculated and compared to the number of men in -
the Reports on Indian Tréde, it is apparent that, for the #irst time, all or
almost all the men needed to manage the transportation system were in the
official trade. The licencing system, which‘had exlsted for a hundred years,
had finally become an accurate indication of the number of men engaged in the

_fur trade.

P
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Chapter IV - ’

THE NOTARIAL CONTRACTS AND PRIVATE CONTRACTS, 1670-1821 - -

At first glance one might think that the notarial contracts would be a
nore direct indication of the size of the labour force in the fur trade. They‘
were the merchants' in;trument to hire and control the labour force; in |
contrast, the congés de tralte and the Trade Licences were the government's
instrument to attempt to control the merchants. And if one wants to measure
the labour force, is it not more reasonable to turn to thar§§stem intended to

y

control the labour force than to the system intended to control the merchants?

[

From 1670 to 1821, cofitracts engaging about 24,207 men for the fur trade were
. 4 - -

arranged before a notary. These contracts bound the cancemen to the merchants

¢

for an expedition to a particular post; often described the canoemen's
function; detalled specific service or exemption from usual service, and
stated his pay, which usually (at least around‘1800) was a combination of

money anglgoods.

An inventory of the fur trade engagements conserved in Montreal was
published by E-Z. Massicotte between 1929 and 1§47.1 His inventory of the
approximatelyl 24,000 engagements runs across more than a thousand pprinted
pages. Recently, Gratien Allaire has argued that Massicotte's inventory, at
least for 1701—17&5, is weak because some contracts were omitted, not all
names on some collective contracts were included, and only those contracts im
Montreal were counted.2 ‘Allaire compiled a table sh?wing the number of
engagements for each year from 1701-1745. His ‘table covers almost one Fhird
of the period of Massicotte's inventory and records 5,964 engagements - ;bout

>
a quarter of Massicotte's number. Despite his rejection of Massicotte's

k-2
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inventory, the statistical differences between the two are notllarge. Ailaire
concedes that 98.22“;f the contracts are in Montreal. For the period
1701-1715, Allairefé only significant addition to Massicotte's inventory
appears to be the ninety-nine engagements recorded before Louls Chambalon ln
Quebec City. Fgr the years 1739-1;45 Allaire has 2117 engagements, 35.5% of
his total; Massicotte's inventory adds up to 2110 - a difference of a third of
one percent. So it seems that A}laife has not made large additions to
Massicotte's invenfories of tﬁe contracts, and th;t those inventories may be-
used to critically analyse the notarial contracts as a source to measure the
size of the labour. force in the fur trade. 1In the tables which follow; the
number of engagements has been complled from Massicotte's 1n€entory for\ihc
years before 1701 and for 1739-1821; from 1701-1738 Allaire's own figures are

used. The tables include 12,005 men for the French period and 12,205 men for

the British period. For all perlods the“engagementa during November and‘

December are Included in <he followling years. ' \\\#—\\L\\\

-
i

The important question, however,is not related to the completeness of
Massicotte's inventories. Rather, it is the extent to which thé notaries were
used to record the engggements of men for the fﬁr trade. In recent years the‘
re%resentative character of the notarial contracts has been disputed. Loulse
Dechéne, who was primarily interested in the period 1708-1717, has claimed
that the notarial contracts record virtually all comingsdané goings’in the fur
trade. On the other hand, Fernand Ouellet, who was primarily but not
exclusively concerned wit% the British perigd, has ghown very important gaps
in the notarial fecords. He has concluded that other sources and methods must
be consldered either to judge the number of meﬁ in the trade or to underétand

their origins.3
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Even without comparing the notariél contracts with other sources, it is
apparent that they are‘én inadequaté measure of the labour force: two
siénificant.general deficiencies in the ;otarigl records indicate that they
can not be a complete record of all engagements. Gratien Allaire cites
evidence that perhaps one sixth of notarial documents have been lost.4 If so,
then approximately 5000 engagements for the fur trade aré iost. Even.more
critically, not all engagements for the fur trade neeﬂed to be recordeé before

a notary. Agfeements could be made privately -~ sous seing privé. 1In hiring

.men to go into the wilderness, beyond the niceties ‘of legal records, mercﬁants
‘(and their out-fitters and guldes) must have preferred men they knew and
tru;ted. The hirings of Laurent Ermatinger may be an example: according to
his ehgagement books he hired 164 men during 1773-75 and another 145 men in

1778 to 1781. Howevef,‘Ermatinger does not appear once in the notarial

records of those years.

Several historians have compared the notarial contrac£5'for the west with
other records. In.each case; gaps and -deficiencies in the notarial records
have been‘made apparent. These comparisons are cited 13 tﬁe following pages-
:when consldering the 150 years of the notarial contr;cts. However, for all
perlods the deficiencies are obvious when the engagements are considered in
the light of the fur catch. SQtprisingly,.for most of the years, a smaller
labour force is indicated in thé notarial contracts than exlsts in the congés
and Trade Licences. Obviously the merchants considered these ceontracts less >
important than government approval to trade. As we have seen the systems of

control were ineffective for the century before 1777, and consequently the

records of the administration of those systeﬁs can today yield information

-
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about only a segment of the trade. 1If, as is the case, even fewer men are in
this source, than it cannot possibly be a valid measure of the size of the

labour force.

1."Limited Use of Notarial Contracts, 1670-1715

Although the first surviving contract was recorded in 1670, the second

one does not occur until 1682: the source begins with a twelve year gap.

Then, only 664 notarial engagementa’have survived from the next 34 year perlod

(1682—17155. The number from each year is shown in Table XXIV below.
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¥
Table XXIV

.DES ENGAGEMENTS POUR L'OUEST, 1670-1715
{number of men)

_Z
, 1670 1 -
' 1701 67

1682 1 1702 96
1683 2 1703 . 63
1684 0 1704 ' 87
1685 T 16 1705 111 ~
1686 4 1706 16
1687 1 1707 19
1688 61 1708 17
1689 8 1709 A
1690 26 . 1710 15
1691 19 1711 1
1692 28 1712 ] 23
1693 37 : 1713 34
1694 64 1714 16
1695 36 1715 48
1696 7
1697 2
1698 2
1699 1
1700 7
Total Total e
(1682-1700) 322 : (1701-1715) 342 : '
Annual average 17 A Annual average 23

Sourfes: E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), "Répertoire des engagements pour 1'Quest
- conservés dans les Archives judiclaires de Montréal”, Rapport de
1'Archiviste de la Province de Québec, Vol. 10 (1929-30), pp. 195ff,
and Gratien Allaire "Les engagements pour la traite des fourrures:
évaluation de la documentation™, Revue d'Histoire de 1'Amérique
francaise, Vol. 34, no. 1, juin 1980, 3-26.

One is struck by the variations: frequently very few men were engaged through

the notaries, at other times many men were engaged thls way. However, the

figures were never high in thirteen years, less than ten men were hired

annually. The contracts were most heavily used during 1701-05, when the

~
N
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annual average was 85 men. In each of thése five years the Compagnie de la
Colonie du Canada engaged about_fifty men to go to Detroit.6 These wide
fluctuations are one indication that the notarial contracts are not a rellable
measure of the size of the labour force. However, the small number of
contacts is an even stronger indication of the limits of the source. During
the seventeenth century a yearly average of only 17 men were hired, and during
1701-1715 an average of only 23 men were hired each year. These figures ﬁre
extremely low, so low that 1t is surprising that historians have given so much
welght to these doguments when they have written abeout the labour force.
I

As soon as other Information on the number of men in the trade is
examined, it becomes apparent ﬁhat the men mentioned in the notarial contracts
were just a fraction of the engagés hired for the trade. For the years
1708-1717 (a decade whgn,.;fficially, the‘fur‘trade was not permitted) Louise
Dechéne has.identified 668 voyageurs and engagés.7 According to the notarlal
contracts, the eﬁgagés in this group cogld n;t have numbered more than 282 -
cnly 42% of the 668 men, and by her calculations wire only 220 of the men. I8
1t.not curious that the voyageurs were more numerous than the cancemen? One
must also remember that.during‘the yéar571681—1696 the official congés had
permitted 75 men to go west each year; yet, for the decade 1708-1717 an
average of only 19 men were hired annually, according to these notarial
contracts. Dechéne's data includes 1120 departures by engages and voyageurs
during the decade - an average of 112 per year. And as we have seen, the
colonists ignored the limit of 75 men and mobilized expeditions for the west
that involved more than 500 men each year. The best way to test the value of
the notarial contracts as an Iindicator of popular participation in the fur

trade is to look at their relatioaship with the average weight of furs carried
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byfthe éﬁgagés, as was done with the congés and Trade Licences. In Table XXV
below the average annual weight of fur and the number of men needed (as
calculated in Chapter 1) are set out, then the number of men hired by notarial
contract is shown, and finally the weight of fur each man would have had to

have carried, if no other men were available, 1s calculated.

Table XXV
~

THE RﬁLATIONSHIP BETWEEN FUR AND NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1675 - 1715

§§ 1 2 3 4

Estimated Estimated Men Hired Furs Traded
Annual Fur Annual Labour by Notarial Per Man*
Trade ‘«s Force Contract {pounds)
(pounds) {No. of men) {annual average)

1675-80 123,749 - 371 ' 0 -

1681-87 177,766 534 g 4 44,442

1688-95 - - 35 -o-

.-1696-1705 - - - \ 44 -
1706-15 217,286 651 19 11,421
1675-1715 180,998 544 16 11,312

*Column 1 divided by Column 3.

Sources: For Fur Trade and'Labour Force (columnsll and 23, Chapter 1; for Meﬁ
Hired by Notarial Contracts, Table XXIV or Massicotte (ed.), RAPQ,
veol. 10 (1929-30), pp- 195ff.

So if the notarial contracts are a valid source during these forty‘years,‘
the average load of fur carried by an ordinary engagé on the rivers and'at the
portages would have been the equivalent of 128 ninety pound pleces! At this
time, the canoes generally used had a capacity of 1000 pounds and a crew éf
three men. 1In these conditions there is no need to dwell upon the
difficulties raised by the extensive use of these documents by Dechéne and
Allaire in attempts to support their views about the nature of the New France

peasantry.
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i1. Increaseé Hiring By Notarilal Contracts, 1716-1760

It 15 evident that, during the years before 1715, only a small proportion
of engagés were hired through the notaries: for the peried 1675-1715, less
than 3% of the cancemen were recrulted in this way (see Table XXV). But
during the first half of the eighteenth century the merchants were changing
their\practices, and more and more frequently when they were preparing their
fur'expeditions they hired through the notaries' offices. From 1716 to 1760
the number of men éngaged by notarial contracts increased enormousliy: 67 men
annually during the period 1716-1730; 268 during 1731 to 1750; and 452 during
1751 to 1760. The number of men hired by notarial contracts increased 6.7
times while the fur production did not even double. This growth was so @uch
larger than the growth of the labour force (accoéding to our estimates
calculated from the weight of furs) that the percentage of men hirea by this
method increased from 7% of the approximate number of canoemen during the
years 1716-1730 to 22% during the next two decades, and then to 35X durinmg the
1750s. In Table XXVI the annual figures showing thls transformation are
presented. At the same time the weight of fur'traded from the Indians {is
given, and then the weight that each man would have had to hgve carried is
computed. )

The table shows that, as with other sources, the number of men for each
year varies a great deal, practically from year to year: in-1752, 683 men are
in this source; for many other years about that time fewer than half that
number are indicated; for some years, such as 1746 and 1750, much less than
half. These fluctuations, which exist for all of the 45 years from 1716-1760,
are another indication of the weakness of the contracts as a measure of the
size of the labour force in the fur trade. A new problem emerges from the

data contained in Table XXVI : not only would the weight carried by the



Table XXVI

The Relationship Between Fur and Notarial Countracts, 1716 = 1760

~

1. 2. 3.
Fur Production Men Hired by Pounds per
{ pounds) Notarial Contracts Man

1716 - 58 -
1717 298,955 66 4529
1718 - 56 -
1719 - 46 -
1720 - 47 -
1721 - 75 -
1722 336,735 67 5026
1723 244,928 78 3140
1724 To- 112 -
1725 - 73 -
1726 276,413 141 1960
1727 - 151 -
1728 286,650 73 3927
1729 261,343 68 3843
1730 330,194 68 4856
1731 266,175 185 1439
1732 348,075 153 2275
1733 464,570 196 2370
1734 307,125 296 1038
1735 438,349 256 1712
1736 464,033 299 1552
1737 305,546 286 1068
1738 323,242 380 851
1739 328,592 266 1235
1740 316,827 290 1093
1741 - 344 -
1742 387,398 318 1126
1743 493,500 313 1552
1744 493,500 297 1577
1745 444,150 281 1495
1746 465,359 100 4654
1747 372,393 257 1445
1748 410,029 312 1314
1749 - 343 -
1750 - 182 -
1751 420,700 497 846
1752 420,700 683 616
1753 420,700 579 127
1754 433,406 703 616
1755 488,341 472 1035
1756 420,700 369 1140
1757 420,700 713 590
1758 420,700 335 1256
1759 - ~ 131 -
1760 - 35 -
Sources: For Fur Production (column 1), Table XIII (Chapter 1l); for

Notarial Hirings (column II) see E-Z. Massicotte “Répertoire des
engagements pour l'Ouest conservés dans les Archives judiciaires
de Montréal”, Rapport de 1'Archiviste de la Province de Québec,

Vol. 10 (1929-30), pp. 191-466, Vol. II {1930-31), pp. JI53-453,

Vol. 12 (1931-32), pp. 243-365; and Gratien Allaire, "Les
engagements pour la tralte des fourrures: &valuation de la

documentation”, Revue d'Histoire de 1'Amérique frangaise, juin

1980 (Vol. 34, No. 1), 3-76.
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engagés have been enormous, but alsd. the average load carrled by each canoeman
would have decreased exfraordinarily during these 45 years. During the period
1{16-1733.their l;ads avefaged’3336 pounds, then they fell to an average ot
1551 pounds for the next 15 years, and then dropped again to 853 pounds during
1751-58. This would have been an astonishing decline in productivity. 1f, in
fact,.the notarial contracts were complete, the'gverage engagé's load of furs
in the canoes declined 74%, despi;e the merchants' efforts to increase the
size of the canoes and enlarge the crews, in order to save money on wages and
transportation éosts. This contradiction does not mean that the notarial
contracts do not reveal anything valuable about the labour force4 nevertheless
our confention is that, perhaps surprisingly, these documents are even less

useful then the congés de tralte as instruments to measure the labour torce

engaged In the fur trade.

Knowing what we already do about the failgru of the system of the congds
and its incowpletenesé as a source, it is reasonable to expect fhat the size
of the labour force compiled from the notarial contracts would be much larger
than that derived from the congés. But such is not the casc. These
shortcomings in the contracts have cven been pointed out by Gratien Allalre.
For each year from 1716-1745 ﬁe compared the number of men in the contracts
with the annual labour force authorized by the congés de traite. fhc number
of men engaged by notarial contract was almost always smaller ~ uigaily much
smaller - than the number permitted by the congés. Allaire summarizes his
comparison by pointing out that, between 1716 and 1730, a labour force of 16U6
men wag allowed by the congés, but only 622 men (38.7% of those permitted)
were hired by notarial contract. Similarly he found that from.1731 to 1745,
3753 men were allowed by the congés, but only 2348 men - 62.6% - appeared

»
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before a notary.8 Needless to say, since the congés themselves are Incomplete
and reveal only part of the actuaillabOur force, the peréent of the cancemen
who were hired by these con?:aﬁts was even smaller than these figures. This
comparison which Allaire made between the notarial contracts and the congés «
from 1716 to 1745 can be extended to 1752. The result of this critical

exercise (and a comparison back to 1739) can be seen in Table XXVII.
L

Table XXVII

MANPOWER LEVELS IN CONGES AND NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1739-1752

-

1 2 3
Men Authorized Percent in
Men Authorized by Notarial Contracts of
by Congés Contracts Men Allowed
{number) {number) by Congés
1739 391 266 , 68.0
1740 318 290 91.2
1741 - -
1742 - , -
1743 468 313 66.9
1744 551 - 297 83.9
1745 430 281 65.3
1746 220 100 . 45.5
1747 330 257 77 .9
1748 348 312 89.7
1749 453 343 75.7
1750 449 192 42.8
1751 ’ 462 497 107 .6
1752 226 683 302.2
TOTAL 4646 3831 *82.5

Sources: For Congés, Chapter II (especially Table VIIL); for Notarial
Contracts, Table XXVI.



As is apparent, fewer men (except for 1751 and 1752) were recorded in the.
notarial contracﬁs than were permitted by the congés. Sometimes, but not
always, considerably fewer. These varlations do not reflect the flyctuation
and the movement of trade. Rather they reflect the merchants' habits in the
use of notaries in hiring men. For example, during the five years 1747-1752,
Frangois Chevalier used notaries to engage 180 men but in the nex% five yecars
he engaged only 43 men.this way. (However for 1747-1752 Chevaller's name
appears on only one congé.which was for one six-man cance; his other 174 wmen
are not mentioned in the congés.) Similarly, Alex Moni2res hired ‘only two men
by notarial contract in 1747, but then in 1753-1758 he used the notaries when
hiring 320 of ﬁis men.9 These varilations in -the traders' use of notarial
contracts can be éssessed'by comparing the names of traders who had congés
with fhe names of traders who used notaries to hire canoemen. éome traders
recorded the men's names on the congés; some traders hired men by notarial
contracts; but only a few traders both had congés and used notarial contracts.
In Table XXVIII the total‘number of traders identifi;d in both sources in
selected years is shown, and then the number (and percentage) of these traders
who are mentioned in each source 1s shown. As can be seen, out of the total
number of traders mentioned in both souces, only 60% Ead congés, and only 63X
used notarial contracts, and there is nof a large co-incidence between the two
groups of traders. The percent of identified traders using notaries varles
from 592 to 72%4. This finding.is not a surprise. In some frading expeditions

J;umﬂﬂﬁ\hssd the

e canoemen. The

one merchant, perhaps an importer or a favourite of the gov.

congé and another merchant, or an outfitter, hired
tradition of giving congés to people who were expécted to sell them to

merchants was also well established. So one #fould perhaps expect that men

124



Table XXVIII

TRADERS MENTIONED IN CONGES AND. NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1739-1751

1 2 3 4

Known Traders Traders Traders

‘Traders Mentioned Mentioned ‘Mentioned
in Congés =« in Notarial in Both

Contracts Both Sources
1739 89 49 (55%) 59 (66%) 19 (21%) .

1743 83 48 (58%) 59 (71%) 24 (297>
1745 , 57 34 (607%) 38 (66%) 15 (26%)
1748 67 _ 39 (58%) 48 (72%) 20 (30%)

1750 88 S4 (61%) . 34 (39%) 18 (20%)"
1751 80 55 (649%) 54 (68%) 29 (36%)
Total 464 279 (60%) 292 (63%) 125 (27%)

Sources: Congés de tralte, as reprinted and indexed Iin E-Z. Massicotte (ed.),
Canadian Passports 1681~1752, New Orleans 1975; and Notarial
Contracts in E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), RAPQ, 1929-31.

different from those who held congéq night hire cancemen. Undoubtly some
traders neither had congés nor made uge of notarial engagements. ‘And
obviously, if these men could be inclided %n the sample, the traders who would
be present in e;ch of these twé sources would be‘an even smaller percent of

all! the traders.

Comparing the names of canoemen is more di}ficult: they have left fewer
records and there were many more of them. However one major comparison for
the years before 1719 has already been made. Hubert Charbon?gau et al have
compared the engagés in Massicotte'sziﬁventory with those men identified as

voyageurs by Archange Godbout. These researchers found that the notarial

12.5
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records did not include 30X of the men whom Godbout had found. In addition
they suggest that other voyageurs were not identified by Godboué, and that

perhaps the shortcomings of the notarial contracts are even larger than 302.10

For the decade 1743-1752, a similar comparison can be made of known
canoemen. In these years, the names of the canoemén were listed at the bottom
of the coﬁgés. A handful of men had been named on congés In each of 1734 and
1739, but during the nine years of this decade (excepting 1744) the names of
roughly 3000 of the 3400 men authorized for the west have survived. The names
of the remaining 400 men either were not listed, or were written illegibly, or
have sinc;bbeen lost by fragmenting of the documents. The existiné nameé‘%an
be comparéd with the nearly 3000 names of the men hired by notariai contract.
This comparison has bé;n facilitated by the inclusion of an index in the 1975
reprint of Massicotte's inventory of.the congés. For Table XXIX beloq, each
of the nearly 3000 names in Massicotte's inventory of the notarial records has
-been compared with thése in the index to the congés. Because Massicotte
inc}uded the merchant, the expedition's destination, and often the canoéman's
parish, misspellings and variations of the men's names can frequently be
identified, and so 1t 1s usually éossible to avoid counting a name twice.

Then the total number of different men can be established by simple
arithmetic. In Table XRIX the numbers of men named in each source and in both

sources are shown, and then the total number of different umen.
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= ' TaB'i_é xxrx o o //\

-, o
CANQEMEN NAMED IN CONGES AND NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1743-1752 ’//
(All figures number of men)
., ) B N
1 2 3 ‘ 4 /
Men Named Men Named in Men Named in Total of
In Congés Notarial Both Sources Different
Contracts ’ Canoemen
’ Identified
1743 417 313 106 624 .
1744 ' .
1745 431 281 88 624
1746 ) 195 100 0 295
1747 ' 292 257 59 490 T
48 307 _ 312 110 509
1749 . 407 343 111 - . 639 _ .
1750 391 192 7 576 L
1751 387 497 ! 151 733 -
1752 186 - 683 66 803 . T
. ’ 7
Total -3013 2978 - 698 5293

Sources: Congés de tralte as published and indexed in E-Z. Massicotte (ed.),
Canadian Passports 1681~1752, New Orleans, 1975; and Notarial b}
Contracts in E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), Rapport de l'Archiviste de la
Province de Québec, Vol. 10 and Vol. 11, (1929-1931).

The two sources name a total of 5293 different men - an average of 588 men
annually. And since 10% of the names from the congés have been lost?.and 50
cannot be included in the sample, even this figure probably understatgs the
number' of different men. What 1s striking is-thét only 13.2% of the men

mentioned in either the congés or in the contracts was named in the other

"

source. Thils means that, to an extrordinary extent, the two sources reveal

the existence of two labour forces. Thus neither source:can include more than

.
]

a fraction of all men in the fur trade. Unfortuhately, except for a handful
of men in 1734 and 22;$n 1739, the men in the congés are named Juring only the

decade 1743-1752. Otherwise it would be interesting to pursue this comparison
. ¥ v
from decade to decade,11 '
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In Table XXX the number of identified canoemen - as established .in the

previous

Table — is used to polnt out gaps in each source. In evaluating

I the congés, the total number of men authorized, rather than the 90% of them

whose names have survived, 1s used. : .

Table XXX

THE RELATIONSHIP OF. IDENTIFIED CANOEMEN TO
CONGES AND NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1743-1752

1 ' 2 } 3o
Total of Canoemen Canoemen
Different Authorized Engaged by
Cangemen "By Congés Notarial
Identified ' Contract
1743 624 468 (75%) 313 (50%)
1744 - 551 297
1745 624 430 (69%) 2Bl (45%)
1746 295, . 220 (75%) 100 (34%)
1747 490 TN 330 (67%) 257 (524)
1748 509. 348 (68%) 312 (61%)
1749 639 453 (71%) 343 (54%) -
1750 5756 449 (78%) 192 (33%)
hY
1751 733 462 (63%) 497 (68%)
1752 803 ' 226 (28%) 683 (B5%)
Total 5293 3386 (64%) 2978 (56%)
Sources: For Total Canocemen, Table XXIX, on previous page; for Canoemen in

Congés, Table VIII, p. 42, or E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), Canadian
Passports 1681-1752, New Orleans, 1975; for Cancemen 'in Contracts,

Table XXVI, p- 121 or Massicotte, RAPQ, Vol. 10 and 11 (1929-31).



As can be aeén, both sources suffer from large gaps. The percentage of
known canocemen who were named in the congés throughout the decade (except for
the year 1752) is quite.consistent: 63% to 75%. In contrast, the men found
in the notarial contracts varies considerably (even when 1752 is excepted)
from 33% to 68Y%. Both sources included only a fractiomn of the 1dentifiab1é

men during the decade; and both sources {ncluded an even smaller fracfion of

all the canoemen that the. fur trade would have needed.

111{. The Return to a Limited Use of the Notarial Contracts, 1761-1790

t

During these thirty years the notarial contracts were used spafingly to
hire men for the west. Indeed, in some years they were almost abandoned.

Thelr number fluctuates from year to year and only a small fraction of the
/ .
number of men authorized by\Ehe Trade Licences were engage
T 2
contracts. For eighteen of the twyenty-two years 1761-17

by notarial

, less than 100 men

were engaged by a contract before a-?dfaiy. \ﬁven highest number of annual

J Y

—_—

notarial engagements — 382 in 1784 - was only 15.67% of the average labour
force authorized the year before and the year after (the licences for 1784
itself are lost). 'The number of men engaged each year is shown in Table XXXI
below and is compgred with the number of men authorized by the Trade Licences.
Significantly some of the heaviesf use of ﬁotaries éccured in the early 1760s
-~ years for which the Trade Licences, and to a 1esser.extent the data on the

fur exports, have been lost.

~ ~
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Table XXXI

MANPOWER LEVELS IN TRADE LICENCES AND NOTARIAL CONTRACTS, 1761-1790

1 2 3
LY " .
w3 Men “Zuthorized by Men Authorized by Percent In
Trade Licences Notarlal, Contracts Contracts of Men
(Numbep) . {Number) Allowed by Congés
1761 - 215
1762 - ) 84 :
1763 9 128 .
1764 - 9
1765 - 227. ‘
1766 - 24
1767, .- - 91
1768 / TS89, - 73 123.7
1769 ) 692 . 95 13.7
1770 , 699 72 10.3
17717 170 39 22.9
1772 825 67 8.1
1773 570 L6 - . 8.1
1774 696 ' g 1.3
1775 1067 28 2.6
1776 47 - ] 11 2.5
1777 2341 15 0.6
1778 2603 170 _ 6.5
1779 68 >
1780 2212 _ 75 3.4 v
11781 1766 18 1.0
1782 2021 41 2.0
1783 2465 130 , 5.3
1784 382 .
1785 2428 147 6.1
1786 2148 216 10.1
1787 1787 (sic) \ 128 7.2
1788 1788 (sic) 331 18.5
1789 1983 182 9.2
0.5

1790 2254 237 1

Sources: For Trade Licences, PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 1t0-115 (Eee Chapter II1};
for Notarial Contracts, Table XXVI.
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Over the 1768-76 period, 5225 men were authorized by Trade Licence, but
-only 440 (B.4%Z) were hired by notarial contract. And, as we saw in Chapter
TIT, the labour force in these nine years was much larger than the aﬁnuai
average of 581 men revealled by the Trade Licences. So, during those nine

years, the 440 men hired by these contracts were an eveén smaller percentage of
the total labour force. 1In 1770, 23 of the 72 men were hired by merchants ‘
with licences. Since most of the 5225 men in the licences were named, the men
in these two sources could be compared, as.was done for 1743-52. However,
because so few men were hired by contract before a notary, the comparison
would be less interesting then it was during 1743-52. Simiiarly, for
177}—1790, an annual average of 2150 men were authorized by the licences but
an average of only 153 men (7.1%) were hired by notarial contract each year.
To say that there are gaps - even to say enormous gaps — in the notarial
contracts for this period would be an understatement.

-iv., The Last Perlod, 1791-1821

These thirty years marked the final, and greatest, phase of the Montreal
fur trade. The Nor;pwest Company reached to the Pacific and Arctic Oceans -
to the ends of the earth. Although these thirty years are beyond the period
considered here, it seems reasonable to examine the notarial contracts of this
final perioﬁ together with those of the earlier perisds. Since Massicotte's
inventory for these years was complled, some additional contracts have been
reported. At least twenty-two from 1797 are In Sorel; a collection of
seventegﬁ from 1797-1803 (plus three from 1787-89) are in Ottawa; and some
others, which may be formﬁp-c0untry work, are ¥n the possession of the

. .
z However these additional contracts are

Wisconsin State Historical Society.
only a small percentage of the known notarial engagements. The number of

engagés for each year in Massicotte's inventory i1s shown In Table XXXIT below.
p ' .



! 13¥

<,
al

As for 1761-1790 and earlier, men hited in November and December are cgunted
in the following year. Most of the men hired in October of the years
1798-1803 were probably for the following season, but arelincludcd in the
totals for the calendar year. Men, such as clerks and interpreters who did

not carry goods, have been excluded.

Table XXXII

ENGAGEMENTS BY NOTARIAL CONTRACT, 1791-1821
(number of men)

‘Year No. of ‘Men Year No. of Men
1791 187 1806 ' 123
1792 338 1807 . 462
1793 324 1808 344
1763 ] 266 " 1809 275
1765 287 1810 225
1796 . 289 1811 239
1797 522 1812 208
1798 639 1813 L34
1799 750 1814 0
1800 461 L1815 4
1801 511 1816 0
1802 565 1817 4
1803 802 1818 b
1804 608 1819 2
1805 ’ 265 1820 o

1821 3

Source: E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), Rapport de 1'Archiviste de la Province de
Québec, Vol. 23-26 (1942-46). '

-~

Becausé the number of men never approaches the level in the Reports on
Indian Trade, in the 1780s, it is certain that the notarial contracts of this
period were only occasionally used to hire men. Alexander Mackenzle gave
figures which also indicate that the contracts grossly understate the size of
the labour force. 1In 1798 he estimated that the North West Company alone

'

employed 1460 canoemen. In 1802, after some men had joined the XY Company,
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the Northwest Company still had 1058 men of whom 877 were "Common Men"” -

canoemen -As well, the company employed another 540 men énnually.on the

Ottawa River.13 The competition between the two companies (and with other

it

companies) during 1798-1803 accounted for the high level of contracts. The
802 men for 1803 was the highest in the whole 150 years. The Nor;hwest
Company even hired skiiled men it did not need, simply to deny them to their
competition. The company tried to sign up as many experienced guides, avants,
and gouvernails (the skilled men at-the front and back of the canoe)} as it
Could.l4 In this pericd, Indians were engaged on a large scale for the first
time. From lQO7 to 1813 almost all(the.éontract§ were for hiring by the Cie
de Michillimackinac; during 1814-1@&1;.only the Northwest Company used
notarial contracts, and at most 16 of the 122 men it hired were canoemen. The
other 103 men were skilled-ébecialists; It is particularly ignif;cant that
in 1794 a law requiring that all hirings of engagés be recordedéby notarial

contract was passed, but appears to have been ignored.

Another, and perhaps more compelling, indication of the inadequacy of
these notarial contracts as a measure of the level of participatige”™in the fur
trade emerges from the calculation of the fur exports per man. As we have
seen In earlier periods, for each man engaged to move trade goods up from
Montreal into the interior, about 300-333 pounds pf fur were brougiit back down
for export. One would expect a not wildly dissimilar level of productivity in
the decades immediately following 1790. The efficiency of the transportationr
syskem may have been improved, but it had not been massively improved. Since
the fur exports are known for 1793+1808 they can be divided by the manpower
figures from Table XXXII (previous-page). As can be seen in Table XXXIII .
(following page), these calculaticns yield exports per cancemen that vary

widely and in generai are extremely high.

e
—
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FUR EXPORTS and NOTARTAL ENGAGEMENTS, 1793-1808

1 2 3
Fur Exports Notarial Exports Per
{(No. Of Contracts Canoeman
pelts) {No. of men) (Pelts/man)
1793 543,875 324 1679
1794 456,266 266 1715
1795 542,654 - 287 . 1891
1796 544,280 289 1883
1787 707,518 522 1155
1798 589,805 639 923
1799 455,968 750 608
1800 485,879 461 1054
1801 456,503+ 511 893 .
1802 509,486 565 302 -
1803 561,423 802 700
1804 651,619 608 1072
1805 506,576 265 1912
1806 517,161 123 4205 . \
1807 387,861 462 840
1808 337,667+ 348 570
.
Total 8,254,541 7222 1143
Sources: For Fur Exports, Gilles Paquet and Jean-Pierre Wallot, "Le Commerce

internationale et les Prix domestique”, Revue d'Histoire de
1'Amérique francaise, Vol. XXI (Dec. 1967), p. 456; for Notarial

Contracts, Table XXXII (E-Z.

Massicotte (ed.), RAPQ, 1942-46).

A load of 1143 pelts per canoeman would probably have been about 15

ninety pound picces.

No source for any period has ever suggested that the

L]
canceman carried that much. A larger labour foree was needed. The notarial

contracts of 1791-1821, like those of the French Regime and of 1761-1790,

suffer very seriously from gaps and are not an adequate instrument to

establish the size of the labour force.

In summary,

at no time for the



[

-~

century and a half between 1670 and the end of the trade in 1821 were the
notarial contracts used to hire more than a fraction of the engagés needed in
the trade, and so at no time are they a reliable measure of the labour force

in the fur trade.
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FOOTNOTES

Chapter IV

See his "Répertoire des engagements pour 1'Ouest conservés dans les
Archives judiciaires de Montréal"”, Rapport de l'Archiviste de la Province

de Québec, in varlous volumes.

for 1670-1745, vol. 10 (1929 30) pp. 191-466;
for 1746-1752, vol. 11 (1930-31) pp. 353-453;
for 1753-1758, vol. 12 (1931-32) pp. 243-365;
for 1758-1778, vol. 13 (1932-33) pp. 245-304;
for 1778-1788, vol. 27 (1946-47) pp. 303-369;
for 1788-1797, vol. 23 (1942-43) pp. 261-397;
for 1798-1801, vol. 24 (1943-44) pp. 335-444;
for 1802-1804, vol. 25 (1944-45) pp. 309-401;
for 1805-1821, vol. 26 (1945-46) pp. 225-340.

See Gratien Allaire, "Les engagements pour la tralte des fourrures:
évaluation de la documentation”, Revue d'Histoire de l'Amérlique irangaise,
juin 1980 (Vel. 34, No. 1), p. 4.

See Loulse Dechéne, Habltants et marchands de Montr&al au xvi1© silécle,
Montréal (Plon), 1974, p. 217, and Fernand Ouellet, "Dualité économique et
charigement technologique au Québec (1760-1790)", Histoire sociale/Social
History, 1976 (Vol. IX), pp. 294, 296.

See Allalre, “"Les engagements”, RHAF, p. 5n.

See Ermatinger Papers, PAC, MGl9, A2, Engagcment Books, Vol. 2 & Vol. 90,
series 3, Vol. 109, in passim and RAPQ 1932-33 (Vol. 13), p. 301-304,
1946-47 (Vol. 27), 'pp- 303-317 in passim. However, he could have used an
outfitter to hire men, and that outfitter might have used notarial
contracts.

See notarial contracts for 1701-05 in Massicotte (ed.), RAPG, 1929-30
(Vol. 10), pp. 205-210.

See Dechéne, Habltants et marchands, pp. 217ff, see also pp. 512-515.

See Allaire, "Les engagements”, RHAF, juin 1980, p. 21.
) SOAT

. See Ouellet, “Dualité &conomique™, HS/SH, 1976, p. 26l.

See Hubert Charbonneau et al, "Le comportement démographique des voyageurs
sous le régime frangais”, Historle sociale/Social History, 1978, p. 123.
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11. See Allaire, “Les engagements”™, p. 23 for a comparison of the names for
1743-1745, which more or less confirms these results. He has a slightly
higher number of names from the congés and finds a slightly higher degree
of overlap of the two groups of names. For 1744 (which is not included
here), he has 534 names from the congés, 288 from the notarial records, in
thege two groups 635 names are different. From 1750, another eighteen
men, all of whom are named, could be added to the 431 men in this series
of tables. They appear on three congés that Massicotte missed, which are
now with the congés in the ANQ-M.

I2. See Allan Greer, Habitants of the Lower Richelieu: Rural Society in Three
Quebec Parishes, 1740-1840,(Ph.D. thesis. York University), 1980, pp.
266-67, or Allan Greer, "Fur-Trade Labour and Lower Canadian Agrarian

™ Structures”, Canadlan Historical Assoclation Historical Papers, 1981, p-
200; Charles -N. Bell Collection, PAC, MGl9, A30; and, Wisconsin State
Historlical Socilety, Collections, 1910 (Vol. XIX), pp. 292, 343, 368ff.

13. See Alexander Mackenzie, "A General History of the Fur Trade from Canada
to the North-west"” in W. Kaye Lamb (ed.), The Journals and Letters of Sir
Alexander Mackenzie, Toronto, 1970, p. 83; see enclosure of McTavish,
Frobisher & Co. with Lt.-Gov. Robert S. Milnes to Lord Hobart, 30 October
1802,  in Report on Canadian Archives, 1892, pp. 142-143.

14. See Greer, Habltants, p. 275. His source is the Northwest Company's
letterbook, .1798-1800, in passim, (PAC, MG19, BlL, Vdl. 1).
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- Chapter V

A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF THE LABOUR FORCE

The previcus four chapters have demonstrated that during the century
before 1777 many mofe fur traders than were officially allowed by the congés
de traite or by the Trade Licences were going west or were sending canoes and
engagés into Fhe pays d'En Haut. 1In addition, those traders who did have
congés or licences sent expeditions to the West several times larger than
‘their congés or Trade Licences authorized; Similarly, the notaries were used
to register comparatively few of the contracts hiriﬁg the ~anoemen. This 1s
to say that from the seventeenth century, the goqernment's efforts to control
the trade and to restrain the fur-Fraders were unsuccessful One result ot
this failure - a failure that was acknowledged by each §eneration of officlals
- is that today none of these sources can be used to accurately measure the
number of.men who were part of the fur trade This deficiency is rather
surprising considering the vast number of documents accumulated in all three
sources and the esteem in which all three have been held among historians
interested in the problems of labour and the nature of the peasantry in the
Saint Lawrencé Valley. These sourégs, which cover thousands of pages and
supply evidence on the activities of tens of thousands of people, have been
used, pérhaps understandably, quite uncritically most of the time. Fernand
Quellet suggests that the weaknesses of these sources are such that only tﬁu
statistics on the fur exports together with the relatively solld information
on the engagés in the Beports on Indian Trade for the period 1777-1790 can
lead to a plausable evaluation of the size of the labour Torce in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Gratien Allaire, in the conclusion of .
his article on these spurces, has agreed, at least in principle, uit?

- Quellet's suggestion.l
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Allaire write;, however, that unfortunately the fur exports for ;he
French Regime are not known, and that only the value of the furs landed at La
Rochelle are known, and ‘those he'points out, would not have included all
Canadian Furs. In facf, in addition to these values, the weights of beaver
received in Montreal for most years from about 1706 until 1748 are known, as
are the exports of pelts of other animals for at least eight years over the
period 1727-1739, as well as during the two years 1734 and 1755 (see Table
XI11, p; 60). With these three groups of data, the total furs exported can be
estimated for all but a few years from at least 1722 until the end of the
French Regime. 1In the years before 1722 rhe data is largely lost and the
total exports are more difficult to estimate, in part because the exports of
other furs are uncertain. A more igportant factor was smuggling, which-was
extensive, especially wﬁEn'the trade was officially closed during 1696-1716.
For the British Reéime, fur exports are known each year from 1%64 to 1786.
And since the number of canoemen hired annually in 1777-1790 to move goods up

from Montreal is known, the pelts exported per man in the trade can be easily

calculated.

Then, since the average exports per engagé during 1777-88 were similar to
those before 1687, the possibility exists of using that average to estimate
the size of the labour force for all intervening years in which the volume of

fur exports can be established. Although innovations were made in the

. transpertaticn system and changes were brought to the organization of the fur

enterprises, at the same time, the fur territory was constantly expanding and
this one relationship remained constant for more than a century. The
implication of this constant relationship is that every change made in the

trade contributed to a situation where the traders were able to sufficiently



control the growth of their costs to make possible the expénsion of the fur
territory and the growth of the expérts. To regulate these costs, the
merchants were compelled to build a labour reservoir in the Great Lakes area
and-eventually in the Northwgst, which 1s not apparent in the congés or Trade
Licences or even in the notarial contracts. Thus, by usiﬁg tﬁe average number
of furs per man from the period 1777-1790, it is possible to measure the

seasonal labour force, which is a difficult task in any economic structure.

i1. Fur Exports per Engagé&, 1777-1788

During the French Regime pelt exports are known for certain in only a
handful of years. In contrast, during the British Regime the numbers of pelts
exported annually are known for each-year of 1764-1786 and for 1788. More

importantly, for 177741790 - and for no other pericd - we have a rea

ably
\

' .
accurate statement of the number of men hired for the fur traders'
trangsportation systems. Thus the average number of fur pelts exforted per

engagé can be easily calculated. These calculations are shown below for nine

of the twelve years of 1777-1788.
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Table XXXIV

FUR EXPORTS PER ENGAGE, 1777-1788

/

1 ' 2 AN 3

149

Fur Exports Number of Men Exports-Pelts
(No. of Pelts) in Labour Force per man
1777 715,171 2341 305
1778 620,540 2603 238
1779 -
. 1780 524,367 2212 237
1781 539,013 1766 " 305
1782 -- 401,770 - 2021 : 199
1783 526,307 2465 214
1784 - .
1785 688,661 2428 284
. 1786 700,064 2148 327
1787 _ - ,
1788 660,148 1788 369
Total ° 5,376,041 19,772 272

Sources: For Fur Exports, Table XXII (Haldimand Papers in. Reports on Canadian

Archives, 1882, p. 61 for 1777-1783; Customs Records (Quebec City)
PAC, MG23, Gl, Vol. 10, pp. 72-73 for 1785~1788); for the Number of
Men, Table XIX, Reports on Indian Trade -(PAC, RG4, B28, Vol. 115,
pp-- 2250-2347).

As can be seenﬁ%for each canoeman who left Montréal, an average of 272
pelts weré:ékﬁorted or about 300 pelts, 1f a 10% loss of furs is allowed
betwe;;icollecting.the furs‘in ﬁhe Tndian territory and eiporting them from
Quebec City. Naturally this figure is cﬁhsistent with tﬁe finding in Chapter
ITI that for each canoeman 319 pounds of fur were received from the Indians
for éach canceman,since that welight was estimated f?om this series of the

number of pelts. However, it does not follow that each and every canceman

returned annually with 272 pelts. The table shows quite clearly that there



was some variation from year to yeaf, as there would also haverﬁeen from
merchant to merchant. The anpual average return of furs for éach engagé hired
to go up from Montreal was as low as 199 pelts;and as high aé 369 peltsf
Indéed; since the trade was based on huntihg_it was inevitable that returns
would fluctuate from year to year, and from ﬁerchant to merchant. And
naturally, as a r;sult, the actual loads that each individual engangé carried
back down varied. As we have seen, if one assumes that the congés or early
Trade Licences actually reflected the real number of.men in the trade, these
variations are extraordinary.—rBut for the years 1777-88, these variations
were quite reasonable: each engagé from 1777-82 would have carried down an
average of 256 pelts; from 1783 to 1788 the load would have amounted to 298
pelts, a differnence of dnly 15%. As good as these statistics are, they
nevertheless understated the number pf men necessary to carry the fur trade
beyond the Great Lakes. For examﬁlé, the congés and the Trade Licences, which
are more reliable for the evaluation of the labour force than the notarial
contracts, sald nothing about the engagés already in the interior when the

season began. These men would have included those hired for a full year, or

many years, and those Canadians and Métis permanently in the interior.

N
The critical problem, the "bottleneck” in the transportation system, and
that which created diffiéultx_forlboth the merchants and the engagés,‘was not
that of moving furs down to Hdntreal. The p;oblem was onc¢ of moving ever
greater quantities of European goods up to the Great Lakés, and increasingly
frequently on to the Northwest. - Agaln, the copéés or the Trade Licences
reveal nothing substantial about the North;ﬁéé. Thg welight of goods thqt wasg

needed up-country was constantly growing, as more and more supplies were used

as Indian presents or capital investments in the trade, or as provisions for
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Europeans and Métis in the interior. Thus, the average load that the engagés
~moved up was constantly getting heavier, especially in the Ewgnty—five or so
years after the official resumption of the trade in 1716. One way the traders
coped with the costs of this cpntinuous expansion‘was to enlarge the cances on
the route between Montreal and the Great Lakes. However the cances used
between Lake Superior and t;é interior remained relatively small. 1In the

1680s and afterwards the average load was only 333 pounds per man; by 1722, in

the four-man cances,»the load was about 500 pounds per canoeman.

7

* r
The six-man canoes, which were generally used from the late 1730s,

accomodated still heavier loads. In 1757, Bougainville stated that the
six-man canoes to Detroit carried 4000 pounds of'goods. An officer explained,
in 1738, that the canoces for Detroit carried 5000 pounds, which is a similar
figure if one includes the wéight of the six men. In 1747, during the war the
Governor-General resupplied Michillimackinac with 30,00d pounds weightg of food
in ten or twelve cances - an average of 2500-3000 pounds in each cance. These
were armed cauoes ;arrying vital supplies and would hardly have been
overloaded, although the load was not a lot less than 4000 pounds after the
crews' provisions and baggage were_added. A cargo of 4000 pounds, f; can be
seen, would have required each of the six men to have carried 667 pounds at
the portages - almost 8 ninety-~pound pieces. To carry such loads, the men had
to make three and even four trips at cach portage. Twe pieces - or 180 pounds
- could be carried at one time. One was suspended in a long sling from the
forehead, and a second piece placed on top of the first. Imn 1745 and 1750 the
weight of fur packs at Detroit was limited by law to 70 - 80 pounds for the
protection of the canoemen.3 This law was a response to the merchants'

attempts to Increase the canocemen's loads. dbviously, the rechnological-
,
- : !

y .
~
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changes were accompanied by a progressive deterioration of the working

conditions of the engagés. -

In the 1750s, eight-man canoces were introduced on the Ottawa River, and
the loads grew heavier. Although these large canoes were not mentioned in the
congés of 1751 or 1752, Bougainville wrote ih 1757 . that the eighty annual
canoes required 600-700 men - an averaée of between 7.5 and 8.75 men to each

“canoe. In 1761, Alexander Henry was one of the first Englishmen to go.up thés
B ‘ i

e

Ottawéxﬂiver. He alsc described the eight-man canoes, so these canoes muat

have been int%oduc;d in the mid-1750s. And, as we saw in Chapter 11l (see ép:
83, 102), the Trade Licences reveal that canoe crews on the Qttawa River grew
from eight to ten men during the British Regime. Later writers also described
the growth of the size of these canoe crews, and there is almost perfect
agreement on the size of the cargoes these Qttawa River canoes carried. Henry
sald 60 pleces, each ninety to a huﬁdred pounds; Majof Robert Rogers, the
commaﬁding o}fiser at Michillimackinac in 1767?fclaimed a canoe load was 06
pleces of about ninety pounds. Another writer of the 1760s, 1in the Ha;dwicku
papers, contended that the pieces of goods weighed less than hundred pounds
each-h In 1777, John Long had two ten-man canoes; his cargo was in elghty
pound bales except for the rum, powder, and shot which were in small kegs.
Charles Grant reported to Gg?eral Haldimand in 1780 that eight men were nceded

for transporting, and that wintering canoes often carrled ten men; four ycars

later, the Frobisher brothers told Haldimand that each canoe had elght to ten

mWen . Josepﬁ Hadfield listed the exact cargo of a canoe in 1785: 63 pleces

varylng from seventy to a hundred pounds each, and averaging 88 pounds.

Hadfield had a working crew of eight men and one clerk who did not work. In

1798, Alexander Mackenzie wrote that each canoe had 65 pleces of ninety pounds

and a crew of eight to ten men.5 The working crew was probably elght men,

-
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with room for two others, usually guides, clerks, merchants, or other; who did
not work the canoe. When eight men worked, each would have been responsible
for about eight pieces ~ about 720 pounds. In Ermatinger's engagement books,‘
the numb;r of pieces that each man contracted to carry over the Grand portage
was specified. Sometimes it was four, sometimes six, and sometimes eight.6

\

The loads that the cancemen carried did not increase in the British
period. Consequently, the merchants had to develop other techniques to
control their costs connected with territorial expansion. The prinecipal cost
was labour, especially after the export market for wheat reduced the
availability of seasonal labour.7 The solution that the merchants found was
the use of boats on the St. Lawrence. The Trade Licences show that “bateaux"
were increasingly used after 1777 and that they became more than twice as
numerous as the cances. The benefits of the boats, compared to the cances,

were described by Benjamin Frobisher in 1785: Boats of about the same

burden are navigated by half the number of men, and for their service they are
always to be had on more easy Terms ...".8 So it is natural te think that the

fur exports per engagé from this period when boats were used would be higher

than from the periods before the introducticon of boats.

Furthermore, during the same period the merchants started to use sailing
vessels on the Great Lakes. They were linked to the bateaux in that gooés
were trans-shipped onte the vessels, usually at Kingston after 1790. A sloop

was buillt at Detroit in 1769 and another the next year, and at least two more

-

‘planned for the King in 1771.9 By 1775 three sloops, one of sixty tons and

two of thirty each, were used in the trade on Lake Ontario; and four sloops

and two schooners totalling 235 tons were on Lakes Erie and Huron. Of this
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355 tons, Grant owned 310 tons, McTavish and McBeath 30, and John Askin 15

tons. During the war the King had 350 tons on the Great Lakes, 140 of them on

Lgke Ontario.10

Before

the Conquest, Bougainville had advocated using sailing

vessels on the lakes to make the trade less costly. He calculated that a boat

of 40 tons could carry the weight of twenty canoes, and use five or six men,

instead of 120 to 140 men.11 These three elements - larger canoes, bateaux,

and salling boats ~ meant that the transportation system of 1777-88 was more

efficient, or less labour intensive, than it had ever been before. Thus, any"

efforts to use the average fur exports per engagé of 1777-88 to estimate the

number of cancemen Iin earlier pericds would yield a conservative estimate.

Naturally, the number of pelts exported per canoeman were affected by

-

these attempts of the merchants to control the labor market. ,As was sald

earlier, the number of cancemen used in the calculations In Table XXXIV almost

completely excludes the Increasing use of winterers and others in the

interior. As the distance to the fur frontier increased, more and more

speclalized labourers were engaged in the Interior. Naturally, these men

appeared In the Trade Licences only when they were leaving Montreal. While

winterers had been part of the trade since the earliest time (Duchesneau

mentions them in the 1680s), thelr numbers were growing during the British

Regime. The best known division was between the “porkeaters” (in fact, pork

was not used until about 1785) and the men of the Northwest. As early as 1784

Beniamin and Joseph Frobisher exg}ained to Governor—-General Haldimand that:

"Two setts of men are.ﬁéployed in this business, making together
upwards of 500; one half of which are occupled in the transport of
Goods from Montreal to the Grand Portage, in Canoces of about Four Tons
Burthen, Navigated by 8 to 10 men, and the other half are employed to
take such goods

extent
Canoces
inland
places

of
of
se
of

1,000
about
rvice,
their

forward to every Post in the interior Country to the
to 2,000 miles and upwards, from Lake Superior, in
one and a-half Ton Burthen, made expressly for the
anu navigatedlgy 4 to 5 men only, according to the
destination.”
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So,'according to the Frobishers, the company had about 250 men in each of
the twa groups and only those leaving Montreal would appear on the licence.
In 1784 the North West Co,,épparently asked for a licence for only 28 canoe513
{the actu&l licences for 1784 are lost);?which would have needed about 250
men. While the smaller traders and expéditions'obviously did not have such a

force in the interior, they too used, and had always used, men in the interior

who did not always appear on the licences, and congés.

As part of the solution to the problem of labour, the traders and the
government encouraged small reservoirs of labour in the interior. . The most
important of these communities was Detroit and its imﬁortance in the trade

. grew throughout the eighteenth century. Detroit was founded in 1701 as an

.

agricultural base and supply centre for the trade. Hoyever, agriculture was
less appealling to the se;tlers than trade, and efforts to develop substantial
égricultural'activities failed-lA In 1740 about half of the hundred families
were traders and, unfortunately, there were so many traders Fhat they competed
" with each other in selling their goodsi They sold so cheaply that they had
difficulty in recovering their transbortation costs up from Montreal: the
Montreal me;chants took over their googs and houses, and socon had mortgages
worth more than all of DetrOit-15 As late as 1768, Capt. Jonathan Carver
wrote that the inhabitants were "... more attentive to the Indian trade than

16

to farming, it is but badly cultivated.” By this time, Detroit had become a

centre for the redistribution of trading goods brought up either from Montreal
or New York and Albany. 1In 1777, between 2 July and 15 August, Lt.-Gov.

Hamilton granted twenty-four licences to trade at the outposts of Detroit.17
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The manpower that was available at Detroit increased significantly after

1750, as can been seen below.

The data for 1750, 1773, 1782, and maybe 1765

come from census, the other figures are mainly from comments'by offlcials at

the post.
’ Table XXXV .
DETROIT POPULATION, 1710-1790
1 . 2 3 4 3
Total EMales Females Children Slaves
Population age [5+ age 15+
1710 420 63
1736 | 80
1750 483 144 113 192 33
L@1765 868 276 197 335 60
1773%* .1359 340 254 595 170
1782 2012 657 326 1029 179

1790 3000

* In 1773, 84 males and 58 females between the ages of 10 and 20 were
recorded. 1In this table they are divided equally between adults (age 15+)
and children. The 170 “slaves" included 46 males, 29 females, as well as

95 servants.

Sources: For 1710, 1750, 1773, 1782, Ernest J. Lajcunesse {ed.}, The Windsor
Border Reglon (Champlain Soclety), Toronto, 1960, pp. xlii, 54-56,
82, 69-74; for 1710, 1736 Almon Ernest Parkins, The Historical
Geography of Detroit, 1918, reprinted Port Washington, N.Y., 1970,

pp-.71, 80-81, 99-100; for 1765 and 1790, Nelson V. Russell, The
British Regime in Michigan and the 0ld Northwest 1760-1796,

Northfield, Minnesota, 1939, p.

103,
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In the seventeen years from 1765, the number of adult males more than doubled.
Some of the slaves and servants, eSpecially_the 95 servants mentioned in 1773,
may’ have been in some cases men who laboured in the trade. Like other groups
éf men in Ehé interior, these men would appear in the Tgade Licenceg only
occasionally, or not at all. Detroit and Michillimackinac were the most
important settlements, but not the only ones. During the eighteeﬁth century,
Métis settlements developed at dozens of points around the Great Lakes,
including St. Joseph, Prairie-du-Chien and La Baie. At all these points,
Métis came to be a valuable addition to the fur trade as labourers, and in

addition as Iintermediaries between the Eurcpean traders and the Indians.lg

In summary then, during 1777-88, 272 furs were exported for each man
engaged to carry goeds up from’Montreal. 'At ghat time, the transportation
system was more capital and less labour-intensive than it had ever beem
earlier. This éfficiency was a result of three changes in transportation:
the largest canoces possible, boats on the St. Lawrence, and sailinglvessels on
the Great Lakes. Although the Trade Licenc?s recorded the complete labour
force that left “Montreal duriﬁg these years, the interior labour force which
had always been part of the trade was becoming larger and more important. As
a result of both this efficlency and the increasing interior labour force we '
may‘be confident that, despite the greater distances to the ﬁorthwest fur
frontier, the figure of 272 pelts per canoeman can be safely used to prbpose a
conservative estimate of the labour force for the periods before 1777.

-

ii. The Size of the Labour Fs}ce, 1722-1776

To calculate the manpower we need to know the fur exports. In the two
&

following tables, only the figures for those furs actually shipped from Quebec

/
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City are used. The export figures do not Include any furs that were lost,
spoiled, or diverted; however, neither do the export figures for‘1777#88 which
are used to calculate the figure of 272 pelts per engagé. If an estimate of

" such furs is added to the official exports of all periods, the figures for the
éarlier years'are increased more than the figures from later years, since the
smuggling and diversion of furs constantly declined from the 1720s to the
1780s. Thus, if a guess of the numbers of these furs Is included, the exports
per engagé during 1777-1788 woula be higher than our present estimate of 272
pelts. But, at the same time,lour estimates of the number of canoemen needed
annually before 1777 woﬁld be higher tﬁan the estimates are without these
furs. The neﬁ;;ffect of omlitring these furs is to reduce somewhat the
estimate of the number of cancemen needed. At the same time, since data on
spoilage and smuggling will always be uncertain, the omission aveids some

uncertainty about the export figures.

a) 1760-1776 .

Since the fur exports are kﬂoun during 1764-1776 the productivity of

-~

272 pelts per canoeman can be used to calculate the labour force.



151

Table X¥XVI

SIZE OF THE LABOUR FORCE, 1761 - 1776
(each 272 pelts required one canoceman)

1 2
Fur Exports Canoemen
- (number of pelts) {number)
1761 108,932+ - 400+
1762
1763 :
1764 214,922 790
1765 223,210 821
1766 - 247,155 901
1767 249,546 - 917
1768 299,203 r 11060
1769 418,775 1540
1770 353,375 1299
1771 : 360,298 1325
1772 379,031 1393
1773 307,602 1131
1774 418,774 1540
1775 574,515 2112
1776 441,051 1622

—_——

Sources: For Fur Exports, Chapter III, Table XVII, p. 91 (Shelburne Papers,
PAC, MG23, A4, Vol. 3}, pp. 24-25; Customs Papers, PAC, MG23, Gl,
vol. 10, pp. 65-66; Frederick Haldimand .in Report on the Canadian
Archives, 1882, pp. 60-61).

The Labour force estimated here is slmilar to that estimated from the
welght of fur in Chapter 111 for the same yeafs. During 1764-67 the annual
average he;é is 857 men, while in Chapter III it is 867 men. And as we saw
there, the labour force in those years was actually larger than the weight of
fu;s can reveal, because the trade was slow recovering and produc?l;ity was
still low. For the years 1768-1776 the proposed average here is 1451. men

while in Chapter III (see p. 95) the average 1s 1412 men. This series is

consisgent with the opinions of contemporary observers, who in 1766-67, as we
-

A}
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saw In Chapter IIL (see pp. 45-47), provided detaiis(of the volume of trade on
the Ottawa River towdtds Hichillimackinac.19 The details reveél éhat 600-800
men were active each summer moving goods up from Montreal to Michillimackinac.
Since the Saint Lawrence trade was larger than that on the Ottawa, this means
that the overall manpower would have been about 1500 men. The figure

calculated from the exports is considerably closer to the truth than anything

that can be found in the Trade Licences or the notarial contracts.

b) 1722-1758
For the French Regime, fstimating the labour force from fur exports

-

is more difficult since the actual fur exports are not known for all years.

However, as established 'in Chapter I1I, overall fur production can be estimated
for most other years. -ihe beaver recei;ed in Montreal is known or calculable
for all‘but six of the 37 yeafs during 1722-58; and the exports of all fur
(including "other pelts™) are known for ten years during that pe?iod. In
Table XXXVII below, éhe beaver received in Montreal is converted from pounds
and glven as pelts in column 1, and then the numbers of other pelts, whether .
known ér estimated, are given in cﬁlumn 2. Even when the actual beaver
exports are knod3§\the beaver received in Montreal is used since that series
is more complete. For the years 1728-1736, exports of both beaver and other
pelts are known for at least five years (see Table XII, p. 60): for c;ch“pclt
exported, 1.47 other pelts~were exporteq. That ratio is used to estimate the
number of other pelts for seven other yéars df 1722-36. For 1727, which is
the only year when the export of other peita is known and that of bcave? LB-
not, the numbe; of beaver pe;ts is estimated from the years before and after.);

For 1737 - 1748 the exports of other pelts are known for only 1737 a?E’T;;;T/

On the basis of those figures, an estimate of 250,000 pelts is used for nine
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years which followed. This stability in exports is suggested by the stability
of the values of fur landed at La Réﬁhelle. If the ratio of 3.00 other pelts
_for each beaver pelt in 1737 and 1739 were used - the estimates would ber
considerably higher than 250,000 pelts annually, which might perhaps be more
accurate-than the estimate used here. For 1751-58, the exports of beaver and
other pelts are known for 1754 and 1755, and in these years 3.40 other pelts
were exported for each beaver pelt. That ratio is used to es&imate,ﬁhe number
of other pelts exported in the remaining six years of 1751-56. Then, after
(i—-——'—"".
the exports of other pelts are estimatedi;—the total exports for each year ‘are
added and divided by 272 to establish the size of the labour force._ As can be

!

seen, from.1722 until the 1730s the labour force was usually less than
thsusand men, probably because the é:;:?ﬁg of beaver were depressed by
_vigorous New York competition. Then, from the 1730s to the end of the French
Regime, the labour force was generally 1300, 1400, or 1500 men annually. This
growth waé natufal given the acute need to continuously expand the fur trade.

-

Howéver, as already mentioned, more furs were traded than were official
exported. Gcnerhliy speaking, more furs were lost, spolled or diverted to New
York than in later perlods and obviously men would have been hired to get

"thoselfurs from the Indians. Thus one could be comfortable in adding another

10Z to these results.

During the 1740s and 1750s several of the men -administering the trade -
or others in close contact with them - indicated that 1200-1500 canoémen were

needed by the fur merchants each year. 1In 1757 Bougainville reported 600-700

‘men on the Ottawa, and since the St. Lawrence trade was larger at least 1400
men would have been part of the work. Sieur de Lé&ry (1749) and Chevalier de

Raymond (1754) used data which also suggests that 1200 and 1600 men were
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Slze of the Labpur Force, 1722-1758

{each 272 furs required cne canceman)
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1. 2. 3. 4.
Beaver Pelts Other Pelts Total Pelts Men = |
Rec'd in Montreal Exported Exported Needed

1722 - - 110,333 162,190 272,523 1002
1723 79,749 117 231 196,980 724
1724 - - - -
1725 - - - - -
1726 90,000 132,300 222,300 817
1727 90,000 100,567 190,576 70l
1728 93,333 157,234 250,557 911
1729 85,093 125,087 210,180, 773
1730 107,511 158,041 265,552 976
1731 . 86,667 127,400 214,067 787
1732 i 113,333 176,078 289,411 1064
1733 151,333 163,178 314,511 1156
1734 100,000 - 147,000 247,000 908
1735 118,433 187,035 305,468 1123

- 1736 125,372 183,042 308,414 1134
1737 82,525 274,250 356,775 1312
1738 87,333 250,000 389,333 1424
1739 88,779 236 .539 325,318 1196
1740 85,600 250,000 335,600 1234
1741 - - - -
1742 104,667 250,000 2354 ,667 1304
1743 133,333 250,000 T.-"383,333 1409
1744 133,333 250,000 .o 383,333 1409
1745 120,000 250,000 "% 370,000 1360
1746 125,724 250,000 375,724 1381
1747 100,618 250,000 350,618 1289
1748 110,871 250,000 360,871 1327
1749 - - - -
1750 - - - -
1751 84,474 287,212 371,686 1366
1752 84,474 287,212 371,686 1366
1753 ° 84,474 287,212 371,686 1366
1754 88,300 320,327 408,627 1502
1755 99,332 315,973 415,305 1527
1756 84,474 287:.212 371,686 1366
1757. 84,474 287,212 371,686 1366
1758 84,474 287,212 371,686 1366
Sources: For fur exports, Chapter 1I, Tables XI, XII, XIIL (pp. 57, 60, 66).
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needed in the trade each‘yeaf.zo The clearest evidence of the number of
cancemen came from Captain Phineas Stevens (see Chaptef I1)} who, as part of
his official missioﬂ in 1752, met most of Montreal's leading‘titizens. In
June he wrote that more than-a thouéand men had already gone up river.21 1f
we allow]\gzgfﬁe'men who wegt up in suymmer  and Autumn, it appears that
1200-1300 men were engaged in the trade. Those eskimates, provided by‘,.
contemporary observers, coincide with our resulis obtained from fur exports.
jIn conclusion, during the half eentury-1722—76 the congés deifraite, the Trade

i
Licences, and the notarial contracts were not widely acceplted or used, and so

today cannot y%eld an accﬂ;ate indication of the size of the labour force in

the fur trade. In contrast, attempts to use the fur exports, inrconjunction

with solid information on the labour force during a short period, to discover

the numbér of engagés hired by thé metchants over a lo?ger period appears to
) ’

be the basis for a more successful guess. And, as has been pointed o(t, this

guess 1s the result that flows from assumptions made with all due cautionm.

AL
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de 1'Amérique frangaise, Vol. 34 (no. 1, juin 1980), p. 25.
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pour un cancot portant deux mille pesant. See alsc Louise Dechéne,
Habitants et marchands de Montré&al au XVIle sidcle, Montreal, 1974, p.
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See Louis-Antoine de Bougainville, "Memoire”, Wisconsin State Historlecal
Society Collections, 1908 (Vol. XVIII), p. 171; de Noyan tao the Minister
of Marine, 18 October 1738, dibid., 1906 (XVI1), pp. 295, 297-298;

. Governor and Intendant to the Minister, 1747, ibid., p. 464; and on the

Ve
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Detroit, 16 August 1745, 20 August 1750, Jesuit Relations, Vol. 69, pp.

49, 261.

See Alexandér Henry, Travels and Adventures in Canada and the Indian
territories ..., edited by James Bain, Toronto, 1901, p. 15; Major Robert
Rogers reprinted in Innis, The Fur Trade, p. 414; Hardwicke Papers, PAC,
MG21, Additional Manuscripts, 359153, p. 165, quoted in Innis, The Fur

Trade, p. 207.

See John Long, Voyages and Travels of an Indian Interpreter and Trader,
London, 1791, reprinted.Toronto, 1971, p. 39; Grant to Haldimandy 24
April 1780, in W. Steward Wallace (ed.), Documents Rclating to the North
West Company (Champlain Society), Toronto, 1934, p. 65; Benjamin and

JosTPY, Frobisher to Haldimand, 4 October 1784, in ibid., 'p. 73; Hadffkeld

.in,Innis, The Fur Trade, p. 216-217n; and Alexander Mackenzie, "A General

History of the Fur Trade from Canada to the North-west™, in W. Kaye Lamb
(ed.), The Journals and Letters of Sir Alexander MacKenzie, Toronto
(MacMilliaa), 1970, pp. 84-85. Henry (p. 15) allowed 1000 pounds for
provisicns and 320 pounds for the crew's baggage, he estimated the entire
payload, including the eight man, at over 8000 pounds; Hadfleld reported
960 pounds of provisionms and 1750 pounds of crew, baggage, and equipment.
Henry gave a total of about four tons, Hadfield of precisely 8250 pounds.

See Ermatinger Papers, PAC, MG19, A2, Engagement Books), Vol. 2 and 90,
and series 3, Vol. 109 in passim.

See Fernand Ouellet, “"Duallté économidue et changement technologique au
Québec (1760~1790)" Histoire sociale/Social History, 1976 (Vol. IX),.
256-296. » . .




157
8.. Renjamin Frobisher to Hon. Henry Hamilton, 2 May 1785, Report on Canadian
Archives, 1890, p. 56.
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CONCLUSION

From the.mass of data accumulated for this study, and &he tests applied
to the congés de tralte, Trade Licences, and notarial contracts, a humbér of
conclusions can be reached which seem iﬁportant in understanding the eyolution
of the Saint Lawrence Valley econcmy before 1800. The first gemeralization
flowing from this analysis is that during the French Regime the quantity of
fur annually received from the Indians can be established from 1675 onwards
except for ;688;1705 and eleven later years. 'In particular the overall weight
of fur, from both beaver and other animals, as well as thé number of pelts
exporfed either are known or can be estimated for all but five years from
1722-1758 (see pp-. 65, 153). In the 1720s an average of about 223,853 pelts
were exported each year; then the proportion of other pelts compared to beaver.
increased dramatically and by the 1740s and 50s exports had increased to moTe
than 350,000 pelts.anﬁually. This set of figures and those from the early'
British period (see p. 90) can be used to evaluate the congés de tralte and
Trade Licences. As a result of our critical evaluation of these sources one
is led to confirm the imgression, which has been shared by both e;ghteenth
century observers and modern historians, that the control imposed on the fur
trade by the state during the french Regime was ineffective. When looked at
as Instruments to control the fur traders, the congés de traite, in our
opinion, shffered from so many weaknesses that not only are they not a valid
measure of the number of men in the érade, but they are not even a
representation of the men who moved betwegn the Saint Lawrence lowlandS'and
the Iinterior of the continent. At every level of colonial society, so many
accomplices were pitted against effectivg control of the fur trade, that the

reagons for the survival of the system of the congés would have been to

. \
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satlsfy Paris, and to justify activities in which everybody's self-interest,

even that of the Intendants and the Governors-General, was served.

-

-~ . :

Given the-ciféumstances in which the fur tradg operated, it is hardly
surprising that tpe merz}antsdid not‘;ften use the notaries when they hired
their labour. They éould just as easdly have private agreements or -
understandings with the engagés. This practice was so common that the number
of men hired by nota?izegicontracts was even smaller than the number for whom
the merchants had offigial permission by the congés to send up to the. pays
d'En Haut. This 1s an overwhelming argument against the notarial contracts as
a tool té measure the labour force. .After the Conquest, the British tried to
develop their own control through the system of Trade Licences. At first,
they failed as thoroughly as the French had beforé them to impose any
restraints on the fur merchants. Not until 1777, when, for a variety of
reasons, trade was being consolidated into fewer hands and there were tewer
benefits in the uncofficlal trade, was it possible, to a large extent, to
control the fur trade, and to effectively regulate movement up to the Great
Lakes. The success of the co%onial administrators in at last regulating the
trade greates the opportunity of using the gata of 1777-1790 to bulld a
picture of the actual labour meeds In the fur trade and, by using .some

elements of it to trace their evolution from the seventeenth century.

From the tntérplay of these elements one can also conclude that changes
in technology and organlzation of t@e trade which are usually associated with
the second half of the elghteenth century began in the early part of the
century. From about 1700 the numberrof men in the crews of the can&cs

increased from three tq\;{?NYr more men by 1760, and then to ten durling the

British Regime. At the same time the cargo capacity of the canoes was
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~increasing even faster. Accordingly the loads that each man carried at the
portages increased from 333 pgunds in t?e three-man canoes to about 667 by the
early 1740s and then to 720 in the eight and ten man canoes. The evolution of
technology was then accompanied by a decline in working conditions. Afrer
1760, the merchants increasingly used boats on the Saint Lawrence to carry
even heavier loads at lower cost. Although boats had exiéted during the
French Regime, thelr use quickly‘spread during the British kegime. Thus the
technological changgs being made in the granSportation system during the early
yeérs of §the eighteenth century continued, but at an accelerated rate, after
tﬁe Congquest. Similarly th concentration of enterprizes, which began with
the expansion of ;hé\tiijg after 1716, also accelerated after 1760. Uneil
1716 expeditions consisted of a single éanoe; by the 1740s expeditions of five
or more canoes were frequent; by the late 1780s liceﬁces averaged 8 1/2 to 9

vessels each, and some such as those for the Nokth West Company were for much

larger expeditions.

The significance of the labour demand§ of the fur traders on the‘overall
population can be assessed by correlating them to the militia strength. Imn
reality, many of the men 1n the militia, which often inciuded all males aged
16 to 60, were elther too ycung or too old té be part of the reservoir of
possible fur trade engagés. Obviously, nobles, merchants, and artisans who
were in the militia have to be eliminated froﬁ this pool of potential |
labourers. More important, considering the hardship of the work, men could
not have worked on the rivers unless they were ‘young and strong. Probably .

-

less than half the people defined by the law as militia men wé{flgﬂbab¥f of 7

’

A
p—

this work. In the table below, the total militia strength and then thg\ ‘
) N

estimated half that were potential engapés are compared to the needs of the

fur merchants.1
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Table XXXVIII v

DEMANDS OF THE FUR TRADE ON AVAILABLE LABOUR

J

i T2 -3 & 5
"Militia. Avallable Actual Percent of Percent
Strength”  Labour Labour All Men in of Avallable
(no. of men) (no. of mgn) Force the Fur Trade Labour in the
(no. of men) - Fur Trade
1683 2248 %l;&r//// 471 - 21.0% 42 .0%
1715 4484 2242 788 17.6% 35.2%
1721 6470 3235 863 13.3% 26 .67
1734 8823 [ 4412 1062 12.0% 24 .0%
1744 11,289 5644 - 1393 12.3% 24 .6%
1750 12,909 6454 1366 10.6% 21.2%
1766 14,002+ 7001 1400 10.0% 20.0%
1784 28,249 14,124 2266 8.0% 16.0%
w:?ésﬁrces: FQr/fEE‘TEBi_Hiiitiq Strength, de la Barre to de Selgnelay, 4

“November 1683, NYCD, Vol. IX, p. 210; for 1715, Vaudreuil au duc
d'Orléans, February 1716} RAPQ (1947-48), p. 291; for 1721 and 1734,
NYCD, Vol. IX, pp. 907, 1046-47; for 1744, Beauharnoils's despatch of
19 October 1744, Cor. Gen., Voll Bl,—p. 238; for 1750, Cor. Gen.
Vol. 95, p. 268; for 1766, Shelburne Papers (PAC, MG23, A4), Vol.
16, p. 108; for 1784 Baby to adjudent-general, 4 June 1785, PAC,
MG21, Ad. Ms. 21885, p, 431. For the labour force of 1683 and 1715
see Tables V and VII in Chapter I (pp. 21, 41); for that of
1721-1784 see Tables XXXVII, XXXVI, and XXXIV in Chapter V (pp.
153, 150y and 140}. :

A number of points emerge from this comparison. The proportion of the

soclety's manpower that the trade needed was beyond what the clities could

provide.

Perhaps it is useful to note that in 1791, the total aumber ‘of

labourers living in the towns did not exceed 360 people.2 Most of the engagés

had rural origins and were recrulted mainly in the district of Montresl. This

fact has been established by Fernand Quellet for the period 1760 to 1790.
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This conclusion also emerges from the parishes of the 805 canocemen listed on
the congés for the years 1743 and 1749. Only 13X to 15X of the cancemen came
from the cities, however 52.4% of the men came from rural areas of Montreal

Island and the adjaceat shores. At least another 8.7% were recruited from the

Quebec and Trois Rivi2res districtd. This division of the engagés between the

~

three reglons’of Quebec has aigaﬁbeen discovered by Louise Dechéne, for
1708—1717.3 . The great majority of the men came from the countryside, and the’
work was organized to sult family requirements on a seasonal basis. From the
earliest times, the fur cances went only as far as they could between spring
and the August harvest. This is one reason that bases were developed at
Mi;hillimagkinac and Detroit. The transportation system allowed flex;bility
in ghe engagés' returning date: since downstream loads wef;.lighter, men could
come down early if they wanted, or could wait for an opportunity of employment
bringing furs down at the end of the season. For example, in 1771 of thirteen
expeditions passing Oswegatchie while returning to Montreal, most passed
either in ﬁid—August s0 as to arrive at Montreai before the harvest began
abog; 20 August, or in late October at the end of the season.

’

The table also shows that although the number of men needed in the trade
was Iincreasing, the proportion of the available labour that it required was
declining, .because the populatgon was grgwing faster then the fur exports.

One must also notice that beginnning 1n 1768 the offer of labour was checked
more than at any other time in the past. This pressure was caused by the
development of an export market of wheat and the commercialization of
agriculture. As a consequence oflthese increased opportunities for cash, the
farmers and their Bons'were not as obliged as ian the past to participate in

the trade as engagés, and thus they were able to command higher wages for fur
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trade work. Before 1768, wages had generélly been about 200 - 350 livfés for
the various categories of cancemen. From then on wages increased, especially
'
for the more skilled and demauding work. The wages of 1778—8} to Grand
Portage, ten or thirteen years later, can be compiled from 120 agreements in
Laurent Ermatioger's engagement book. The 39 milieux (the least skilled men in
thé middle of the canoe) were Paid an average of 347 livres; the 3l skilled
men at the bow and stern - the avants and gouvernalls - were pald 491 and 524
livres; the 23 second avants and governails were paid only a little more than

milieux, 383 livres; his twelve winterers were paid 750 livres; and the three

guides an average of 900 livres.5

0f course, higher wages caused the merchants' costs to rise. This
expense, together with other factors particularly greater distances to the fur
fields, encouraged the merchants to respond by trying to reduce, or at least

[y

control, thelr costs. They reorganized their enterprisesy and as already.
sald, more and more they relied on boats on the St. Lawrenc;, and saiilng
vessels on the Great Lakes. As we have also seen, the boats had the same’
cargo capacity as the canoes, but needed 6nly half the crew; and since the
boatmen were less skilled than the cancemen, they could be paid less. 5o the
growth of cargo costs could be siénificantly restricted by the merchants.

" With or without these changes, the merchants were employing the Métis canocemen
of the Great Lakes area with growing frequency, and were developing a pool of
labour in the interiocr which allowed them to restrain thelr expenses and to
finance an expansion into the Northwest. The result of these changes, it need

hardly be said, was that the merchants were led to increase the workload of

the engagés from decade to decade.
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More generally, the level of participation in the fur trade by men from
the countryside points out that agriculture and fur were not isolated from
eaéh other, let alone incompatible. The state of agriculture affected labour

costs in the fur trade, and these costs led to and contributed to

technological changd® and to concentration of the trade in fewer and fewer

"hands. From this perspective, it is apparent that the staple theory cannct be

applied to the economy of the eighteenth century as if the fur trade and
agr{culture‘were isolated acttvitieq._ And the same must be said about the use
of the thesis of economic dualism when ft implies that the rural and urban
worlds might have evolved separately. Such are the coneclusions of our
fesearch on a problem in soclal history which may be pénsidered as fundamentéi
to the understanding of the evolution in the eighteenth century of the society

Y

in the Valley of the Saint Lawrence.
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FOOTNOTESB

For most of these years the labour force, according to the fur exports, is
averaged with those of the years before and after, or otherwise adjusted,
to ensure that it reflects real labour needs, and not a one year
fluctuation in fur exports. For 1721 and 1734, the militia strength used
is actually all the male population aged 15 to 50. These figures probably
inflate the available labour, and reduce the percents of labour in columns
4 and 5. In 1734, there were 8823 males between 15 and 50, so that figure
is used here. However only about 8000 were capable of bearing arms. If
this actual militia strength of 8000 were used, the percents in coclumns 4
and 5 would be one tenth higher. 1In contrast, for 1716 Loulse Dechéne
reports (pp-. 514-515) 5500 men aged 15-50, and the previous year the
actual militia strength was 4484.

See Fernand Ouellet, "Dualité é&conomique et changement technologique au
Québec (1760-1790)" Histoire sociale/Social Histery, 1976 (Vol. X}, p.
273. .

For the congés see E-Z. Massicotte (ed.), RAPQ, Vol. 10 and Vol. ll. For
1708-17 see Louise Dechéne, Habitants et marchands de Montréal au xvi1®©
sidcle, Montréal, 1974, pp. 514-515.

See Trade Licences, 1771, PAC, RG&4, B28, Vol. 13, pp. 1460, 1487, 1491-6,
1499-1500, 1508-10.

See PAC, MG19, A2, series 3, Vol. 109. The functions of twelve other men
are not stated. Theilr wages averaged 362 livres. The average wage paid
300 men during 1753-58 by Alexis Moni&res was 240 livres, see Quellet,
"Dualité économique™, p. 258. In 1767 guides were paid 300-350 livres,
gouvernails and avants 300-320 livres, milieux 250 livres, and winterers
300-400 livres, see Harold Innis, The Fur Trade in Canada, Toronto, 1970,
pp- 239, 216. By 1768 and 1770 puides were pald about 500 livres, see
Forest Oakes's Account Book, PAC, MGl9, A2, serles 1, Vol. 13, p. 17. Of
the 102 men in Ermatinger's engagement book for 1773-1775, the four guides
were pald an average of 644 livres, the 16 gouvernails 331 livres, the 16
avants 329 livres (one who was both was pald 400), three seconds were pald
an average of 280 livres, the wages to the 13 milieux averaged 234 livres,
the 33 winterers averaged 563 livres, another 16 men whose function was
not stated were paid an average of 477 livres. In 1776 the one man - a
guide — was paid 900 livres. In 1787 the two winterers in the Charles N.
Bell Papers, PAC, MG19, A30 were pald 600 livres each. (Wages to
Michillimackinac are given for the 1760s and for 1793 in Innis, The Fur
Trade, pp- 216, 211, 223; and for 26 men during 1775-80 in the Ermatinger
engagement book. He paid the one gulde 600 livres, the two gouvernalls an
average of 470 livres, the three avants 467, the three seconds 390, the
five milieux on average were paid 300 livres each.) The upward trend of
wages to the Grand Portage is quite apparent. The rise was most
pronounced for the skilled men. Because there were fewer of them and
because they were needed in the fur expeditions, these skilled men were in
a stronger position to demand higher wages when agriculture offered them
an alternative source of incom&. Thus the effect of the commercialization
of agriculture was not equal for all categorlies of engagés. The enhanced

_status of these essential men would have been another part of the

merchants' problems of labour costs, consolidation, and a receding fur
frontier.
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Appendix

THE DIET OF THE ENGAGE

Corn was the mostlimportant food in the trade, éqd the staple until pork
was introduced. The corn waq made into a form of dried cornmeal usually
described as "biscuit",‘and f&ter eaten with fat. Accouéts of the preparatioﬁ
and use of corn were given&by Peter:Kalm in 1749, Alexander Henry in 1761, and
Alexander Mackenzie 1in 1798.1 All three men agree that the corn was prepared
for the trade by being washed in lye Zﬁr alkali) to remove the husk, and then
carefully wasifed, dried, and stofga. Its use on the trail was simple and
varied. Henry wrotzlthat it was mashed and then dried, so that it was soft
and friable like rice. Kalm said the cbrn was prepared by boilinmg it in bear
o1l and perhaps some fat of the roe deer or hog's lard. According to both
Hénry and Mackenzie one quart of corn biscuit was boiled in water and then
either one ounce (Hen{y) or two ounces (Mackenzie) of fat added. According to
Mackenzie salt was added; according to Kalm and Henry the canoemen had nothing
but corn and o0il. Henry calculated a bushél of this concentrated corg (75-106
pounds) was one man's provisions for a month. Because gocds had to move
further and faster as the trade moved into the northwest-the corn became
inadequate. In 1761 Henry sald the corn and fat kept the men healthy and
capable of hard work; in 1798 Mackenzie - whose recipe allowed an extra ounce
of fat, or 400 calories - sald a man was able to live on it, but not able to
work actively. The work had become more demanding during the 37 years

interlude.2

As early as 1709-10, Indian corn and bear grease were described as the

food in the cances. And gprty years later Peter Kalm wrote that 1t was the
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food on the "difficult and tiresome journies™, and thus highly regarded. In
1757 Bougainville wrote that each man on the trip had 100 livres of corn and
25 livres of lard. At some time about 1770 peas seem to have been added.
Major Rogers reported that in 1767 a ten-man canoce requingd 7/4 of beef,
— i * ”.\ +

pork, biscuilt, peas, etc. However  this report is an exceptiord: nobody else
mentioned pork until‘l785.3 There is almost perfect accord on the types and
quantities of food in the large maitre canoes of four expeditions from 1774 to

1798, which had averaged crews of 7.55 to 9 men. Their provisions and the

,-'L—
change to pork can be seen below.

3 | |

1774 1775 1785 1798

- N s ¢
"biscuit” (livres) 600 600 580 _600
lard (livtes) - % as 200 j— ‘ ---
‘pork or beef (livres) o ' —_ . 280 200
peas (minot) 4 ‘ 1 + 3

<
T

As can be seen the biscult of corn remained constant But the lard was replaced
by meat. However, whatever food was taken was gone by Michillimackinac, and
new supplies had to be cobtained. ?his change *was caused by the increasing
need for longer and more difficult work. This change added to the costs of

S~

the merchant.

As the work became more difficult, the development of goods supplies
including agricultural bases became more important. Naturally this
developmerit added to the capital costs of the trade. In 1741 there was a

famine pays d'En Haut and in the same year Beauharnois persuaded some Ottawa
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Indians to settle ét L'Arbre Crdche (near Michillimackinac) where they would
be near the French who bought their canoces, gum, Indian corn, fats, and other
things. In 1747, as we have already seen (seé p- L43), the Crod% had to send
ten or twelve canoes with 30;000 pounds welght of flour,vlndian corn, peés,
fat, suet, pork and salt beef because the Indians were less sﬁpportive cf the
French dufingﬁg%e war and migﬂt not *supply théq. In the same yea%_the lease

of La Baye required the farmers to take thg Commmandant 1500 pounds of foo qd

provisions. 1In 1752 there was again a shortage.of corn. In 1761 Alexander

. : 5
Henry mentions L'Arbrediroche as a source for corn. \

-

. . ¥
! -
‘Ags bases were developed, increasing energy and time - capital costs -

”

were put into food gathering. John Long in 1777 wrote that "fishing is the
dally embloy-of half the men” and Alexander Mackenzie mentioned fishing as an
important wintering activity. The North West Company had a vessel on Lake

Superior to get food from Michillimackinac to Grand Portage. As well wild

rice, maple syrup, and pemmican {which was unknown until approximately 1778)
-— .
-were gathered or traded. Thus thé traders ate better 1ln winter quarters. At
. o

the annual meetings of the North West Cotipany at the Grand Portage the guides
ate together with the proprietors, clerks, and intérpretefs. They had ...

3 - . LY 0
bread, saltpork, beef, ham, fish, and venison, butter, peas, Indian corn,

'potatoes, tea, spirits, wine, etc.; and plenty of milk for which purposés

e 4
several milch cows are constantly kept”. The canoemen, on the other hand, had
6 t

only Indian corn and melted fat. Thus the quest for food was a major part

both of the problem the merchants faced of capltal investments and raising

labour costs, and of the canoeggnyé pfobiem of increaé&ﬁgﬂg%rk and deéiining

condﬁtions.} 0
]

y . . : - ] . ) - ‘;j
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- fo FOOTNOTES

1. See Adolph Benson (ed.), Peter Kalm's Travels in North America, New York
(Dover), 1966, pp. 566, 575; Alexander Henry quoted in Harold Innis, The
Fur Trade in Canada, Toronto, 1970, pp. 167-168; and W. Kaye‘Lamb (ed.),
"A General History of the Fur Trade from Canada to the North-west™, The
Journals and Letters of Sir Alexander Mackenzie, Toronto, 1970, pp. 98-99.

2. 1t ﬁay be possible to work out which foods would have provided enough
calories for the men to do the required work. See C.E.S. Franks, The
Canoe and White Water, Toronto, 1977, p. 142.

3. See Louise Dech&ne, Habltants et marchands de Montréal au xvii® siédcle,
Montréal, 1974,‘p: 226; Benson, Peter Kalm's Travéls, Louis-Antoine de
Bougainville, "Memoire"”, Cocllections of the Wisconsin State Historical
Society, 1908 (Vol. XVIII), p. 171; and Maj. Robert Rogers, in Innis, The
Fur Trade, p. 415. - . )

4. ﬁee,~for 1774, the Licence of Augustin Chaboillez, PAC, RG4, B28, Vol.

115, p.-2090; for 1775,licence #20, ibid; for 1785, Hadfield in Innis, The
Fur Trade, p. 216n; for 1798, Mdgkenzie, A History of the Fur Trade
(edited by Lamb), pp. 84-85. deedalso licence #30, Vol. 115, p. 2108.

5. See WSHS Collections, 1906, pp. 337, 359-60, 464 and 451-5, and NYCD, Vol.
V, pp. 245-51. :

. - ’ .
6. Mackenzie, A History of the Fur Trade (edited by Lamb), pp- 93, 95, 98,
100, 130-131. See also Innls, The Fur Trade, p. 223ff.
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