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",ogy and comparatlve hlstorical ana1y515 to explaln why SREIPENR R

“context and to take account of the relevant debates in
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.This, thesis develops a(critique and reinterpretation

of the hlstorlography of New France. It argues that“this°

hlstorlography has been flawed by .the absence of a sustalned

.
- . ! ‘ s

theoretlcal perspectlve, by the pr1v1leglng of eventuatlon ”-'l;-\

~t

over long—term processes of class formatlon and consolldatlon,

by 1ts fallure both to explore suff1c1ently the metropolltan_

2

European‘historiography; and by its unkeflected 1deologlcal

assumptlons llnklng capitalism and progress ot o

4 N
N

This thesis seeks to redress these problems 'in several ,~'w

‘-wa§s. It draws upon the approaches of hlstorlcal soc1ol—,

! .

New France dld_develop as an 1ntegral'part of the Anc;en‘ﬂ<

Régime3 nd why 1t dlffered from England s Amerlcan

’colonles\to ‘the south It explores the SOClal relations N

of productlon, ‘and the r@iatlons of State and capltal in

France and explalns how, these networks were extended

A

[ ' T~
' NI

'to the colony It cOmpares Ancien Reglme France with

the developlng capltalxst 3001ety 1n England in order to . .
. - L A ’

) ' e

v, - . . o : ' . Jf o e
situate the 'differences between their colonies in a broad ~
, | : S . '
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socxo—economlc context.‘ ‘ . - .

k"

The crlthue of the eX1st1ng hlstorlography, and the

5

analy51s of F:ance and the comparlsons w1th 'England are

P

«

-

all used to deve}op a re- 1nterpretatlon gf the colony

»

This analysis. focuses upon the re creatlon of feudal

-

soc1ety in Amerlca through explorlng the role of the

- . . B ) , 2 1
'  State, Company, Church and the 1mmlgrants who were
- t .
‘- recruited to come to New Franqe and who chose to stay ‘
there& The the315 concludes that when New France was-
o, ¢
‘ ceded to the English it was an 1ntegrated prov1nce of
. Francé, and that the implications of thls for the hlstory :
< SN A ‘. f
of the French in the post Conquest perlod need to" be
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-‘the‘eastern side of thé continentu, The historicalicdn;

'"recent’eéholarship has affirmed that the whole North- .

iAmerican:§f6§ect\formed part of the joint outreach -

’states.f'

Se .. e INTRODUCTION - T - o ot
[ : N M ) ! . ’ “ * . . Ar '.~ ~ -‘ M ' "
SRR . o R N
Sy - ‘ : £ . .. L B
In -the seventeenth bentury England and- France both

o enbaged-ln colonising ventures in Amerlca: For 150 years '

.

; & - N . . . 4 “
their'respective cplonies competed for land and trade’ on

sensus has been that ﬁhe development of these colonles
represented parallelwendeavours, albeit w1thwdramat1cally \

‘s

different outcoﬂ%s. Certalnly the appearance of similarity

s ,‘,—;

'lS ea81ly dlscerned.

& S ,g ' o ' ' L.
% The beglnnlngs of North American history are -
¥ to be found in/the almost frenetic. adventuring
© of renalssanqe Europe——adventurlng which broke
~through thefcustgmary frontiers ?f pOllthS,‘ ..
rscxence, rellglon and economles. o

", ’ B

Both England awd France expanded thelr act1v1t1es from

this adVenturlng ——what andther writer has called o B ‘ .

| ;o i e

"thls scarcblyi?elled plunder"z-—ol North America to - ’
4“, ' ‘ o o

terr1tor1a1 expan51on, settlement and colonisation.:' More .-

r
-

.8 ‘%n-

" program of merchant traders and their emerging mation-
B . - A N . g . . N

121 [N . . L

¢ - ~

*JThe ﬂynamrc potentlal of overseas . ) o L

“edterprises had been recognised in most . o e o
Wgstggdropean countries before the‘end Ve ‘
16th century. The specific- © =~ | e '

no est European contributiohn to the: )
org 1sat10n of EurOpean expansion . ‘
-becéﬁe the . companies, a unidue lorm of - R . ‘
. cooperatlon between merchant egtrepre—. « "‘ A :
‘."neurs anejg?vernment lnterest. ot e

.
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traders from both countrles who competed feroc1ously w1th

each other, drawing bath Indlans and their own governments
into the struggles.. Only the Conquest and its aftermath

would finally and irrevocably provide the English with:
the,politicalfand'economic'prerequisites for wvictory, in
this most 1ucrative,banadian’trade.s

., . The paralleIs continue, Men and women from both

;2
P

countrles came to transform ‘the wllderness into a s001ety

for themselves and thelr chlldren. These pioneers have

'beenAmythologased,for'thelr heroic efforts and indomitable

will and castigated for hounding the Amerindians off their -
land. - The‘new séttlers culti&ated land in the European
manner, bﬁllt towns and VLllages, churches and schools. 1In

the hlstorlography of both socaetles the arguments about
.the ex1stende, or extent, of metropolltan exp101tat10n of
‘the colony continue to thls-day. Hlstorlans of New Franqe

- s

- have argued that such exp101tatlon~—the enrlchment of the

o
mother country ~at the colOny s expense--contributed to
- f -

its eventual defeat while hlstorlans of the American

colonies 'link metropolitan economic and political control

»

with the causes of the American'hevolutionl6 Quéllet.

' has made this point about their.parallel histories.

In England as in France the mercantalist
system was predominant. In their colonies
the two countries followed similar object-’
ives. 'Above all it was essential that.
thHe colonies contribute to the enrichment
of the mother country and increase its , e
polltlcal and mllltary strength {



-

. While Ouellet described this shared history as mer-

‘‘cantalist, others have situated this period in'French

"and English history within the context of commercial

capitalism. * In Pentland’'s words,

Ryerson also notes that,

arrangement in Western Europe.

European exploitation of Canada was o
begun, and the greater part of it pro- ) oo
ceeded in the period when ,commercial \ : .
capitalism" was the dominqét tgpe of : .

e [t]he'great "Age'of Discovery” came
when rising capitalism, in the 15th and
16th centuries, shattered the "long .
winter 'sleep" of the feudal Middle Ages.
The opening up of America and the birth
of colonialism were integrally part of
the, revolutionary process whereby the

~capitalist mode of productlon replaced

that of feudalism.

Dechéne has asserted that Canada,‘both beforefand after

’

’the Conquest was "une creatlon du caputallsme marchand

une réglon satellite subordonnee a la, metronole dans un

i

10 R

..vaste ensemble d' 1nterdependance,.n “whxle,Monlere wrote

that "the French colonial exPedltlons to North'America

would act out mercantilist ideas that expressed in

' . 4 . . .
ideological terms the economlc'requlrements of a young -

cap:i.talism.-"x11 In'general the hlstorlography of New

'

France has tended to rest on the assumptlon that France

’

and England were srmllar countrles in. economlc ‘terms ahnd

that they shared 51m11ar objectlves in the New World.

proved problematic for the hlstorlography of NerFrance,,~'l -

for,

But thls assumptlon oZ- parallel development has

if England and France pursued:similarvobjectives,for'3
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similar reasons in the colonisation of Amer’?ta, why were

’ their respective coloniés so different]?

»

The differences

in the rate of population growth,12

tenure,

13

the system of land

the exPansion of settlement,14

rPe 'degree of

cultural

~econonic diversityls,‘golitical institutionsal6

development,17 religion and values,

military outcome and its aftermath,

as-well as theg £final .

all announce that two

]
:

véfy different societies were in the making. tTheée con-
trasting colonial histories-have prOV1ded analysﬁs of New
France with one of their more perplexlng problems. xwhy

were the parallel ﬂlstorles of thelr respectlve metropollses
not reflected in the developrent of their, colonies? Vhy

was New France so different from New England?18

This thesis will argue that compellipg anéwers‘to
these questions have proveé elcsive precisely because of
the assumption of parallel metropolitan -development.

Such an assumptlon dlrected attention away from the

most promising location in which to search for answers

--namely in the differences between France

ardd England in

This failure,

by many historians,

differences between Englend and France is surprising.

s

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.,

to attend sufficiently to the

'

- historiography.

While seventeenth century colonists had good reason to
feel cut-off and isolated from their old homes theé

historians of New France have surely had, less cause for

experiencing comparable isolation from European’,

3

Yet in many spects they have written,

- s
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the history of the colony with little aftention-;and

. I3 . c‘ ' N n‘ "' N w_—
sometﬁaﬁhzgth calculated 1hattent10n—-t0'the metropolltan
r#7aa)

“context” As aaresult the sxgnlflcant debates in European

4

.historiography abBout the tran51tlon_from feqdallsm to

. therefore, normal-—and de51rable.' Thﬁg assumptlon has :

capitalism, its differentlal'timlng lo‘France:ahd England,
'agc the consequéhcie this mcstvhaVe had for‘colonisation
ha&q\not ihforhe@tthe historioéraphy of New Fnahce.
! , [ . ' .
But vacupﬁs in social'and historical anal&sié need\
to be filled.vfIn}this case, anewere have tehded to rely ‘

a 0
YRR . ,

upon climatic and geodraphical differences,fgr.have,come

ih.t e form of an imposing array of value-judgéments and

prescriptions. These interpretations have been founded

* . 'upon the belief that the process of'develophent*in:the

Amerlcan-colonles was capltallstlc and progre551ve29 and,

5

19

often produced judgemental and patronlslng dlscu551ons ofﬁ;?

-yu P r

those aspects of the history of Ne w- France«that deviated-

1

Co L
from the more admirable trajectory to the south. These

dev1at¢ons have elicited express1ons of regret and dismay;

they have prov1ded the occasions for taklng everyone

. involved in the French colonising venture in America to

\

'”task——from the mighty kings, through the merchants, to

the lowly peasants—--for their lack of foresight, ambition,

rscruples and capital‘21 These judgements continue to be
articulated~~with feeling--some three hﬁndred"years after

the death of the protagonlsts and a guarter of ‘a century

«

after the blcentenary of the fall of the colony to the
a ‘ '

s

&
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English. Why they retain their salience. deserves an ‘o
explanatiop——if only for their longevity. But these J
argumeﬂts alsb need to be abandoned in favour of a

theoretically informed historical and sociological .

.analysis.., Not only do they fail -to take account of'thex'

e
\ . T

particular socioeconomic-climate in France and New FfanceL

but they are also predlcated upon tacit and 1ncorrect

Gt

'assumptlons about ‘the nature of the relatlonshlp between

cepltallsm and progress, and feudallsm and reactloné

Such -assumptions have repeated and enlivened time-worn
. \ ’

) .- - ! Lo
prejudlces about Quebec and French Canadians.

.

That has been_especially true of historians‘like

_Creighton and Ouellet—~who have been’ 1nf1uenced by

Parkman,——and of the Cathollc natlonallsts.22 But even

) -

_the thoughtful and highly influential work of Cole Harrls,

work that explic1tly challenged the prejudlces of earller
schools,'included this statement.

Although Canadian rural society was
loosely struétured, it would be wrong to .. |
énclude that the people who shaped the
landscape of the lower St. Lawrence were
the frontiersmen of American legend.

The machinery of control had come to
Canada, and if its authority could - ’
rarely be imposed, it could- always be
"turned to and frequently, was. Moreover,
the Canadians vere extremely fond of
- convivial pursuits--they were not found
striking’out into the wilderness to
establish a farm miles ahead of the
. vanguard of settlement. -They often left
as young men for the wilderness for the
profit-and excitement of the fur trade~—~ .
. but most.of.them wreturned to their. cdtes :
alorig-the ‘St..Lawrence. Finally, the

&
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drive  for'material success was less thahAyf/ji' /o
in the English colonies. Most habitants ® S -

lived well enough... The habitants were
not forced into the interminable round
of work that many French peasants
undertook merely 'to ,stay alive or that

- many New ECnglanders ‘followed out af the
compiilsion of the Puritan ethic.

What is at issue here is not his dqurgptive‘comparisonsé~

which can themselves be questioned24——bht the €ypes of

explanations he provides for the 'differences between the

. colonies. For him the answers-aré to he found in comparing

v

' geography: forms of_governmeﬁi and especially in describing

PR

different lifestyles and values—-none, of which, it should
bé.said, can be disregarded. But identifying these kinds of
differenées are not enough. They need to be contextualised
within an understanding of the political economy of each
society. Otherwisé we are left suspended in an abstracted
world of national characters, psychological inferences
and‘ffee—floating)mentaiités.25 : <o

In £his thesis I will develop a critique of the

hlstorlography of New France and a re- 1nterpretat10n'

that focuses upon the predomlnant economic and social

relations linking France and its colony. This approach

promises to cast doubts,on some of the old assumptions

about the colony, illuminate some of the unanswered

questions in its historiography and deﬁeldp the framework

for a more comprehensive understanding of New France and

its evolution.

But it is also importart to situate this study in

A}

a wider context,. for it provides more than an additional



T

"study of the hisporiography of an interesting colony.

-motivations, implementation and effects--are commonly’

The questions, approach, and methodology locate it as a

26

contribution to historical éocioloéy. 'The thesis'

\ .

" central focus is neither upon the narrative chronological

style of traditional history-writing nor upon the synchronic

structural approach of main-stream sociology. The emphasis

-is rather upon‘tﬁe'historicalﬁdgvelopment.of patterned

networks of relétionsﬁips‘betweeA social classes and
between state 'and society. Thbse»rélétionshiéshéfé oftea
accepted-as pre-given both by the people by whog they are -
continuously reproduced, ané by sogial analysts.27 .
For many‘histo;ians or sb6ciologists they provide the
background, the sets—of—assumétidns, upoﬁ'wﬁlch the more
<

apprehended as structures, seemingly without a history.

rapidly moving historical events are played out. When

they constitute. the object of andlysis they are‘often
To take an example, Louis XIV' policy decisions--their

perceived as historical events. But the development oﬁ
the network of class and state relations in: which ;Bey
were embedded, and to which they contributed,. were also

historical processes, even.if change was so imperceptible -

that it may appear.as if time had stopped,ZB and even

if the causes of change were so complex that they are

difficult to specify and explain. Historical sociology
seeks to grasp that intersection between event and social

structure within an understanding that both- are

’
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© historicdlly constituted. In Abrams’ words .

v

. . Historical sociology ... is the attempt.
to understand the relationship of personal
activity and experience o¢n the one_hand,

. i and social organisation on the other,: as °

something that 1s continuously coqstructéd

in time. It makes the continuous procesé .

of construction EBe focal concern-of '

. v SOClal analy51s S

e X " . ")
The hlstorlography of New -France' has.oeften -Been
written with great reééect for the unfolding of specific -

everits. That apprqach,'iﬁrwhich'élosglattehﬁion is paid

R to the'particulat‘events;jor more precisely put, to'thg

-.evidétce.that“has been left:of particul@r?eveﬁts;—thnbugh
which history is most immeaiatély"made',‘is essentiél,
forka'figofoué’and éompfehenstve underét&éding~ok the

past. But similar c¢aré needs to be taken to delineate
and explain the slower moving structured relationships
of power and-inequality’ which provide the deeper--yet

~

dynamic--context for explaining eventuation. This thesis .

. contributés both to an appreciation of that’deepér con-

text, and EQ an approach that grapples' with the difficult

conceptual problem of sexplicating the intersection between
! .o - ‘ ' ‘

structure and event. - e y

~ ? i

In ordew to deal with the implicit and explicit

comparisons -in the historiography between New France and

the American colonies, it has also been necessary to

engage in comparative historical analysis. This thesis
" demonstrates the importance that such analysis can

play in probing assumptions, in penetrating apparent

RS ‘ t . ‘ -
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- similarities to reveal underlying differences and in -

exploding shibboleths about human motivation- This focus
. C I L . N ‘ﬂ ) o
provided one important route to formulating answers to

penﬁlexing historical problems. Without a: comparative'

a

approach' it Qould have been difficult to understand why .

colohists gkgtked to New England but had'to be bribed and

&

tajoled.to go to New France, why merchant 1nvestment~

1

"behaviour was so dlfferent and Why the state played such»

\

‘contrasting roles in the two colonies“ Epranatiops that

-

have tended'to‘rely upon mentalités were called- into

»
-

'quest;on through an historical approach thét\cdmpered the-

underlying broed networks of socio{econdmic relations in
tne two cénntries. ,W

‘ My work also makes a ‘contributiohn .to thetlonghstanding
debate on the transition from feudalism to capitalism.

This debate, heralded by Maurice Dopb's Studles in the

'Development of Capitalism has sought to analyse the

Underlying processes involved in this transformation.ao-

The most recent contributions have eentred'upon the
importance of the processes and outcomes of class struggle

in altering fundamental agferihn relationships.31 Through

‘this debate some of the cadses’and‘censequences of the

differential’timing of this transition in England and
France have been drawn out. This the31s expands that
debate by explorlng the dlfferlng implications of feudai

and capitalist social relations for colonisation. In .



-descriptive expreséions:.'the~kings'were paternalistic,

- 11 =

England the agrarian upheaval had prodﬁded both sﬁrplps

‘capital and labour for export. But in France the entire .

colqnisatioh'ventupe took placde on ?ery different social .- ‘\.
and economic terrain with distinct implications for New. . . ~\ N
Fraﬁce . 1/ ‘ . oo, K \ ’

T
A

This thesis also draws. upon, and contributes to, ,
;heléebafe on the nature of-thé'aﬁsolﬁtigt state.?% | \" \’J
Thisﬁdebate provided the'tbeoreticél and historiéél ;
ques£ions‘for examininé the rolé,of the state in the
colonisation of New France.. Ihé interpreﬁations‘of\the<
monsrchs‘in that historiography ﬁé?é ténded‘tolrest uéoﬁ
éespotic, negligent or beheficeﬁt.' By interfogating this - -

historiography with the questions and issues raised by

_the debate on absolutism, it became possible to develop

a more rigorohs inteérpretative ffameworﬁ. This inter-

. . 4 '
ppeﬁation'supports and amplifies the argument that the
netwofks of state relations were implicéted'within, and
confirmed, the class relatioqs of feuaéi society.

,The,recent-étudies on the active‘role piayed 5? the.
peasant;y in éréaﬁing’their social world have been ekplbfed
in this thesis. The new interpretaﬁions have stressed
the role of peasant resistance in defining £heir_most
immediate econocmic and social circuﬁstances. ﬁut they -
have also explored how‘the strugglés between péasantsr.
nobility and a centralising state shaped long—térm

historical processes that bear’ upon the. survival or - . . -
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\,disappearaﬂ%e of the peasantry as a' class. This thesis

demonStiates that these recent apbroaches to the peasantry

in Epropean hlstorlography, whlch attend to the central

relatlons of power anlmatlng peasant llfe1 are'equally
"approprlate'to an lnterpretatlon of the New World
‘habitant’'.

' .Finally, .this thesis begins an exploratton of the
processes of class formation in feudal society. While
the literature on the 'making' of the working class has

flourlshed in the last twenty years there has been 11ttle

attentlon pald to the processes through which a peasantry

"mlght be created and create 1tself in a new geographlcal

'sett;ng“ The state could not legislate a peasantry ‘into
existence. But 1t could moblllse 1ts resources to 1nduce
people to come to Amerlca, to take up parcels of land, and
:tonestablish‘the institutional/structure in which that would"
take place. Therva;ious’aspects'of\this p;ohleﬁ‘are,con—
sidered: , how peopie were recruited'and then'landed) How
,they acquifed—-or failed to acquiree—the approptiate work- “

~dlsc1p11ne, and how the struggles between them, the chprch,

. rthe state and selgneurs determlned .how much -of their

\

'PrQQs:;lQn‘they would forfelt.\ At the same tlme, the

!
’

- " procesges through which some of the pr1v1leged people of

'

'France came to conSLder the colony as another site .in whlch

’to consolldate therr p051t10n and secure social advancement

- 1

, are explored
.oN . N
‘These'approachesfjof historical sociology-and y

. ’ . -~
v

~»
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comparative historical analysis—Qand these debates—--on
the transition trom feudalism to pitalism, on the state;
and on-class relations and formationy-have pronided the
means for a particular kind of‘encounter with the

.historiography of New France.f'Together they permitted a

i

critique of that hlstorlography for 1ts insufficient

-attention- to the colony's metropolltan context and for
{ .

.

the‘explanations that it has\offered for the differences
between New France and the Amerlcan colonfes The debate.

"on the transition from feudallsm to capltallsm served

F}

notice that the place to start looking for colonlal

differences was in the diverse economic and political-

[

historigs of metropolitan Frante'and England. Once the
. .~ - o B (-

assumption of parallel deveiopment was found‘wanting, I

[

was convinced that the 1nadequacy o‘ the 1deologlca1 and

pseudo psychological answers to the questlons about the

. differences betwéen New France and‘New England, and the

potential of an interpretation located in an analysis of

s

the dlvergent polltlcal economles of France and England
e . )

would be clear. Such a re,lnterpretatlon 1nvolved a

'

~ §tudy of France andAits predominapt éocial,relatione of

1 . -

roduction,.and,a.COMbarative falysis of England.
pre falysis g!

]
\

. . s s g . p . .
The basic argument upon whlch this thesis rests was,
! N ‘ -

derived from this analysis: namely, that France was a’

feudal society during the -one hundred and fifty. years

¢

tha; it was colonlerng America. More precisely, France

:was a eociety predominantly shaped.by the relatioﬁship

)
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‘betweeh ‘pease{nt,and‘noble, pea:/s/ant and church peasant
‘and state,' ov\er 1and its préductlon and who had the
rlghts to that product].on In this set of arrangements ’

peasants had access to thelr land and tools——to what was
needed for, what Marx called t‘he reallsatlon of their
'labour‘.3?j~ 'I‘hls 51tuat10n assumes full s1gn1f;.cance when
N '

v . N -

~cap1ta11st soc1ety who can only work for. thelr llving 1f

- J

T the-y succeed in selling, thelr labour power on‘ the |

marketp'lace:‘ l?eoi)le need atjob‘. .'But there was a ktatch
R ’ﬂ 4 - . . - 1 s ) R . . .I ., o .
*forApeasants too. ’l'hey did not ow'n their lahd outright.

- They owed a certaln percentage of thelr productlon f,e—

seléﬁeur, church and state. ’I'hJ.s productlon wa§ not- . ’

Eh I
-,

: .—ceded w1thout res:.stance and struggle. Indeed it was ~in

!
r

the struggles over how much they reta:.ned and how much

they had to give~ up--{(and ul‘timately-in the ox__ltcomes- of

- /

\

\t‘h'e ,étruggles to retain -land at all)-—that we ~can locate
the central contradiction in feudal sdciety, as well as‘ T

‘the differentlal tlmlng of the transition to capltallsm

s

in France and England. This feudal relatlonshlp meant

that the wealth”of the society rested upon peasant

production Not only did peasants support themselves,

but the lifestyle of the nobility, the wealth of the

‘ Churx_h, *and the expend:.tures of the monar“h depended
ultimately upon what they were able to wrest from the‘

: lahd. This ‘relat'ionship hetween peaeants and 1and, and’
peasants and the privileged,' had far-reaching implicatione

+ : ! -
. X : ~

]
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- . and, finance; 'and hence for .the colonisation o
. : - N ) e . . T .

to elites,‘tﬁe role of the state, the economic initiatives

. =15 -

forlthe nature of -the state, the central features of trade

IS ‘ '

f New France.

’ FNTﬁrpugb\abproébhing’Néw Prance as a cdiony,oﬁ'a K
féud@l sodiéty'it:becéme‘péssible to offer credible

o) - ) . - . . B B
interpretdtions’ for its rate of population growth, its

system of land tenure, the behaviour of its privileged

~ v N R

e \‘of.the<Ch@réh,'£hE na;uré of its.trading system, and of

L]

- 1760; England inherited an ihtegral and integrated Royal

N

its oft—repeated'”failure' to diversify its\ecohohy.
- o7 i . '

What, must’ be emphasised. is that when New France fell in.

R O N R I .
vﬂdﬁa pale imitation, or a less successful version, of New
. . 2 . -

L‘century that country had shifted predominantly and

" Province: of France, part of a feudal society‘of the

Ancien Régime, and not, as most would have it, simply

IS

A v

England. For while France was a feudal society dﬁring
- : >I l" - r \‘ :
the period when it was colonising America, England was

/ PG

enéagea in the long, complex and unéven transition from’

feudalism to capitalism. Indeed, by the early seventeenth .

v

*

irrévqcably to capitalist social relations. This was

a transformation that would only occur in. France--and

,theﬂ in its own distinctive fashion--some 150 yearsllater

35

/ o

with-thé French Revolution.

This interval betwééd’the trqnéition from feudalism
to‘capitalism in France and England is'centraily\important
to understanding the differences in their reépective‘

colonies. For just ‘as this transition affected all other

< R , N

5

o

e Mmoo n e
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aspects of sdciety, so it elaborated and changed England's
. relations with America. The process of capitalisation
‘meant the 'freéing“of the peasants from the land, .the

‘transformation of human labour power into a‘cqmmodity to

be bought and sold in the marketplace, the possibility of

‘infinitely expanding mobile capital, surplus people

and capital for export, -the creation of new and ever-

expanding iptérnal and external mérkets——indeed"the birth

pangs of the "first of the world's consumer societies."36

The potential of America as an extension’ of that consumer,
society was evident as early as the first decades of the

seventeenth century, and as a result, some "London

merchants, who joined wholeheartedly in the privateering

drive after 1595J followedjthis up, two decades later, by’

becoming backers of sustained colonisation".37

Thelappearance, then, that the colonisation ventures

of England and France were similar is quite deceptive.

¢
<

Clearly,there was overlap. Merchant traders from each
couritry sought to plunder the New World £o order to make
fortunes in the 01d. ' But we are obliged to go beyond‘
this to explore the predominantly different underlying
class relations, interests, and struggles'in which they
operated. The American colqnies, were developed as part

.

of the emerging capitalist world; indeed by the third

' quarter of the eighteenth century they would have an

indigenous bourgeoisie ready to launch its own revolution.

- In New France, on the other hand, the feudal world of the

et e v
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“Anc1en Reglme wds recreated, a soc1ety based upon peasant
xproductlon, with . a pr1v11eged elite that was thoroughly
integrated‘w1th the metropolls.“ Understandlng the .
underlylng sacial relatlons of productlon in France 1n

the seventeenth century is esgential for evolving a
'comprehensive,re-interpretation of the development of its
American colony.  Such an analysis has the potential to
;undercut nany of the assumptlons and resolve many of the ‘J.m
controversies'in'the historiography: why did so 'few'

people come? was the’seigneurial system relevant to
understanding.the coiony;s economic life? did the

state's policies stifle‘economic development in the

colony?’ Qas the fur'trade'a_drain:on potential ecqpomic
diversity?

Thisfdevelopment of a re-intefpretation of New
France 'was predicatea upon a critiqne of"its existing-
‘historiography. That critique was forged through
confronting'its ﬁremises and the main lines of‘its
arguments with some of the major denates in European
historiograéhy‘using the approaches of historical
sociology and‘combarative historical analysis. That

interrogation revealed many, of the implicit assumptions

in the historiography, prised out some .of the contra-

’

dictions, and pointed the way to their resolutidms—1In
Chapter 1 T dlscuss this process through unravelling

’and critically examlnlng the major 1nterpretat1ve

themes in the'hlstorlography.

. o -

PV
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There are, I will argue, four established and con-.

flicting interpretations of New France. They‘are'that'“

New France was a feudal society, a promised land, an

embryonic bourgeois society and a new society: shaped by

the exigencies of America. There is also a fledgling.
but important ﬁarxist perspéctive. While each of these
intégpretétions has made uséful’conﬁributions to an
ﬁhderstanding of New France--which shall be discussed.‘

-—-they have also encompassed unreflected assumptions that

L e

" could not bé sustained.in the light of this’ inquiry:

-
.

While this*théﬁatic approach to the literaturéccaﬂ
be largely defénded;on substantive gréunds}ﬂiﬁ is also'
employed}éé a heuristic @evice. Forfthislliterature oﬂ
New France is nothing‘;fvnot éclectic, full of variations:
and nuances which a themaﬁic approach inevitably sYights.
Théupoipt is neither to insistlthat the work of every
historiaﬁ can be)appropriatély éackaged within my

categories, nor to assert that‘éll the issues whigh

others mightffind important are ‘included. Rather it is a

means of bringiﬁg 6rder’ogt of cﬂaos, of providing a Qay
of evaluating a highly diverse l§£erathre in terms of the
underlying assumpﬁions in which it has been grounded.

The old argument that France was a feudal society

has not rested primarily‘upoh an Qnalyérs of the social
. ; ! . ) .
relations of production--of the peasant-seigneur-church- '
state reiatioqshfp that was outlined above. Rather, in
. o, -

this literature--which includes the wd}k of Parkman,

L
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Crelghton, Ouellet .and Hamelln—-feudaILSm has more . [

the meanlng of the Mlddle Ages—-or even the Dark Ages

”The people of the colony are equally bedev1lled by an',

authorltarlan government, a dogmatic Church and thelr
own superstitions. and serv1le'hab1ts. Feudallﬁmlls_a

code word for reaction.' The 'promised land' theme is,

perhaps, self-explanatory It refers to ‘the work of

thaﬁfathollc natlonallsts and theologlans who saw 1n"

New ‘France an opportunlty for the reblrth of the

Catholic c1v111zatlon that was 901ng awry in France. .
The argument that New’ France was an embryonlc bOurge01s
soc1ety was developed by\Fregault' Brunet and Segulnag

J

although Lts 1nfluence ﬁs muoh w1der.‘ Thelr work sought

to prove that New France had had a bourge01se-—11ke New

England Sr—Wthh'WaS decapltated w1th the Conquest The

B e - 5

new soc1ety the51s is a Canadian version of the frontier

the31s, 1neV1tab1y watered down, yet Stlll 1n51st1ng uponf

the 1mpossxb111ty of plantlng the 1nega11tar1an soc1et1es"

7

of Europe in the New World——at least in their unredeemed

form. - If Harris is the most extreme proponent of thls v1ewh

. strong elements are also found in writers as diverse as

Eccles;, Wallot, Diamond, Dechéne and Moniére.39

society perspectlve emthSLSes how the lndlgenous con-
ditions of America——cllmate, geography, avallablllty of

land, qontactvwith;indigenous people #d thne fur trade--
shaned life insAmerica. The Marxist perspective owes its
- IS : .

-
,

genesis and mos€ of its development, until’ recently, to =

~

’The'dg§ '

— .
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Ryersonl‘ Hls analysls that “feudal tenure of.land,

-

merchant capltallst cdmmerce, a feudal absolutlst
monarehy._ ‘hese were the 1nst1tut10ns transplanted to
Amerlca 49 1s the most nearly consonant to the argument *

- that -1- w1ll make.. The mofe recent'work Of‘Macdonald

Bourque, and Dechéne has extended the Marx1st cr1t1que.4l
Thls 1nterrogat10n of the hlstorlographj'revealed
that many of the absences and assumptfbns stemmed from o

its lnadequate contextuallsatlcn w1th1n an analysis of

1

..metrppolltan soe}.ety1 ‘from its faLlure to attend to the "‘
jnnderlying_histetical processes through which class and
state:felations‘eeveleﬁ, from comparisons between New
France and the American colonies that seldom penetrated
‘ below appearances, and from unreflected ideological
assumptionsl These cenclnslons motivated the analysis\\\r
- in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 on the relatlons of class, “state
and capltal predomlnatlng 1n France during the perlod
‘that it was'colonising America. These chapters.elaborate
‘theinecessari context'for a comprehensive're—interpretation -
5§ New France. Through this analysis we can explain wh%'
colenisation was sueh a ‘different pfocess in France andfi
inhEngland, who stood to 'gain from colonising the New
ll ‘Worldk—and who did not--, where the capital for colon-
isatlon was derived from, and why more was not forth—"
.-coming( ‘As answers based upon broad considerations of
political economy are fetmulatéd, some of the ideologi-

e ) . .
cally\motivated responses that have penetrated the
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‘the processes of class formation and the.intersecting

.21 - 0
{ '

hlstorlography can be happlly declared redundant

-

Thls analy515 of French soc1ety prov1des the ba51s

for the re encounter w1th the historiography of New
. b

N

France in Chapter 5. The theme is the re-creation of

_French feudal society in America. The emphasis is upon

~ »

roles pLayed,by state, church, trading intereéts and ..

) -

“:colonlsts. ThlS chapter claims only to offer an inter-
:1'pretat1ve frameworh for. approachlng the hlstorlography
‘It is no substitu%@ for, and indeed relies updn, the

-impre351ve historical research that has already been

‘.

produced on the*colOny. But I do argue that thls
research should be re-thought and re-cast 'in .the light
of this re- 1nterpretatlon, and that its implications "and

relevance would be enhanded by such a process., . .

S g cee o n s
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CHAPTER ONE .
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LN

A DISCUSSION AND CRITIQUE OF THE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF NEVW FRANCE

K

1

This chapter Willfout;ineland critically examine.the
major thémes.in the historiogréphy of‘New France. The
approach to this analysis and the criteria for the inter-
rogatlon have already_ been spec1f1ed. My argument has
been that a comprehen31ve interpretation of New France

must 'move in. certaln dlrectlons. First, lt must lncorpor—

1 . o

ate an analysis of.ﬂhe,deeply embedded relations of ciass

Y

and'state th@t explicates how they shaped and intersected’

w1th the more easmly percelved hlstorlcal events. Second,

(. [

the colony has to be sxtUated w1th1n its: metropolltan

context ln order to fully apprehend the nature of.the

’

soclal relatlons that lnltlated and contlnued to inform

N its~dEVelopment. «ThirdJ'the implications of the.debates -
.on acdonomic 'transitions .and Clese'and'state relations

" . for an underetapding of .the colonisation of New France .

o

must be _ex;;)lbredp'~_'~ s

_ The rour ma]or themes——that New France was a feudal

»

soc1ety,,a promlsed land, an embryonlc bourge01s soc1ety

’

and a- new societye-were flrst'developed in roughly that

chronologlcal order. Like the argument 1n this thesls

4

’ each comprlsed an attempt both to formulate a ‘new,

—_22,—,
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interpretation and to take on those that had been pre-

"

.~

viously enunciated. 1In this sense there is a compensatory

aspect to each argument as each new interpretation seeks -

s

to fill the gaps, respond to the overstatements and . u Con

12

' y ' * - . . . . ) '
correct the misconceptions in the existing-literature.’

In order to draw out this aspect of the historiography,

this discussion will proceed along "these .general chrono-
, - , Co-
logical lines. But it should be clear that elements

of each interpretation continue to be restated'and

elaborated in the ongoing production of this literature.

A Feudal Society

Fa
.

It has been aréued for a long time that New France
was a feudal society, But in this'historiography
feudalism was primarily perceived as a particular set

of values. These values were not analysed in the - =~ " .

had to labour in order .to surv;ve themselves, and to

fulfil their obliéations to those . with the legal right

to prey upon their -production. ’ﬁbrlQaé an understanding

of capitalism grounded in relations of economic exploi-

tation but, rather, in a set of_chéractgfistics that

Horatio Alger could well have endbrsed%—ampition,‘

enterprise, risk;taking——and in political yqiues of B SRS

liberty and democracy. This subordination of economic ., =~ | 5

s

>

'
:
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‘provided fertile ground £Q¥ spurlous comparisons s

t

between New England and Wew France, and unfavonrable

descriptions of New France, its government add people.

Consider this excerpt from Parkman's Pioneers of France.

-

in the New World. C : SN

e

Root, stem and branch (New Prance)

. was the nursling of authority. Deadly
absolutism blighted her early and her
later growth. Friar and Jesuit, a o : -
Ventadour and a Richelieu, shaped her e
destinies. All that canflicted against. -, T
advancing liberty-~-the centralised
power of the Crown and the tiara, the
ultramontance in religion, the despotic e
in policy--found their fullest expressiocn
and most fatal exercise. Her records\ -

"shine with glorious deeds, the- selfs :
devotion .of heroes and martyrs; and the.
result of,all is disorder, imbecility
and ruin. -

LS

This kind of interpretation nas been intrfnsically linked
with the view that the Conquest had been of llttle con-
sequence, or even benef101al to, the Canadlans - Thwaltes,
a dlsc1p1e of Parkman and Engllsh language edltor of- the .;
~Jesult Relatlons wrote that -

. Te e the Canadian peasantry, and such of
‘" the regqulars as chose Canada for- thelr

-home, settled down under their new' " ' - . .7 )
political masters and in time became * T
happier and more prosperous under the '
new flagzthan they had even been under
"the old. . .. . :

'For Ouellet,‘the "traglc and destructlve nature +0f the

N

Conquest came not frOm the . event ltself, but proceeded

-

rather from the consc1ou5ness of several generatlons of '
. . . _ .o D . . v . . - . . - L. '
3 : . c ’ ' o . v t - -

. ) Coe - '
\ . , - . " s

thstorlans"l

In thls lnterpretatxon the responsiblllty for ‘the - . -

/ ,-‘ ’
A ., . l 3 \
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plight of this unfortunate people was laid parfly at’
their own doorstep. Ouellet has castlgated both

habitants and merchants The habltant was

rooted to the soil for the
s€curity it provided, but he disliked
the ‘routine of farm work. Without
discipline himself, he nevertheless had '
an innate- gropens1ty for authoritarian.
attltudes. (my underllne)

And did not: the.merchants, he asked rhetorieally, "prefer

" cheap prestige and lavish spending to more rational

economic pursuits? Did they not choose the exhilarating
bondage of geography over a creative efforﬂ"?s, But a

&

ﬁajor.part of the blame was reserved for the metropolis
and»its'despotic, reactionary and static social system,
as well asé?ts outstandlng success in transplantlng
1tself in the New World.

[L]a France a exporté dans sa colonie‘
1'ensemble de ses institutions afin d'y
aménager avec le temps une société
dépendante, erigée sur son propre modéle.

" I1' faut dire que le projet a: réuss1 au
déla de toute esperance.

-
L

It is important to emphasise that he wes'referring,4above L
all, to the exportation of a value system not to a system

of class relations. For in his account New France was not

only more archaic than the metropolis but, extraordinarily

énouéh, the Ancien Régime also’éurvived in Quebec for two
hundred years after the Conquest.

T L Anc1en Reglme soc1al, lquLde dans la' -
metropole par la révolution de 1789, s'est
non seéulement enraciné dans la‘vallee du ,
Saint-Laurent, y a acquis une ‘coloration , .
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spécxale, mais y a survécu dans 1a plupart
‘de ses eléments essentlels jusqu au milieu

4

Such a statement can be dlsmlssed as nonsense if the
elements essentiels" include the form of 'economic

exp101tat10n peculiar to feudal soc1ety " The feudal

system of land tenure ‘was legally abollshed in 1854 -

and long before that the polltlcal and economic changes
wrought by the Conquest had marglnallsed and profoundly
altered it. But, ofvcourse,.Ouellet was not wrltlng
nonsense.- He ‘was not talklng about land tenure and - '( ¢

class relatlons; he was referring to.a soc1ety 1n whlch

N

-in his opinion, people clung to pld ways of life, pre—

ferred authorlty'to freedom, poverty toifisk—taking; and-‘
rgnOrance to knowledge . For,him,~£eudaliSm is primarily

a set of values, not an .economic mode of productlon ,those
walues”are monarchlgues, absolutlstes, arlstocrathues: et

cléricales"” .8 a strlklng contrast with the progressxve,

-~
)

dynamic, enllghtened values that constltute capltallsm.;
Thls prov1ded the modern sequel to Parkman s comparlsonl
) between the monarchlcal despotlsm and stlff handed

authority of New_Ffance and the democratic and
‘enterprising spf%it‘oﬁ New England.9 S I o

”Parkman, Ouellet and thelr dlSClples can be taken to

task for c1rculat1ng thelr .own c0mm1tment to capltallst
1deology and progress, andltheir own disdain for-feudalism

and reactlon, in the gu1se of hlstorlographlcal lnterpre—

o tatlon.‘-But more than that, by hlnglng their 1nterpre7

tation of feudal socdiety on a set of 1oosely—defined

e



' contradiction animating feudal society~that is rooted

:—27—: o , 'l'\"

[

values, theykalao failed to appreciate the undérlying

[

in the sgruggle over surplus production. tVhat is;

-

therefore §} delivered in their-analysis is a' static and

conflict-fee social system.

' Aussi longtemps que 1'agrigulture ne .
fut\pas commercialisée, les paysans et :
leurs fils se pliérent sans peine i ces .
différents types de demandeiode la part
‘des' marchands et de 1'état. :

‘Yet although Ouellet'’s account confirmed Parkman's

'

,jﬁdgement of "an ignorant population trained'ﬁo subjéction

and dependehce";ll he has recently criticised -his

*

adversaries for depicting New France as an ‘harmonious

society. Armed with a formal salute to the .importance of
5 . .

.social class, he hasuihsisted that nationalist historians

paint New France as a community, rather than as a class-

dlvlded society in order to justify the prlmacy of mation

) over ClaSS in their analys15. But the soc1ete d'ordres" .

, D b o
that ‘he descrlbed Whlch allalt..,devenir...par un

- W12

processus normal...une société de classes is also

conflxct—freg. Why does he take on his opponents for

'

what he fails to demonstrate himself?

His .belated appreciation of class fofmation in New

Fl * » ¥
France appears more as ammunltlon agalnst the. natlonallsts;

”

than as a, serlous 1nterest 1n understandlng the underlylng

dynam;c of feudal soc1a1 relatlons. What he remalns

- -

commltted to. ;s his Parkman 1ﬁher1tance. The ecoromic

inferioritygoﬁ‘the French in Canada;‘both befofé,and'afteﬁ

= e o st foao v

e e tbegiremt
. .
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,tﬁeyéohqueet, reeulted'from'a‘menﬁalité nureured in_feudal
\eociety and,(inexélicabl?) never abandoned. ‘Even the
‘ merchant traders,«Qhose activity was ‘"de type capitaliste

'Il3.

greffée sur le marché metropolltaln were flawed in

© this way: "when we consider the'lav1sh expenditures of
Canadian 'businessmen aqd tﬁéi% aristocratic aspirations, we
can grasp the'chrenic weakness of this petty bourgeoisie."14
This was echoed by Hamelln _who speaks of the "megalomanle"
and the aveugle cupldlt'" éf the large merchant traders

3
who failed to appreciate that their own 1nterests were

' coincident with the prosperity of the coloriy.15 i R
But we must. ask why~merchant -traders in New France
behaved as they’did? What kinds of investment opportunltles
were open to them, and why did they make the ch01ces that
they didz Iedulgence in conspicuous consumpa}on and bllnd

S

cupidity will simply not suffice as‘hisﬁorical‘ekplanations,

although the moralist or theologian might find them convincing.

'Sucﬁ'exPlanations emerged from a failure to probe the |

" - ¢entral economic relationships in feudal society. Ouellet ~
. simply asserted that the fur trade is "de type capitaliste“™

-and then castigated its practioners for not behaving as
capitalists. This kind of trade, however, --as i shall
argue in Chapter 4-~-dealt only with, the 01rculatlon of

commodltlesh In no sérise dld it 1nfluence or penetrate the

v

‘pr@dess of'produbtlon itself.  Indeed, that kind of-

-

activity, which took advantage of national and regional

price differences to secure a profit, had been an aspect

N .- - » -

o .t

4

W16

.
+
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of feudal society for centuries. Ouellet's apparent RN

equation of capitalism and profit-making Ted to a failure- ’

to distinguish between the economic systems of France and

* England as they were ﬁnfolding in the éeventeéntb,céntury.

'Instead he asssrted that
. )

... in England as in France the )
mercantalist system was predominant. ' ‘
In their colonies, the two countries
followed similar objectives. BAbove all
it was essential that the colonies
contribute to the enrichment of the .
mother country and increase its .. ' S
political and military strength. ‘ o

This claim forcgd——or freed--him to find extra-economic
explanations for the differencés in the behaviour of English
and French merchants. Like his predecessors he résorted
enthusiastically to social and psychological intérpretations.
They identifiéd with'thé values\of.émerging capitalism, and
saw feudal New France.as-é,dark contrast. Eccles' commeﬁtr

on Parkman's work, that it was "marked by strong anti-

-~ i

. clerical prejudice and an inability to see in New France
much more thad the reverse oﬁ the vices and'virtues’of

New England in his own day,"!®

could, without great
*ihjusgice, be applied to Ouellet's interpretative frame-
, : A ;

work. For although his research has been very important
for the study of the history of Quebec, it calls out for

a-more comprehensive historiographiecal peréepcti?é. While

1

he has provided a harsh critique of the racism of Groulx

and the nationalists, with their allusions to special,

seemingiy innate,characteristics,lg»he, honethelésé,. ‘,
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threatens us with a similar scenario: that the French:'

were destined for economic inferiority in America

‘because the people lacked the necessary psychological

attributes to develop a dynamic capitalist class.

° His collapsing of progress and capitalism (which, as

we'shall see, he shares with Brunet and the secular natiOn-~

alists) rests on the assumption that no one in his right-

mind 'would resist either. But this begs a fundamenstal

. question: for whom, in faot, did capitaliét development

ﬁean progress?. For.the peasants, who everywhere put up a
’ . - : , ! '

_tenacious.struggle to retain their‘iand? for merchant

traders Whose 1nterests and pr1v11eges were bound up with
- ¥
the patronage of the monarch and the feudal state? for a

i

selgneurlal class which proflted from the surplus extracted

_from peasants? or for the Church that would never regain

its. former influence}~wealth and power after the collapse

 of feudal society? Furthermore, Ouellet's static society

of 6rders gives us no clue about from where the impetus

for capitaliet development will come.20 From the mind,

‘presumably. - - :

‘ment that the differences between New England and New \\

Despite thesé criticisms, the-Parkman-Ouellet argu-

France must be’attributed, in large part, to differences

in their metropolises, is, I think, correct. . Those

‘difiérences require a more comprehensive economic e

interpretation than that epggested by 'democratic

England' and "dutoécratic France'. But at least they
v - ’ 2 ) . .o .

R

R W D
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. - pointed in the right geographical‘diapction——acréss

/ﬁ the ocean--instead of into the North American wilder-
v N

ness, as have some of their critics. Furthermore, they
targeted some . important differences that some histérians
©. "~ have laboured to deny, underséandably repglled by the
| racist,‘anti;Cathqlic,‘and francopﬁbbic tone in which .
‘ﬁﬁey have been eiaborated. The rising Quebec nationalists
. of the 1950's éould hardly have countenanced Parkman's

conclusion that "a happier calamity never befell a people

than the Conquest of Canada by the British arms".2l

Y

, Some of their questions, then, divested of prejudice,

-

and reformulated, still require answers. Why did the

o ' LS
English colonies attract immigrants by the thousands

o

" while New France had to beg, lure and cajéle for the ’
~few thousand that trickled ‘over? Did thé seigneurial
system restrict and'réta;d‘the kind of expaﬁsion of
settlements that proliferated to the south? Why did

New England develop a thriving and diverse economy;

while New France remained close to its origins in
\ . fur trading and supsistence agriculture? Jean Lunn's

magisterial thefis on economic dévelopment in New
France confirmed its failure;. On the St. Maurice
Forgeé, often presented as an example of economic
diversity ¥n New France, she wrote that they were "a
miserable failure as a private enterprise and notia

brilliant suc¢cess as a government industry".?2 More

generally, she concluded that "in many respects France

Ea
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Ahad the colony whlch 1t deserved.~;Lackiﬂg mén and money,

it neither needed nor could afford New Fraﬂce 23 C

If that is so, how .can we explaln(the Lundlng ahd
N . 9
development of 'this colony? The answers in the Parkman—

. -
A , .

‘ o0 4 4

Ouellet tradition have. offered unsystematlc dLscu851ons e :

)

of mentalité, values and lifestyle that have ‘both: seduced
and enraged generations of‘schore;sﬁ‘ We caq_acknowledée
that they perceived'feal differences oetween New .England -

‘
.7

and New France while eschewing their explanations. New
,ihperpretations heed.to be- sought in the comparative. -~ .

economic histories of England and Ffance. ool
¢ e ) o N , ' ot

-
~ . L

ws
o

The' Promised Land

¥

.7

‘The 'Promised Land' thesis 'is not a serious con-,

’ wa,

temporary contender for the 'Best Interpretation of Ney'

France' award. This historiography was grounded in the
belief that the founding of New France was divinely
inspired, 24 calculated to give a second chance to a

N

Cathollc, God-fearing people who would have been faced ’

first with the corruption and then with the revoldtion,

't

3£ the 0l1d World. For nearly a century this perspective ) -

enjoyed virtual hegemony within Quebec, reaching its.
‘apogee with Lionel Groulx in the l940s.25 However, this '

o

kind of work--the legxtlmate scion of clerico- natlonallsts--

fell on.the same difficult and numbered da&s as did itSV

: proponents. The rise of secular nationalism in the 1950s

L34
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" But neither the political cbnsidéfatidns of its opponents,

4

forecast its imminent(:ig dizzying descent from grace~— -

at least. 1n the eyes of most hlstorlans. In an argumentf

i

that became the new othodoxy in the 1ntellectual and

y .
political mllleu Burnet c1ted "1 agrlculturlsme,

1'anti-étatisme et le meSSLanlsme”26 permeating the -. 7~ - |
* 5 : P

-
v,

work as .a, cause of Quebec underdevelopment. P

N

Il est urgent de nous en débarrasser
e;‘nous voulons élaborer une® politidue
éeconomique et sociale qui réponde aux - . .
besoins de l'heure et qui sdit véritable- -~ . | ‘

" ment au service de la collectivité. Le ' .o - - L

. Canada francais n'a.jamais manqué 4' : S
admes genereuses, capables de tous le .‘ . .
‘devouements et de toutes les a negat"ns. , R ;": -

été sufflsbnt 41 lui faut une
claire et réaliste, délivrée des

anciennes 1llusmon§ qui ont paralysé ‘son )
.action collectlve . . N o

4

wt

nor the haglography and tales of mlracles ‘of 1ts perpe—

trators should detract us from looklng agaln at thls

B -

interpretatlon, if only because so many belxeved.lt for

so'long. . ‘.

The clericé—ﬁationalists' interpretation of New -
France converged in its essentials with that of the
Parkman school: thé;colon? was hierarchical, monarchical

and church-dominated. _But their evaluation of these

o el . ‘

characteristics for the_queiity“of human life was sharply

R . -
- o N b

divergent. As they saw it, power in'New France was not

only diviﬁely iﬁspired‘but,aléb benighly'déployedn And

approprlately enepgh the proper execution of this power’

was matched by thoughtful obedlence from those whom it -

s e v




- 34 -

@
’

was int®nded to benefit. For Groulx, "1l'abbé historien",

1

_"c'est une société unanime ol le—pouvoir civil vit en

bonnes relations avec les clercs, ceux-ci s'occupant

S N . 20
. avec zéle d'une masse paysanne soumise 3 ses chefs."”
0 ~

v

If he and his many progenitors were correct New
France was an historical "anomaly. It was a society with
a feudal structure, including the seigneurial system and

the Catholic Church, yet -informed by egaﬂt’qxjia‘n‘,senti—

Y . L ~
ments and humanitarian, -cohsiderations. The colony was,

~as a result, a'harmonious society. 8Sociologists like

\
5

. Falardeau have given this perspective on the colon);

3

ethnographic life, noting the role of Church, parish and _
priest in this achievement.

Thanks to his role as spiritual
v minister, the curé is also the supreme

arbitrator of his homogeneous flock. He
is called the "pastor" and it is he who- ’
‘agtually presides over and controls

. their social life... Within a few decades

+ {(the Canadian parish) would approximate

© still more closely the ideal which the
Catholic clergy has set for the parish-
"everywhere, throughout the centuries:
a true communify of families, a large SRR
family itself. ’ Coe

' The lﬁerception of social harmony rested in part on the

belief that New France was a purified version of the

o

metropolis--a kind of *born again' colony. This
point-of-view also had wide currency outside the
clerico-nationalist circle.’® Munro put forward | "

"this case: '

The development of feudalism in its . -
_ later stages was ... more uniform and L
‘.consistent in New France than in 014, c.

LR TR
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its workings were less obscured by the -
clouds of privilege, and as a system it % - -
had much more symmetry.’ On the whole, .’ oo
Canadian feudalism had all the merits of '
the system which formed its background
at home, while. it lacked many. of the
odious incidents that had served to make
the latter a heavy burden upon the %
agricultural classes of France. :

Vle need to be, clear "about precisely _Vma_t_ is being
maintained in this per-spgc;tive. It is accepted that there
were groups with differential access to poiv'er an;ivresqt..lrces_’_‘
in New France. The Church's Acqntroi ‘over voné—quérfér' of .
the seigneurial land is not in dispute;. heither is the
'seignéu;"s right to (modest)"dues, the ICh'ur’ch's to"a‘tithe,
and the state's to iabpur, r'nilitafy and civil;' nor 1s f.he“
};ierarchy of administrative power reachih'g tc; the monarch

. iximéelf. ‘But the resulting social r.elationéhi.ps are,

. ‘surpris‘ingly enough, neither oppressive nor exploitative,
"I1 y a des classes dans la colonie de 1" abbé G_roﬁlx. Mais
'il n'y a pas de luttes de classe’s, parce que les classes

supérieyres sont 'rapprochées de celles d'en bas'."‘32

|

Underlying such a claim is the assumption--in the words of

L

Erik Olin Vright~-that, K "concepts ¢of domination and power do

1
not gecessarily imply ¢onflibt."33

Such a proposlitiorl cannot be supported from the * . v
! .
historical evidence on New France. Indeed, it is this
. [ -

.assumption of. social 1ua£rmony that poses the central problenm
. . | . . ;

. ) . { L

in this interpret.atlon,% not the value placed on the rural

" life nor the’periodic intrusion of the divine hand. As’

llntly in his pioneering article

Crowley 'has arqued rece
‘y"'I'hun‘de'r Gusts: 'Popula‘r Disturbances in Early French -
. . { . : .

. (&3 . -
.



. protest. Although "assemblies were unlawful,
\ . .

primarily to protest food shortages ahd commodity prices.’

ahd militia service.... did produce discontent ...”77 the

@elight'the'Protestants "the enemies of oWr race."

- 36 = . ‘ ‘ Coe

Canada,"?é "New- France Qas far from being a pastoral

pérédiee'inhabited only by prosperous farﬁeré'and‘freedom

i
;oving‘ooureur—deebois;"35 Despite the difficulty of
researching a neﬁtareaJG that’by ité'natqre has left

little documentation, he found evidence for manifestations

.of popular discontent, and collective and individual -

w37

.

.. on at least a dozen occasions, peéople
in New France took to the streets,.paraded to’
the walls of towns, or otherw1se assembleg8
for direct action in defiance of the 1aw,

8 <
-

3

Furthermore, "demands placed on the people, especially by

means of the three tributes of selgneurlal dues, corvées,

0 39‘:

tithe or payments of any kind to the Church were fraquently
the,object'of popular contention. "0
In the clerlco nationalist 1nterpretatlon, New Franée

" was confllct free not by accident but by de31gn The

\

Canadlan,hlstorlan, accordlng to Father Alexis de Barbezieux,

"will keep from insisting on the conflicts which arose in

+

- New Frange between various authorities" for such tales will

41

'-'Cohflicts between the peasantry and the privileged were

absent for a differentdreason. As Gagnon oObserved,

... dans ‘1'ensemble, le peuple est
absent de 1' hlstorrographle traditionelle
du Canada francais. A 1'exception,
peut-2tre, des.travaux de Sulte, le
peuple est une abstraction. Il est

D VPR
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vigoureux, -intrépide, sobre, continent,
fidéle & suivre la consigne des
diregeants. Il vit- heureux ézl'ombr'e"
d'une autorité paternaliste. .

N
-

Like the reactionary peasant of the Ouellet accopnt,” the
happy peasant cauéed. li‘&tle or' no .trou’b;e and "could be ' . .- "“
dealt with expeditiously in the historiography. = ...

The clerico—na‘t-iornalisté also bought the ‘Pa;kmah-‘-". LT
Ouellet equations of capitalism and pr‘ogre'ss and feudalism

and reaction; but, unlike _tﬁem, vGr‘oulx“ and Company opt fbr L
: : + . - 1 . ' .‘ ) ! e
the latter. It is through toiling'on the land to produce

what is needed for his f’amil}/ that man “t;i’,nd5~peacg with

his neighbours, himself, and God. Yet without buying _° .

their idealisation of peasant 1life, we ‘should realize
that they were on to something- about - the relationship

between people and land, '\w}-]ich’t;}ie buéilet school aﬁd T
_i{:s-commitment to proéress--(,that. is to.,t’h’e devel.opmen't

of a capitalist eéonomy)-—misséd. It” is’rl;uité -siml;lé.',“*‘ ‘
‘Peasant‘s eVerﬁhere ,clligg tena‘cilous‘ly to their l:a‘nd,

" the suyrest means to survival, and clearly not matched
in its pfpiflise of security by wage labour. o ) .-

’ -

Unlike th'e‘ Péfkman-Ougllet ‘interpretatl:ic'm, ‘th‘i_s was ’ '4 . .
a nationalist theéis.: (;onstituted around the trilogy .of
race, language :=_md\ fait;h is'th’e theme of the survival o‘f,
a people in.the face of ma‘my’éxternal dangers: anglici-
sation,' prdfestanfism’,f feminism énd,f in thié century, the .
gréatest threats, urbanisation and,’ir-xdustrialisatio'n.’

For its proponents the key to survival was not primarily"

p'olitical,. but moral and religious, and would be realised
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- through isolation from the EnglLSh mllleu, and through a

defense of Church and -’ famlly ’ Instead of the denlgratlon.
of the French’;alues and llfestyle characterlstlc of the.
Ouellet p051tlenhiwe are’offered thetr 1dealasationu\-lt
is a_particnlar aspect:of.this idealiéation—4the )
-

unwillingness or- ihability to pérceiVe'andianalyse'the

exploitative relationships bétwéen seignenr and peasant,

~

stateiahd'peasant; and church and peasant——that deeply

flaws this hlstorlography. - ) ' oo

- N . . ~ - ~

4.

s " . An Embryonic Bourgeois Soéiety

< ' . -

- The’ Brunet offen51ve agalnst the tenets of the Cathollc

natlonallsts was part of a general re- 1nterpretatlon of the

past that took on thHe racism'and francophobxa of the'Parkman

view, the-historiéal myths of Canadian'unity propagated

',a,°/pr1mar11y by Engllsh ‘historians and pollt1c1ans,“and the

R,

[

TN

whole hlstorlographlcal 1nterpretatlon of New France as an’
i

., agricultural and trading backwater administered by an

autocratic monarch. The Séguin—Ffégault—Brunet thesis

-

which drew part of its lineage from Garneau and Salone and
was later confirmed by Nish was a tour-de-force in both

historiographical and political terms. They developed a“
convincing interpretation of the society offNew.France.

that conflicted on every major point with the Parkman and

)

Groulx presentations.

For them, the agricultural fate of the people had been .

«

“ P
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’and despalr. - In Seguln‘s succinct statement "[c]“est

“normal" soc1ety, that ;s self—sufflc;ent, diversified/

.1— 3‘9 _ o M ( . . Ve ea , _/

- P -

a post Conquest phenomenon, ‘born out of- polltlcal realltles

. .
[y ' . v/ Al

apres 1760 et non avant qu'il est- bien plus*;uste de dlre T

du Canadlen: paysan a. abord "4%

Y

the populatlon of Quebec would be ruraL by 1823, the rural—‘

Whlle nLnety per cent of

urban Spllt at the end of the French Reglme had been three

44 - S

'-to one. - More fundamentally, although the colony had

begun as a tradlng outp0st w1th an agrlcultural support

- ~

‘system New' France had, been clearly evolv1ng towards ‘a’

\

‘dynamic and ultimatelylindependént?45» Far frdm‘being"a .

’contrast to’ the Amerlcan colOnles,_lts development had

'“with‘a wide range 'of investments and activities:

N N N
-

I N

been parallel, a process only aborted by its. mllltary IR
. '\' - . ’ ‘:v‘ . &

defeat in 1760.. ', o . x T ‘_3f_ -
Their analysls of the affluent ang- powerful men in . ¢

\ ~

’

New France revealed, an embryonlc but developlng bourge0151e P

'

"

“une .
équipe. imposante d'entrepreneurs capitalistes-qui avait

dté trés prospéres de 1745 & 1760." 46

In Brhnet's words,
. Ve . . Y
[d]le. 1632 & 1760, une société ’ T
canadienne, harmonleusement et solide- : ' ct
. ment orgaanee, avait pris forme dans 1la
., vallée ‘du ‘Saint- Laurent. Pendant la ' -, -
' ¢ période colonlale frangaise, la pensee -
’ canadienne fut celle de. toute société . . - o
normale de. l'épogue en Amerlque du Nord. '
La ‘Nouvelle-France et ses habltants -
parthlpalent 1ntegralement a la vie .
y polithue et economlque du continent- CL.
\ américain. Explorateurs, geographes, - .o
" marins, miilitaires, ingénieurs, commer- ‘ -
. 'cants,'dlplomates, admlnlstrateurs, les I .

s, Canadiens joualent un . role de premler- e T

1, . -

oL



BRI  de sa 1;berte collective. ' - , s

o { . sbciété canadienne deé’ la* premiere m01tle . S

' ‘strated that the .people of new France had "exploré.un’ ~.
N N Vo Pl Lo . R i

- [ 1 v f f

o plan.’ 'Ils tenaient téte aux 'Espagnols S
- ret -auix Anglals. En plu51eurs domaines, N L.
v - ilss étaient méme a4 1'avant-— garde.d. La. ‘ .

v . 4

.. . du XVIlIe'siécle était dynamlque et - S

EIE ,progresslste. C'etait une société du-’

. - ' Nouveau-Monde qui jou15saA5 plelnement ' -

! . .
. . . N H
IS v . P s Y . N

!‘Iydeed as'Frégaqlt’pOinted Out,\éa}dne had already demon-

~ . . . N P + N 3

et ¢ ’
[N R A . \ - ‘

{ monde, pratiqgé\surtpui le commerce, exploité des mines,” ~.- '

-lancé des entreprises; construit des navires et biti des -
S -4 o A Lo s ST
. Nlllesu" 8 These act1v1t1es have been deSCrxbed in Lunn‘s',
l,, ~ a .
. SLé Whlch includes\detalled chapters on agrlculture,.tﬂe
5 . . N \ ‘\‘ - -
_ for trade,‘shlpbulldlng, the St. Maurlce Fbrges and many .
',other occupatlons 1nclud1ng craftsworkers of all klnds. o
Nor were her own ﬁessimistic conclﬁsionS‘aboqt‘their oL
. . - ' R 4‘. ) - ‘ 4[.: \":
"« suc¢cess shared by Brunet and the others. . . .~ . .. ' - ¢
« + + Nish's research confirmed this revisionist, perspective °
--"on'New France. - . o - . oL
. - ., %Il était possible de conclure & + .- 7 .| .
R partlr de' la preuve fournie par les ... = .
e .statlsthues et la. comparaison des' : '
AR 'statlsthues, que la Nouvelle- France o
. .,.. restait a1 intérieur des’ schemesizr*. o
s s normaux du. develogpement colonlal Si- .
’ Y‘g,\ ,-on limite la comparalson ala Nouvelle- I
T " York et & la Pennsylvanle, on péut o !
' «W\g caffirmer,’ sans crainte de’ se- tromper, - - ’
vy ‘que le, ‘commerce de la colonie francgaise- j\' -
v - était--aussi .impertant que celui .dg ces. - Co '
s , dehx colonies anglo amerlcalnes. L, e T
e .’- »' ., ToL-n | 5 . - . cx .
i ‘ ~ , .
. Nish went-on\to argue‘that T T a '
Lo si1'un des cnlterés de 1'existende T
a « - d'une classe bour9601se suppose une - - s T
,,\; marge sufflsante,de pnoflts, et 1 ‘autre ., 3,".,j ZI:
S ,I'existence d un groupe. érigagé dans-~, © . . S e
. . l-ehtreprlse, “le groupe. ‘des commergants o o
. . de la Nouvg&le-France était donc, B e
- bourge01s ! LR e S
y\" [ -t o0 ~ o , D v, s,
- . . - “1" = "-l . “ .
s v L N ' ‘ L ‘d “ ‘r . ! h * re 4
R . R iy - o Lol X :
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A ! . » ' - t 1 N N h - \( o, ‘:“ ‘-‘
- ~ R VR KA 2



-

(Y

Lo
I

- Hav1ng countered the Parkman view that the colony

lacked the enterprlsing and dlverse economic activity of

-
'

the Amerlcan colonle : they moved on to confront the
t

comparlson betweéh democratlc New England and autocratic

’

New France. The absence of democratlc-lnstltutlons in the

Ny

latter could have been a thorny one for those argulng the.

v

the51s of parallel colonial development However, they
focused-upon the function of democratlc 1nstitutiohs
rather.than just upon the particular forms extant in the " -

American colonies. They concluded that other structures

*

had developed in New France whlch permltted the consultae"

tlon'and part1c1patxon of the populatlon on relevant issues.

" While Frégault allowed that,only the .merchants forned an

‘ was enacted

(I

-'Aadmlnlstratlon,of the colony.

"organised" class during the French Régime, he observed
that theirfrepresentatives'spoke to the authorities "in. ..

'the name of the whole comx'nunity.".51

Eccles has confirmed».~

some of these clalms ‘in hls dlscu351ons of the publlc

assemblles that were convened "to discover the v1ews Qf

-
\ ] ~

the people on speclfic'\gsues before 1mportant leglslatlon L

But he p01nted out that "these meetlngs

resembled allatter—day university faculty meeting chajred. -

N

by 3 etrong—mlnded dean more than they did a New.England '

<

52 Furthermore, they were '/ 1mposed from v

~-

town meetlng

above, as_ a means to ald the royal ofF1c1als in. thelr- S

“53A Even soy he concluded‘ t"

t O - . L

.that"the‘ﬁadequate consultation between governdrs and‘f

~ -,

governed explalns the fallure of the Canadlans to .'“,'

PPN (S . . . . B . < ‘-

-
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. over those who enacted legislation,”

- 1nnate1y submlss:we nature.

- “—'42~-'

w '

BN

4 not their

Fi-nal 1_y, while Frécjault

,' manif,es't the _Anglo—Sa_icon’l proclivity to exercise cqntroi

et. al. agreed that the land tenure system wasg formally :

feudal, :

B

The selgneurlal system Lo

hlstorlography of New France,

’

ere y a pas été etabll pour
permettre 3 une classe- privilégiée de

v1vre du travall d'une classe inférieure,

"1t was only as legal forms whlch for some

centurles had been practlcally void of substance."”

mais en vue-de doter le pays de l'organi=-

‘satlon ecggomlque ‘et soc1a1e qu1 lui
comzlent. ‘

55

' Not only dld this t‘nes:.s provide an alternatlve

it also 1a1d -the ‘hlstorlcal‘

ba51s fqr the clalms to an 1ndependent nat;Lon -state of

A

tQuebe C .

,

'As a 3001ety New France would have contlnued to

parallel the hlstory of the Amarlcan colonies, freelng

1tself from its metropollsS7

; country in .Amerlca.

’ a- liberat'ion,

not\as ‘a blessing, but as a, tragedy

But ‘the Conquest had J.ntervened

and becomlng an. autonomous

not

Br unet

restated 'hls positl.on recently ‘in-a rebuttal to Ouellet.

T

.

1 est ev1dent ‘que 1° auteur n'a pas

" encore'compris le rdlé essentiel-'de’

'toute métropole-—nourrlcz.ere dans “un
'emplre familial. Les relatlons des -
Francais- Canadiens avec. leyr mére - '
. patrie, Ta France, de 1608-1763-sont

" semblables a celles des. British

Américans avec la Grande—Bretagne. Les "
coloniaux, membres d' un empire fam111a1
ont besoin de leur metropole pour se '
développer normalement comme co.llect—_
ivité autanome. ; ., '[Les] Canadiens . .
fraricais, privés de leur metropole— ’
\nodrrlc1er‘e..i et d’ une bourgeo:st

»
T

as



o,

"autochtone - e

nh

furent aband'onnés - leurs - .
seules ressources, qu:L ‘étaient deverms o o
- des 1mm19rants dans leur- ancienne patrle. .

’

The Conquest had produced a premature rupture from the

political and economic support of its metropolis, and .

gﬁrovoked" the decapitation of the.sdciety, with its }ngét

successful,

to France:.

aggressive and énterprising members: returning

For not surprisingly,” these people, those.with

royal pen51ons, access to publlc offlce, business rela-

protectlon',

‘contacts with the government and 50 on

~t10ns w1th the capitalists of the metropolls, OfflClal

w59 had

realised that they could hot\expect‘the patronage,

economic or political, from the new regime which would

~have its own fauoui"ites to support. Indeed, those who

did remain in New France gradually found themselves cit

off -from the range of activities once open to them and

withdrew to the c¢ountryside and their agricultural

'vocation'.

'

interpretations' on their head.

This perspective turned previous historiographical-

New France was not a rigid

hierarchical society lacking economic dynamism and

di\}ersify,

normal bourge01s soc1ety developlng, as were the American

co'lonies ,

.and crushed under the welght of an autocratlc

'monarch and a medieval land tenure system. It was a

t‘owards national independence.

It is not dlfflcult to understand, at least retro-

spectlvely, why t'he secular natlonallsts produced this

»

!

“particular thesis on New France.

¥

wn'_h the Parkman schocjl

_ they shared a belief in the convergence of c‘apit’alism énd '
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progress, rore espec1ally a bellef in the alliance between
progress and "la bourge0151e capltallste qui a fait 1e monde

'atlanthue. 00 For them the contemporary economic under—

development of Quebec and the lack of ,political autonomy

‘

were a package deal. Both,resulted from the British take-
over because the consequent decapitation of the bourgeoisie

had derailed the opportunities for capitalist development

and political indepenﬁence. This analysis underscored

.the importance of the political demand ‘in Quebec for

‘rattrapage with the rest of North America and explained
- h&—/ N
why and how the Conquest was responsible for having

produced the unequal development. This interpretation .

hoped to make a contribution to a newly awakened mational

consciousness through which..the present population of

., Quebec could move towards a second, and more successful,

‘rendez-vous with history.

*But, I will argue, the historical legitimation for
) R

‘Quebec independence cannot rest on these shakey histori-

ograbhical grounds for the evidence will not sustain
its major assumptions. New France was not developing
\along‘parallel lines with the Engiisﬁ colonies’ for,

contrary to Frégault's opinion, society in France and

."England was not assuming "at approximately the same ‘time

a definitely capitalistic character."Gl Furthermore; the

evidence for a developing indigenous bourgeoisie res'ts

[

much more comfortably, in fact, in guite a different

interpretation. To make this case we can start with the

.

B b rir 4o
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most striking difference between New England and New
France, namely the differences in population. 1In La

Colonisation de la Nouvelle-France (1905), which Frégault

described in the 1960s as "toujours.la meilleure synthése .

de 1l'histoire du Canada sous le régime franqais,"62 ,

'

~

Salone emphasised this issue. .7

Soixante~dix mille Frangais au Canadal
Aprés cent-cinquante ans de domination .
effective, c'est, pour la nation qui fut
au dix-septiéme et au dix-huitiéme
siécle souvent la plus puissante et 1
toujours la plus civilisée et la plus i
nombreuse de 1l'Europe, [twenty-three -
million French to six and one half
million English] un résultat dérisoire.

Et dans le méme espace de temps, de
1'Acadie a la Floride, les Anglais
établissegg plus d'un million
d'hommes. T

Why the French migration was so low has been explained in

many ways: the cold winters, the iced-in St. Lawrence, the

¢

pegligent'French court, the banning of the Huguenots, the
Jguerillé warfare of the Iroquis, the disinterested and even
greedy- merchant-traders, and the attgactions of the fur trade
over sedentary pursuits.. None of these eXplana£ions appe;rs
impiausible.

éut the real question is surely a diféerent one: was
the French figure ridiculdusly low, as Salone and most
' others would have it, or rather, were the English figures

" amazingly high? This is not merely a semantic issue: in

<

the seventeenth century England was the exceptional country
.in Europe with’ﬁts massive emigration: between 1620 and

1642 80,000 Englishmen left their ¢ountry. That was a

R O R .
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64

. staggering two perfdent,pf the whole population. That

the Erance of Louis XIV was not an "exportatrice d'hoﬁhes,"cs

as Dechéne put it, is only a matter of note because of

'

with England. What then was happening in -

v

the cbmpafisons
England that caused all those people ,to leave home?

It had‘to be something impértant, and it was. It was

the transformation from feudalism to capitalism, often

described “as the most dramatic economic, social and

=

g " . . . . . 66
political transformation in the history of. human society.

-

Changing almost everything, the pfocesses also unleashed

the. preconditions for-massive emigration and. full-scale

colonisation: surplus people and surplus capital. For the

capitalisation of the Ehglisﬁ countryside from.the last .

-

@uarter of the sixteenth century produced both, separating.
* L]

peasants from their land through the enclosure movement and

through the gradual erosion of feudal tenure. Their former

e .

. land was consolidated and the new methods of agricﬁlture,
together withlan expanding population of dispossessed
pea;anté; ﬁgw wage-labourers, enabled its new owners tq
lrise abqvg subsistence agd bggin to accdmula;e-capital.
During this transition, and in particﬁl;r in the'pa}ﬁ

“,century after 1590, “close to a majority of théfpoé;Iaéioﬁl
found themselves perilously near the level of bare

w67

subsistence. It was in this context that the idea of

sending the country's surplus population overseas gained
currency. Men of capital began to find it luctative to

exéoqﬁ emigrants across the Atlantic, and once established

<.

e b ek e SO
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for the grow1ng array.of Brltlsh manufactured goods.68

_, ~been, often--or it can be judged,——and such judgements

that there wé, no " grlcultural ‘revolution or 1ndeed any

-ductivity or manufacturing for mass markets could hardly .

system-provided mosgnpeople with land. That such

. ' - 47 - ) ) ‘ . )
[ - ', . Ae ° * ) . N

0. ‘ . .-

in America, the settlers became the‘most prcmising markets:
@R .
In most accounts of the hlstorrography of New France
there has been an assumptlon that France was also engaged )

in this process. But was thlsﬂbrue? If 1t was, why dld C .

. France not have the.surplusupqpulatlon‘ang surplus capital

“for export®? Talon, for .example, -siw the possibilities of

cdolonisation in New France and’ wished to’ see. them realised.

b -

But he was forced to accept, deepite his disappointment

that "il n'y a pas dans l'ancienne France assez de |
supernumeraires etnde'sujeté inutfﬁes‘pour peupler la. .
69 o $

;nouvelie."o Such a reallty can be lamented--and it has

permeate theullterature--or 1t can simply be explalned.

And When we dlrect our attentlon to France we dlscover

. real lmproveﬁent in. French productldq\durlng the elghteenth

wl0

century Unllke Engllsh peasants the French had

managed to hang onto thelr land and retaln thelr sub81stence

E3 ~

11v1ng.71 That is a story ln Itself, but’ 1ts 1mport for

- ' 4 .
the colonisatlon of New France ls,clear. As - long as the B

majorityiof thefpopulation still eked its’ living from the

land, the conditions for investment in agriculitural' pro-  J

be seductive. Nor could potential mass consumer markets

develop in New France where the re-created seigneurial

¢ - X 4
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. deplored. But fhpse who did not make these kinds of

~r . .""_48-'.
! ‘ ‘ ‘

finvestment in agriculture and commodity production was ..

not forthcoming has often been'disc$l;ed, regretted and

(S
investments have seldom been acknowledged. as rational -

- 0o

economic .actors with.better places to put their mgoney.' '
. This argument will-be drawn out in the next three
chapters. LBdt, to put it succinétly, France was ﬁﬁ% in

- : R M '.M‘/h <
the, midst of the transition from feudalism to capitalism '

fduring the period that it was"coloﬂisiﬁg New France: two

new classes—-the wage labourers and the bourgeoisie~-were

not developing apace as they were in England. That being

80, what is to be done about Brunet's "équipe‘gmposante

72

d'entrepreneurs capitalistes"? Now that doubt has set

.

. ‘ & T . - ‘
in, we can see that there is something unusuyal about. them,

_and their range of inperests—-ffom royal pensions to office

holding. Except for one activity--"business relations with

the capitalists of the metropolis"--all these interests

/;;/;////”' link' this group with the patronage of the state: a state

+

which, in a feudal society, we will assume for the moment ,

<G v

primarily represehted the intereqﬁs'bf the nobility. This

serves to raise the .question: who were the capitalists

of the metropolis?

In the Brunet-Nish thesis, it is .clear that caSitalisf“

actjivity and profit-making are synénymousl Bit merging

these two deprives us of important historical and theoret-

ical distinctions. Profit-making 1is an old and venerable

; &

activity. Certainly it' was given its most potent

o b Do bbb
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shot-in-the-arm with the fisé of éabita%ism; but just as = -

surely capitalismfaia not 'invent' it. To be more specific: "

the merchant—traders(of‘France and England made theig,

profits primariLy'thfougH"taking_adbantage of price

differences, between areas where goods were plentiﬁﬁl and x
cheap and places where they were scarce and déari‘ Usually
that involved acquiring, transporting and selling luxuries

~-like furs--to the privileged. But with the'transforma-

© . N

tion of the underlying agrarian relations in England new

- and far greater opportunities for profit-making were

~ quickly developing. The spiralling growth of a class of

dispossessed peasants--cum wage .labourers--was producing
A , * »

new opportunities for their more fortunate neighbours to ’ .

‘accumulate éapital. Fof the availability of wage 1abour,t

and the potential markets of those now obliged to purchase

‘life's necessities, made it pdssible and profitable for

these new men of‘caéitél——and for all those with capital--
to begiﬁ'to bring the’pfoductive proéess,itself under
control.

This aevelopment was -long, drgwn—dut a?é multi-

faceted. ' But it greatly expanded and alteq@d the' nature

|

of investment and profit, on the one hand, (while it . .

~»

—

reduced some of the old risks.involvéd in trade based
solely on circulation of go§ds,v6n the other. .The English
fur-trade profited érom the production of .heaper and
more attfactive‘commodi£@es for trade with the Indiéns,73

and from the superior English navy and mili ary power,

Iy

£
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not roadworthy, the designation ‘capitalist' that Brunet

gave to the wealthy and influential men he found ir' New
) . . ' B

- 50 - ) .

1

ﬁow'gnabashedlyvdeveloped for, and placed at the service
' \

"of, "the country's commercial interests.74 But at the same

time, the fur trade became subordinated to a much wider °

.network of activities centred upon the control of production

1

itself: investments in colonisation, in the creation of

\
N N

new internal and external markets, and in the prcduction

of commodities for those markets.75

0 -
The French merchant-traders, in contrast,.cpntinued
to operate in a substantially familiar milieu. Their

fortunes were still made--and lost--primarily through the-

circula%ion of goods destined for the reasonably finite

.. markets of the privileged. Without the expanding markets

of the developing English society, profiis in trade had

;limits,:and it. was accompanied, as always, by great risks.

[y

The world's greatest navy did not protect its cargo.

Money made in trade was, therefore, seldom left in trade;

nor would it %ave made much ,economic sense to channel
capital in any significant way into agriculture or
manufacturing. Rdther it continued to be invested with

two major goals in mind; security of ipvestmeht and

"social mobility: -In Ancien Régime France that meant
'office, rentes, land and noble ti;le.‘ A successful and

‘prescient trader put his son or grandson on the road to

the lower nobility.

All this points in one direction. Like cars that are ' 5

/




- 51 -

s

- . . . v

- France neede to be recalled. Just how these men made

4, @

their fortunee, the routes they, £ook to, soc1a1 moblllty,

and their relatlonshlp to the state, the nobllltyuand the

peasantry will be drawn ocut in Chapter Four.\ Clearly

7

‘‘‘‘‘‘

they were a prlvlleged-group. and undoubtedly they decxdea

to. return to FranCe after the Conquest for sen51ble
economic and social reasons. In fact, most ‘of them had
always been equally comfortable 'on both sldee,pf,the T

Atlantic and owed their success, in part,ftq a'diserimiH '

nating sense of when it-was better to be\wheie., Stlll

the Conquest did put an'ehdltd this traffié, and,,there-{

fore, 'did provoke a decapiﬁatioh._ Ve need to look more.l
- ¢ . - —

closeiy.at its nature, however, for those who left wereL ’
not a_gtoup of capitalist~entrepreneurs.

‘The political relevanee.of'this4histotiograph£ealr,:
ihterpretation‘rested not only upon the rejectioa 9f~the
racism and quietism ef the first‘twe perspect§ves. It was

\

also grounded in the 1deologlcal bellef that 'normal

t

development was capitalist development. To be a normal
colony New France had to be/ the northern twin of the ' .-
Enélish colonies to the south. A comparative histof%cai

analysis of England and France makes it clear that they:

‘simply could not have produced look alikes. But'ﬁe are-

not, therefore, bllged to declare one of the’ coLonles

peculiar.. Instead their differences prdvide‘an.

opportunity to compare the colonjisation-ac¢tivities of a
feudal society with those of a capitalist. . Furthermore,
. oL .
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the.1ink.between:capitalism and’progreés:that underpinek

*this 1nterpretatlon, needs to be uncoupled through posing

.

spe01flc blstorlcal questlons that clarlfy just for whom,

and under what c1rcumstances, capltallsm brlngs progress

e - ) B A New Society

" A eounterpoint'to the three previous persepcti;es~has
been developed by those who have taken serlously the' )
partlcular realities of life in the New World. For Ouellet
France had slmply cloned 1teelf 1n ‘America. The cleric07
natlonallsts p01nted to God and the Church as the prlme
movers of colonlal develogment.Wh;Ie Brunet and the others

insisted upon the importance of the "métropole-nourriciére”

for the normal development of the colony. But the emphasis

here is upon the founding of a new society. The under-

»

T . . ‘ +

lying assumption of this position is that New France was

a society whose development turned.primarily udpon indigenous
conditions. The constraints of geography, the rigor of .the

climate, the centrality of .the fur trade, the availability

\

Y

"of 'land, the contact with the Amerindians, the distance

from France, and the absence of continuous large-scale

immigration from the mefropolis to sustain 0ld World
patterns, had created the condltlons for a new soc1ety

and a dlstlnct people Whlle the French state had

'prov1ded a-‘necessary starter-klt partlcularly durlng -

[ECCERY NODI
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ﬂ colony s hlstory,'lt had not created a Royal Prov1nce

' was transformed in the col

'sedentary folk as well,

(A

-

/Colbert's impressive decade, as ‘well as resources—-

W
\

v

military, economic, and administrative——throughout .the .

N

~like the others in the New World. Qu1te fundamentally

’ Y’

the Monarch had been unable,«and perhaps even lacked' o
the w1ll to lay the groundwork for the development of

polltlcal absolutlsm and the 1nst1tutmons of feudal

~

spc1ety, 1nclud1ng the selgneurlal system, 1n Amerlca.5

i

‘The three main concluSLOns of this perspective have - -
.been ‘that the fur trade pnot only poséd ‘an alternative to

liée on the land ‘but, in fact, transformed the life of the

76 ghat the selgneurlal system o

ny into-a system of: v1rtually

1ndependent land ownershlpv7 and that a. ‘new soc1al type B

——the habitant--had evolved in, New France.78 Central to'

this 1nterpretat10n has been the pr1v1leged place acceded

to the fur trade. Whlle its effects on the development of‘

i’
~

the' colony were. certalnly acknowledged within-the flrst N

two perspectlves, it was percelved prlmarily as a~drain

"on the colony's more legltlmate asplratlons. Dxamond.

" went so far as to'claim that "deviance fi.e: fur trade:'

< activity] bécame the ‘only means of survival.

des man01rs

L]

n79 For‘ B

[N

Groulx the eoureurs—de—bois were un gasplllage de la.

plus virile jeunesse, de celles des champs et de celles o
nBO

-

Fregault was not morallstic on- thlS

score._ The prosperlty of. the colony depended upon fUDS, .f-

Wlth both the governlnglclass and the peasants beneflttlng

i v
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from thelr part1c1patlon.ql j e ‘¢~r D U e

E ‘:%1' But the new soc1ety perspect;ve went further ’ Tnej'A.;c{"j"Y}
‘v;>w\fur trade~opened the door to a)ulable and excatlng ' f‘lﬂ S %N-:_.%'
! ‘Valternatlve to/a routhe erlstence on the 1and It' :'J :"“4-' ';
icarrled wlth at the potentlal for an entlrely new- way L ::Jf' .';f gﬂ
‘:f‘ of l;fe modelled upon,‘and even shared w1th the L 'T-._ﬂ»"‘f-'_%
g Amérlndians. Not - only d1d thls p0551b111ty effect those :'f:"’;‘ l:?.
who actually‘chose such a llfestyle but, also; the'very N ’ R
L.’presence of such an optlon produced an entlre.populatlon x f:" ; ‘:«3:
',' wrth llttle fear of its betters,\who could be’ persuaded 5’f .-'
N gut‘not«forced into co,operatlon. Even many of those who ,"_:zx.bal‘
stayed ab hoﬁe uere 1nvolved in- those aspects of‘the trade\}*“~‘ u;:}:
\that had to be managed from- w1th1n the colony 1nclmd1né "ff'f_ . -,%-
the large sCale smuggllng activ1t;es. The estxmates of { : f’“m;ﬁ“
}" t%e!proportlon of furs garnered by Canadlans tnat was“ ;. Sf_'..rslia.
\ :, ) smuggled ﬂo Alpany reacn as hlgh as half.82 However,iﬁso‘i~,3 \;:E'$‘
L . ‘ . , N T Cdh

vunanlmously was the law opposed by publlc oplnlon“ Lunm . e

- -argued,‘nthat an’ attempt to enforce it.by. offerlng ‘ "‘Jn~a‘ K

- . s . A [P M ! .
L . - Ay . - U ! . .' " -
i creaslngly attractlve rewards to lnfqrmers was any o0 o oern o
- ,83 ' R B :\' /
almost total fallure. She was however, phlegmatlc A
: “ 4 Y : - - ‘t-'/ i '
- ~about ‘the lllegallty of smuggllng o B P AT
r')'\ \ v i - ' VA T TN\'}.( 1_":\ b . oo T
Y S [I}t is ‘true that smuggllng always S e e
ot M‘:;encourages<contempt For ‘law, but the " . . -~ - Tt 00
" social consequences of. the’ contraband o RS P U R
- T - o o ‘ A . v o N . -
-7 .. “trade were- probably negllglble in a s T e TN R
'colony pérmeated w1th the, la essness B R P T
’A - ‘of all frontler communitiesi . R ;’»,~3 S e e
- 4 e s .. ‘ T S R SN
Yet we clearly cannot attrlbute the popular support for O AT
. A_ \. \ . A,‘ - i o=
i‘r‘ ¥
smugglmng to a frontlerlmentallty. Lunn herself noted —h,?;~;7f:
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o -'“‘ }/fl that‘salt smuggllng was so petva51ve and SOClally ‘.";f Y f‘
P "‘ acceptable in France that some of ‘the offenders were
.i f"l a--‘f:' shlpped off ‘to Canada as reasonable prospects for E .
- 41_' _'-J \rehabllltatlon' - ‘i ,.:‘ _f | - _ .
R ';':‘;{x . fhe lnvolveﬁent in the'traoe aréi imélicated the: -
. oot , N . A K 3 . ' b .
: ,'r:w ”\'f_ colony in the intérnécine Indlan wars, and exacefbated o
o YR, - ST
:;‘: o them.sé 'As a result the people became as proflclent B ~f
"‘;;;, 'i“‘ ' mllltarlly, espec1ally 1h‘the art of guerllla warfare, as ?ﬁ o
! ,_i"t o ' they'were'on the land But thelr Sklll ln thls area was : ’
v ,{“f; ;;H' %attly‘undone by thelnflndependent spltlt \according-toﬂ‘ s
oo Lo ‘ . Ly v 3 o
«:‘ﬂ": ,\"\' ’i.Eccles. o v ;':H't‘“" ' ",\ Lo }‘ ' '

L 1.,':"' o Unfortunately, thelr v1rtues as 1nregular SRR
N 1\. . guerilla. flghtexs were Offset. ‘by their lack

SR S o 4 dlsclpllne, thelr dlsllke for. orders,86 -
’ o T thelr 1nslstance on pleaSLng themselves. . N
, . o, We are a 1ohg way from Parkman“s snbserv1eht populatlon or’
‘A . .y M N 3 - \ . A ', -~
V. *df;w i Groulx people w1th a hcly miSSlon. But the behaviour and
R ’ i N . " N .
background of the French soldlers on the: contlnent was
’ ~;.‘ . elmllar, Between lGlO,and‘l630 the strengthvof the army had
.y s a0 z ,VI ’
o v’7| ‘ grown,from 20 OOO to 150 OOO Aand “from the‘last decades of
N » e - < r‘, “ N > N 4 Ry -
.~ \ .l 4
VI the seventeenth century to the end of the Anc1en Reglme, the
I A ’x\\"/ . o \ ‘.",\ . . .
N h(» " state had at least a\guarter of a mlllgon soldlers on 1ts
:3",\} T books——and sometlmes double that qumber in time of war."g7"
\"f ﬁ;:,m S The armyxlncluded foselgn mercenartes and peasants,i? the
_’ _' I:"‘”\‘\ M vy \ ' ' ,
N desertlon rateuwas hlgh the condrtlons abySmal and "by far o
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?1\\therefore, made a llv1ng through clrculatlng rather than

<L

: nature of_ the fur trade, and 1ts effects, overIOOks the

large networks of trade 1n 1uxury goods that crlsscrossed
France‘and reached Ouﬁgto all known- parts of the world

Ikt drew thousands of people rnto its web——people who,

- -

.) . 1 “ =
ry -

producrng goods and commodltles It is in thls context

pecullarity cannot. 51mply be assumed - '/

» +
4

v

changed soc1ety haswbeen pushed furthest 1nia partlcular

)

'

dnd 1nfluent1al ver51on of the néw soclety 'nterpretatlon,

'the staple tbe51s ) Innls developed the p051t10n that
Canada s polltlcal economy had been structured and shaped

\
by the partlcular ex1genc1es of succe551ve staple products.

)

. nSdc1ety:1n New' France, therefore, developed as it dld a

~“because‘of the'imperatxves of the fur~trade.A In hlS‘

| - ’

N

that the fur trade must be understood.‘ the extent of its

The argument that thls klnd of trade shaped and L

90

desctlptlon of the colony s 1nst1tutlonal structure Innls .

3

sounded like Parkman and Ouellet ’ ':u .
e ' Trade,_agrlcultural deve10pment as
T in the selgniorlal tenure, and éven o
. " religious aCthltleSp as. shown ih- the’ _

<‘exclusionr of the Huguenots and later . =~

I3

;'”Q_/' control-of the.Jesuits, reflected the

oL influence of centralrsed COntrol

Ry . - 1

But for hlm, the development of thls centralised‘control

in the colony, though consonant w1th the predllectlons of

-

a paternallstlc France, was rlmarllx rooted in the

‘;
“
-~ '

condltlons and demands of the fur trade.

. -

To offset the effects of. competltlon -

A from the Engllsh .colonies in the soath. - - -

e .and the: Hudson 's Bay Company 1n the Co L”‘:f’f txﬁ"

v s L.

-
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| o

._,5-,7_. . ' K ' . ‘:.
porﬁh,ua.military'poiicy involving - -
Indian alliances, expenditure on : B o .
strategic posts, expénsive campaligns and .
) constant direct and indirect drains on’ e
: ' . the economic life of New France and old L -
‘ France was essential. As a result of o
_these developments cdntrol of political
activities in Mew Frdnce wds centralised
, __ . and the paternalism of old Frggce was )
e . strengthened by -the furtrade.- . . :

‘However; while the central control was maintained in the
%kﬂony's'extérnal trading relations, it‘was”fragturéd and .

. destroyed- in its internal trading activities. For withoﬁt N lgﬂ
-a more- flexible and deﬁentralised_approach in the faf—flung

-

. trading posts, the trade could not ‘have con@inugd and -

prospered. In both cases ‘the dgmands of the trade shaped, -
the nature -of the colcony.:
\ -+« " '0n the trade was based the life of N
- the colony. 'The intense activity of. ~ . L ) ‘
+-' - v the missionaries among the Indians, o R C
the violent disputes over the brandy
question, the marked interest of the
_governmental authorities, the bregk-up < o
, of paternalism in the internal trade and: , . - TN
_ . . its continuation in the external trade, )
- . . the noterious lack of control over the,
: traders and the colony's lack of develop- ‘ L ~ v
~ment were essential charactég%stics\of a - T o
community dependent on furs. -

,Innis‘saQ the colony from the vantage point of .the’
+ fur trade, aﬁd he"did*so in an original and intergsiing
way. But it is not an‘exaggeratiop'to conélu@e that'His‘
T*," . riesulting apély;isélat least that part pertaining'to \ ' '%

i - : A oo . :
New France--was, indeed, in McNally's words, "commodity

- fetishism writ large..(with)... [t]he role of social ' "~

relat;dns of pfoduction in shaping' and reproducing
society o systemaficélly ignored,?gé-AWe must recall

'tHa;‘this trade in luxury goods was’ grounded in partiéular"

i




' the fur trade relative to the kingdom's total trade,

" productive process, Eccles' bluntness should probably bé

distinctive society along the shores of the St. Lawrence.

transformation of the seigneurial system was even more

e . _ | -.58-" ‘ o
relations between social giqsses{_ Without thelwéaith’df -
the privileged that wagiaﬁassed Eh;éggh éxprpp;iating_VA‘f
pgaséﬁt prqdﬁctién,'tﬁgré wéuld have been‘no’;faﬁé'and'ho
profits. The fﬁr\ﬁraﬂevd;d not .alter thésé.clags rélationé,’
thbugﬁ it aid provide oné way for some meni£0'alt¢r thé;r .

class position. ° Nor was the colony dependent on‘fufs; as S o E

‘helasserted;‘fér'mdre of its people relied upon subsist—

N - . B .
ence agriculture. . But Innis went even further. and claimed

[ ¢

that "the economic and institutional life of France j

“undoubtedly suffered material.disarrangement' through the - : -

importation of furs on a large-scale from New Frgnce."95

, . Y ' ) _ ' s
Eccles has recently called this opinion "a figment of

e Given the "volume and value of ‘

||97

[Innis'] imaginéiion."

the constitutive nature of trade in luxury goods in

French feudal society and its failure to penetrate the

‘foryiven.

'

.The new society perspective insiéted,with Innis that

the fur- trade played an important role in shaping a
But, for an historical geographer like Harris, the = - ' .

aecisive.' He asked a very important question: ;how could
this system function in the vast unoccupied territory of
America as it _did in France? In the colony land begged

for occupancy; older sons and'younger sons alike could
- . ‘ '




‘receiye land grants. In France, .on the other hand, the

of populatlon. As a result he argued selgneurlal dues

"= 59 -

' ‘smail'parceis of land had been subdivided so often that '

pedsants there wodld resOrt en:maase to coitus interrhptus
93 ' ' '

©

by 1300. Furthermore, . why wouid beaéants in—New‘Franceﬁ

' 'bend to the deménde of. seigneurs, church and‘state\when .

the possibility_of'moﬁiﬁé elseWhere‘pfesentedgitself,eo ‘J "

easilf? : i N “

Hls geographlcal treatment of the selgneurlal sysbem
seemed to sound the death knell of all previous 1nterpre—
tations.gg' His research demonstrated that the-censitaires

~

benefltted from the avallablllty of’ 1and and the scar01ty

dropped SO low that the selgneurs, not the habitants, . Ed - "
could be considered penurious. What remained of the.x
French seigneurial system was only a legal form which
itself would~have been swept away if there.had been . o
sufficient population to make land speculation profit—-

able. That possibility was waylaid by the absence of , - -

‘4

contlnuous large~scale 1mmlgratlod/from France; the S
colony therefore had only to contend with its own natural -

inérease. Harris concluded that the séigneurial system : - . .

L§

"was largely irrelevant to the generai gsocial and

+100

economic development of the colony. This>thesis has

been compatibly reformulated .in a Marxist framework by
v oo ) . r . - '
Moniére who argued that what had emerged in New France

was peasant ownership of land. The seigneurial system’

constituted "no more than a feudal crust over the
' d )
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w101

'petty°producers' mode of. productlon. .This’, then,

is an 1mportant anchor of a new soc1ety the91s- the
Qppre551ve'system of seigneurial dues owed by a peasant to
his lord in France, whether'in money, goods or labour had

T
been 1mp0551ble to moblllse ln the colony, to all 1ntents

a

‘and purposes the peasant not only was in posse551on of -
) hls lahd, as in Franqe,‘but owned it. As a result, to be
‘a seigneur in the colony Was _no prize; the p051t10n requlred

neither nobility or wealth, nor guaranteed elther. -In' °
'~ short, the Elass'system of France haﬁ s;mplyibroken down’. e

s

~in the colony because of New WOrld_dondifiony.

Thé spirit of 'Harris' conclusjons have been

«
AN 2

incorporated within much of the historiographylof New

France. But many cautionary notes have also been sounded.

~ )
Dechéne has pointed out that we should not "exagérer

l'insignifiance“‘of the charges agalnst the peasant.102 ‘

[

Wallot warned that although ;certalns {seigneurs) sont - .

'necessiteux, il ne faut cependant pas exagérer."lo3 More oo

jimporfantlyh Harris' method of historical geography, in

his own“words, “'sheds nq_llght“104 upon the more general

‘ ‘n(‘l\

v

soc1etal context in. which selgneurs and censitaires '

” qelated. Whlle,seigneurxal income may have been,-on'the

average, far 1ess in New France, sé;gneursgand their sons
had access_to a range of remunerative possibilities--

-

merchant-activity, administﬁétion, military, rights to

trading posts, pensions of various sor®ts--from which cen-
s 4 . . .

sitaires were excluded... All“these possibilities implicategq

4
[}
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‘-§'drew‘similar conclusjions about the peasantry. Cr1t1c131ng

o -

the seigneurs.in the patronage of the French state.
Moreover, destitution is relative. The poverty of the

lower nobiliéy was considered a social problem in France
~ . .

also, but not, we can be sure, by peasants and vagrantsg.

“ ! . —

r

The differences between Frandefend New France havew

- - -

been explored ,even further. FOr out o; the dlfferent

materlal conditions. had emerged a new 5001al type: the D

3

habltant, the. peasant who refused to be}called a peasant.
Paralleiing the independent and resourceful coureur-de-
anbois,,the habitant was also disdainful of authority,

impervious to the stabusfglaims of his betters, reluctant -
'S .

- to pay his dues to the seigneur or his tlthes tz the e

-

Church, and litigious in defence of his rights. Wallot

/. R .
has summarlsed this ev1dence:ﬁ

| 7 " -
Modifié par l'environnement, le
régime seigreuriel a engendré un nouveau’ .
type social dont il consolide les | ' .
_intéré&ts:’ 1'habitant indépendent,

. exempt d'impdt .personnel, propriétaire
de sa terre, trés mobile & cause de la
traite et de 1'%bondance des terres,

~ libéré des corvées seigneuriéies et sur
le méme pied que le seigneuf ng a vis
les pratiques communautalres. . , !

H | * ' \ . .
" From their Marx1st perspective Bourque and Legaré

s

. [

. tﬁose who saw t%e main- themes of the colony 1n terms of

P n /
the absence or presence of a bourge0151e they argued that
‘b

[c]'est plutot dans la paysannerie ’
qu'il faut chercher' les pramléres traces

4! une originalité propre a l'histoire-’
- .du peyple quebecois:..La facilité dae, e
l acc a la terre et A'abdndance de’

‘“ v
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\ - 62 - ) . o
. , . . . . L
la nature ont permis/a la paysannerie
coloniale d'acquérir traits sociaux et
culturels qui la différenciérent de .
; fagon trés SJ.gnlflcatlve ‘de 186 RN
v
paysannerie de la métropole. ]

-

These comparisons between the peasanté @f New France
and France do not get us very far: They wrest, K both
peasantries from the social and economic context in

¢

which they were involved in a struggle for survival with

.-
those abc;vg them, and proceed to deliver descriptive, v ‘ -
comparative statements. It is true that, given.the whole '
new society »gérspectiv'e——lots of land and alternative .
lifestyles—-,, th,ere' is a kind of logyic to the"histori—' ’ h :

i

ographical production of a new social \t'_ype'. The ear\\f[y“

French Canadian e;cpe;.rience appears in this literaturg as

a séventeenth—ce‘ntury precursor to the 1950s drop-out
generation, with tﬁe(fqrest instead of Greenwich Village
as'::he magnet. But were the peasants of New France more ° . a )

independent, more litigious, less respectful of those

above them than the peasants of France, many of whom had L

(YT -
risked life and limb fighting *the exactions demanded of v
them? Certainly the evidence on peasant resistance in ) '

- France indicates that this question requires serious "
\ historical.consideration, not a decontextualised
v cu
- ‘ romantiéisation.*e ’ ' #
N .. " There is somethlng curlously adrift w;,th the new
S M . . 1
society thesis. The problematlc of the Parkmar? perapectlve--‘
why was New France so different from New England--has. been
¥
"laid to rest primarily by ignoring it. -In Dechéne's words;

g - s *
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. a51de as a serlous hlstorlographlcal questlon" The Parkman

- 63 = S
.l‘ ' :
.. [0In n'y trouvera pas non.plus
de réflexions sur les facteurs un. ont
empeche une croissancge Darallele a.celle:
des établissements anglais. Les ressorts
~sont ailleurs: dans.le choix d'une
localisation male‘ncoritreuse, dans la
France de Louis XIV qui n'est pas ex-
portatrice d'hommes. Seule m'importe la e
vie economique qui a été et non pas
celle qui. aur,zit P etr?O en d'autres
lieux et circ nsta:{ces. (my underllne)

e

Bu.ﬁ c n‘.the‘fact t'hat Frande and England embarked upon: -

' these colonlslng ventures at about the: same tlme, and yet

met vu.th ‘such very dlfferent outcomes, really be pushed

-

answers'may be uncongenlal, but surely the questions bear

.re"petition}a _ After all, before 1640 58,000 people left
~England forlAmerica; by that time the population of New

- * France was. 356. When Harris and others explain the

availability of land and the lack of lapd. speculation
' v

through reference to a small population they do not go on .

D

to draw us back to consider the reasons for the staggering

demographic différences with the colony to the south.

’

If land was so much more available in New France, why

did the over-crowded thousands not seek to emigrate as did

the English? Even the climate of New France was often'

painted in glowing terms'in the -Jesuit Rélations. 1In

Salone's words, ,"les rédacteurs des Relations ne cessent

pas de célébrer les bienfaits de 1'hiver."19% % is

)

perhaps hard for those of us who endure the winters in a -

technologically supportive age to imaSine that anyone
could be hoodwipked by propaganda about its beneficial

qualities. Still, the French who did come made an.

2
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Ibelieve that, other things being equal, fearxof‘winter

-to account for the crucial question of popuratioﬁ“

- 64 -

%

’

impressive adaptation to the climate and it is hard to

would have kept the landless hordeé'away. But 'what about

-

‘the hostility of the Indians? This was.a fear, however,

not .absent from English colonies either. And as Salone

lamented,'if oniy the\Erench had sent out the six hundred

- ..
and twenty men that Champlain had requested in 1634. the’

109

Indian raids could have been eliminated. What is at .

issue again is the absence of manpower.

If such indigenous kinds of explanationfare discounted

as, the main causes of population differences, historians

must seek deeper causes within French and English society

in the seventeenth century. Dechéne's casual remark that

Louis XIV's France was not an exporter of men requires

exploration. . But if we must return to France and England

~

+differences a major crack in the new soc1ety the51s

appeafs. How much are these new 5001et1es\shaped by the

oldg If it 1is accepted that New France would have had a

lvéry different hlstory if its populatlon had been even

~

half that of New England's in 1640, clearly some crucial

explanations for the kﬂnd ,of soéieties that éid develop |
in Amerjica lie embedded in the comparatlve hlstorles of .

England apd_France. Thls 1ndlcates that we must return

across the occean for solutions to 6ther mysteries as well.

-

But, again, Dechene asserted that she was not 901ng

~

to deal with colony~metropolls relatlons because the :

w S
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.funcﬁionalism Believed societiés could be understood ' -

England--or from New France, did not produce a new, society -

e 65\ -

prlmary dynamic for development is_ 1nterna1.,.

1

|
' e
L hlst01re pOlltLqu de Montreal est §
intimement liée.aux destlnees ‘de . o
1 emplre francais, mais ¢ 'est* prec1se—1 I,_ _
«  ment une dimension qui je n aborde .pas... -
‘ car dans upe perspective de longue. durée i o
ce ne sont pas les compagnies métropoli- l
taines qui comptent, mais 1°' organmsatlon
locale, qTioengendre une société

an

nouvelle. ’ ‘ ." - e, . _;“
Any partlcular hlstorlan can qplte legltlmate ecide, :
as Dechéne dld, not to engage ln these questlons. But, in

El

general, we court,;he risk- of de—hlstorlcls;ng our/accounts

of the colonies by, not encountering .their metropolitan L

- s

. background. Por the differenceS‘between Mew England and

~ -

XNew Frence are just accepted, while’ the developmenﬁ thhln ’

\

to 1tsele. .
*

Just as sociologists working within the‘postuletes-of ’

the céloniee.is.exp;ained'only with referen

»

/
without reference to the past the new society perspectlve
‘on New France threatens to be hlstory w1thout a history

Dechéne herself explalned thls dilemma in her succinct

critiquevof Turner's frontier{thesis. Arguing that -

. . . ‘ L
_ < : I
movement westward across the country,. wvhether from New -

* . \\ . ( «

N Y '
\

Bmarn et wand v o

she wrote that - . L

‘Lles colons reproduisent sur ces . .
nouvelles marges de défrichement les
traits des cdtes qu'ils viennent de
quitter ... Confondant le cadre et'la
source du changement, -la-thése de Turner
continue de rallier des adhérents.qui,
ou bien évitent cet .exemple particulier

‘
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irréconciliable avec les postulats du ,
déterminisme geographlque, ou- blen s v
‘1'expliquent en des termes culturels.~
Dans les deux cas, ils escamotent , :
1' analyse ‘des rapports de productlon" L
entre la. 'frontiére' eilles metropoles“
. locales et lointaines.

ThlS 1s surely the most telllng criticism of the'néWJ.

i Ty

.fsoc1ety thGSLS on New France: the relatlons between

metropolls and colony do not constitute the startlng

point of an analy91s, and the propOSLtlon that New France

-

was home grown is assumed rather than proven.

What happens, for example, from this. perspectlve,

the difference between the selgnegrlal"system and free

land and socage? Marshall Harris~has_argued that in the

Amerlcan colonies free land and socage had lmportant

“ ¢ "

lmpllcatlons ‘or the development of land speculatlon'

-

"Speculatlon on a grand;ose sca?e began W1th -the

lntrOdUCthﬂ:dL selllng land as the chief method of

dlsposal "112

land,in the west did not prevent,the deVelopment of land”‘

speculation. .
- Settlers except for some sgquatters had -

little desire to push beyond the frontlers?...‘

(and) throughout the Colonial period 1mproved

land that escheated or otherwise fell into

the ‘hands of Ehg pr\prletors was - sold at a -

hlgher prlce. .

.. .-t
' L

Rlchard Cole Harrls admltted thab the. selgneurlal system

dld prov1de a’ brake on the allenatlon of land ln New .

<

Erance: that g, there were laws governlng the condltlons

vy

‘a major dlfference between New France and New England,-l

‘Furthermore, the presence of unlmproved

’

£

’

to

T

L5
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- under whlch lt could be- sold._ He asserted however, that S f

P BNV ANLYN

1th a larger populatlon, the c0mpet1tlon-for land wquld

have swept. the system away maLlng p0351ble the land o

e s . speculatlon schemes common in.the Engllsh colon1es.ll4 Now

there are some problems tvith this: flrst the papulation

‘e

fdifferencesaareﬁaccepted not explained. Second, although' -~ "« ©
. , . B ! - ] ' BN a

' there was not a lot Qf'unoccupied land in France, and there : o
was a grow1ng ‘landless populatlon, the feudai system of" | s ;'3

dland tenure was not abollshed untll the Revolutlon.. Systems

of property dlstrlbutlon are flrmly embedded 1th1h thé ) \-~f

class relatlpns{of”a‘soc1ety. In France, as we know,

sweepihgLthemyaway_igyélye@zQuillotines as well as brooms.
And_ in’ England the abolition of feudal tenures, legally
confirmed in 1646, has been described as "the terrible

J,ﬂ . tale of the freeing of British workers for ‘the. benefit of .

'the new soc1al system."115

‘s

Clearly we must bake -S0Ome dlstance from a new 3001ety

. " r perspectlve, partlcularly as a startlng p01nt for a study
of New France. So much of the evidence ‘about a’ new soclety
rests upon what appear to be casual assumptlbns about France

- .in the seVenteenth century rather than upon the dauntlng ' b

7

'amount of hlstorlcal evidence avallable.‘ . comparatlve o T
study would force us to, call into questlon many of the

A C " . a5sumed dlfferences between France and New France. Were '

T

the patterns of relatlons 1n the fur trade really so .

dlfferent or were they part of a -long- standlng network of

s e "trade in: luxury ltems? Were the selgneurlal dues and tlthes

‘v
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..

so much lower or dld theyafall w1th1n the normal——and very

pOSSlbrlltleS offsoc1a1 moblllty qualltatlvely dlfferent Lh l

£5 the selgneurlal and‘off:ce hold;ng cLass,that Erance was-

w1tne331ng?

vrhetorlcally,

—

. -

»

~

>

These questlons,

I

“

though posed SOmew‘hatJ

L oN

.

requlre berlous cons;deratlon.

(O

w1dearange——ex1st1ng w1th1n contlnental Prance? Wefe tha

Vo

.\’

8

v

V

They 1nd1Cate

that an. alternatlve perspectlve Whlch 51tuates the hlstory

-~

~

Engllsh colonles.

-

.

The historioéraphy‘of‘New,France has been_written

~

.

PO

4

-

‘.

‘

v

of New France in 3 more global sett;ng 1s requlred

?owardela5Re~interpretation~of the

N

.

“

VA

-

PN

~-Hilstoriography .of New France

-

2

"

in the shadow of. the more"aEciaimed developmentsiin'thé,

Yet the comparlsons between the two

seldom penetrate’ throuéﬂ polltlcal, soc1al and cultural

dlstlnctlons to .the underlylng dlfferences in mode of

productlon prevalﬂlng in thelr‘metropolleeSgand reach;ng'

out to the colonies.

has been to the contrary:

In fact, the unreflected assumption _

51m11ar countrles ;n economlc terms and that their

colonising ventures were forged.thrdugh similar

circumstances.

woven through the hietcriography of New France, shaping .-

that England and France were

_This theéme of paralliel development is'

interpretations,

partial and dlstorted comparlsens with New England.

AEY

1nfluenc1ng judgements ‘and .provoking

.

" For:

‘New France or wére they part of a, movement from the mercﬁant

N

¥’
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L

+ ~

T . nrov1nces of France regylres_lts Own hlstorlcal 1nvest1—.

gatrons, but tnat thése must be srtuated 1n the context

-of that mode of productlon prevalllng in France from o
B h'<' ‘:‘early Settlement to- the Conquest- namely, feudallsm.'

o "; understood as ‘a dynamlc and partlcular set. of social .

pras

‘,'relatlons 1n Whlch the rlghts to the. surplus productlon
",were contlnually contested by the prlmary produCers',
' themselves, by the noblllty, by the Church and by the
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o outcomes that suited them best.

~ N ~ . \

French ‘state and its role in New’ France in terms of the

" state?. AtJthfsTpoint-three,différentﬁclaims can be made.

First, the role of the selgneurlal system 1n )

~ ~

allocatlon of surplus productlon can be analysed 1n the

]
¢

context OL the range of prevalllng agrarlan relatlons 1n‘

seventeenth century France. Assumptlons that the system'
‘1n New France was more prlstlne, more archalc, more

flex1ble or totally;transformed need to be reformulatedi,g'\

what Qere the particular conditionsfthat'determinedtthe“

'changlng outcome of the struggle between peasant and

selgneur, peasant and Church, peasant and state for‘

I3

control over peasant surplus? Thls analﬂsls will also

‘—

- provide the occasxon for re—examlnlng the myths about the
;,peasants 1n New France. It 'will substltute portralts of

' them as a new socxal type, or as reactlonary and’

submissive, with a class analy51s. namely, that the
peasants in New France, llke thELI counterparts in

Franhce, were rat10na1 actors who struggled within. the,

:parameters of the seemlngly avallable optlons for those

R

Second 1t w1ll provlde a context for evaluatlng the

o

contemporary debate on the nature of the state in feudal

3

soclety Judgements about'the monarch s negllgence,

corruptlon, paternallsm or despotism in New France can be

81tuated w1th1n thls kind of analysis: with whose interest

. . . '
. v . f -t . A N
\ .

vstructurlng ‘the dlsposrtloh and allenatlon of. land and the‘ :

'
P

was the_Absolute Monarchy s'lmpllCated?~‘the'aristocracy's?,
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' that of a nascent bourgeoisie's? with the peasants? And ~ , -

.what were the grounds, if any, for its autonomy from any

~

»ibfgthese classes? - To answer these questions the fiscal
underpinnings of the state and, therefore, the sourées of
'“-igs.révepﬁe'for colonisation reéuire investigation.

| Third,vit will provide an opportunity to re-examine . ‘~1
- ‘the fur frade, not as a sign of embrybnicbcépitalist , L ‘~i
‘develobmen;, but as an iniriﬁsic part of feudal society..

i

As such the merchant traders of New France can be studied

'

in termg of their own economic interests, and that
. involved a particular rela@iongﬁip with the state that
5quﬁed barasitisﬁ, privilege and protection. ., The
comparispns bet&een'éhem ana Enélisﬁ capitalists can be L ) ' N

made on these grounds rather than on the basis of personal

j‘charactefistica or mentalité. The debaté-about the ‘
decapita£ion of New France can be reconsidered: who were

vBrunet‘s'egtrepfeneurial capitalists? Nish's bourgeois
geﬁtilshommes? The privileged groups in New France can
pé stﬁdied iq'tbe cantext 6f’the network of privileges

n aﬁd'oblig;tioné that bermeated and informed the social
gtructu¥e of ‘France in the seventeenth century.

In sﬁorp through an understanding of feudal social
relétions, their specific evolution in France, and how
they were re¥proauced in the colony}'togethef'wifh an B

':énalysis of the transition to capitalism in England, a’
’ v

re-interpretation of the colonisation and history of New °

France can be developed, In this process some of the .

. s €
. ’




‘gaps ip the historiography can be filled, some of the
.flaWé peécéived, some. of the 'myséeries' understood, some
of the contradictions unravélled and some of éhe debaﬁés:
resblvedf The result should Be a mare systematic ‘and
comprehensive framework for ihtqrpreting Quebec's early
:history. L

The focts in the néxg three chapters will be upon
tﬁe social relations of'metrépo}itan France. Such a
.perspéctiveJ—which Miquelon has called ap?rovingly a .
“surrender" to the "imperialism of the metropolis™
thrdﬁgh accepﬁing that "the most important thing in ﬁhe'
hlstory of an emplre 1is the hlstory of its mother

n116 is not.without its difficulties. Not only

country
are the histories of New France far from replete with
references ﬁo tﬁe metropolis, but also éhe major

hiétorﬁes of France séldom have a place, however small,

for its North American,cdlony. "That is not, I think,
primarily a result of metropoli;an arrogance or even of
neglect, either'calculated or unthinking, fof a'colony_ X
that slipped from France's control thirty years.beforé

the Revolution. For the writiné of the history 6f the
.Ancien;Régiﬁé has been an élusi?e task. In many ways ;t
'is not thé writing of the history of a country at all,

but ra£he; the piecing together of provincial and local
h;s;ories that differ widély from each other, a-hiitory -

of regions, provinces and towns that were pulled together .

at different times, that were often cohquered, lost and

-

o
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: ' g
re—-conquered. In the words of one historian, ' '

[ulnlike their Anglo-Norman cousins, i
the medieval kings of Franc¢e had built - 7
up their power slowly. The highly ’
structured feudalism of England resulted
from the exceptional circumstances which.

" followed the [Norman] conquest, allowing
the imposition of a uniform system over
a wide area. The French monarchs, in
contrast, assembled their kingdom piece-
meal, 'layer on layer. ‘They accreted
different customs,‘legal systems, and
privileges, with little more to tie.them
together than the personal authority of
the king. Under such conditions there
was always a threat that the peripheral ° .
areas might break ‘away, either to become -
independent or to at}igh themselves to
neighbouring states,” —

Faced with this disparity the tendency among
historjans in recent years has been to write detailed

regional monographs. While these are often seen as ‘

building blocks for an overall history of France, forging

the links between them has not been a priority. At times,

monographs "have emphasised to the point of caricature the

long-standing, fundamental digparity in local conditions.“118

fl

This- concentration on' provincial and regional histories,

became so great that Isser Wolodh_couid write approvingly

"of Braudel and Labrousse's massive work Histoire économiuge

et sociale de la France that,‘"above all, they allow us

once again to talk confidently about France as a w'hole."ll9

It is hardly surprising that under these conditions the

equally 'special' case of New France is selddm,included.
In order to explore the metropolitan background of .

New France both:tendencies--one that reaches and pulls

e e wh =
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out overall pa;térné, énd one that apprgciatéé regional

differences--need to.-be utilised. On the one hand, an

©

appreciation of the regidnal and provincial differences

will permit an assessment about whether the various°

) . s

~aspects of the history of New France fall within the

o > 3
> '

rénge,of metropolitan exberience. It will permit answers .

., '
v .

- ~to those historians who argue that ‘New France was

different becausé'-pthe rate of tithing was 1/26, or -
£ ]

. seigneurial dues were low, *or the peasants were

rehélliousu(or doéile)" orﬁthe alternative of the

* fur trade permitfed<an=éséé§e from agriculture, or

]

non—nobles could be seigneurs. But responses to these

kKinds of statements COuld'resuit‘in Ii;tle more than a

collection of discrete comparisons on a variegy of issues:

here New France ‘resembles Provence, here Brittany and so

on. What is more important is to be able to situate the

» ,

L. . ' sy . A
colonisation of New France-within a history -of France
- - /_/

that delinedtes the economic, social and political
relations of an epoch. An '"epochal analysis” in Raymond

Williams words, permits an emphasis upon the "dominant

" 120

and definitive lineaments and features of a society.

That is to say, France in the seventeenth cent&ry was not

Y

an industrial society, nor a capitaliétgsociety, nor a

society based on slave labour. It was not a constitutional

monarchy, a bourgeois. democracy, a socialist state or a

-fascist dictatorship. During.the period when France was

colonising America, it comprised many different feudal

1
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. C The next thre% chapters will dlifuss the relevant

$
. . 'aspects of,Fnench society for understanding the colony..

_They w1ll provide an an§1y81s of the relatlonshlps between
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ty

: / o pgasantry and nobility, the relations-of state and the
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relations of capital. This will provide the’ dontext £or qn
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., FEUDAL RELATIONS AND THE‘PEASANTRY

]

- eventeenth century France was a collectlon %f
d , !
prov1nces that had slow}y been knit together through the

<

centrallsln policies of the monarch. It was a trylng

N

Looklng back on hngbascenSLOn to .

ug \.) . . R K
the -throne Louis XIV wrote: ."at home ‘chaos’reigdbd.?!

’

The cess of‘ponsolidating the different regiyns of

.
L4 .
, ) f g

1

A

France into a single kingdom'had been far from simple.

Ly : . ' g

] F:ontier areas had to be guarded against attack or

- i
sece931on, provincial tradltlons and practlces had to be

respected or, failing that encroached upon with flneipe-
& g.
and the army——one third’ merce&?ry‘ buttres"

by volunteer

L

'prov1nc1a1 militia’ pnd dependent upon lootlng its own

¢ -

" c1villan populatioh for lts upkeep—-could not always be

counted on.2 |Internally there were problems‘too-

¢ L
downwardly mobile nobles had to be‘%ppeased new men had °

to be both incorporatqd andukept in their’ plaqe. Fresh

” . .
' mind was the memory of tthe Civil Var of

«

in Louis
-y -
mid-c¢entury when 'as a young king-in-trust he had Héen.A

forced to flee Paris with -his court--small comfort if
- i .

latter-day historians "have repeatedly stressed the’

'sirangeiﬁ'ﬁegative and futi{f.gharacter.of the Fronde{ﬁ3
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R ' But above all, the peasants, the vaét majority of his
Subjeqﬁp, had to be prevented from mobilising e¥ther to

<
address their own grievances, or tg serve the interests

(>///-,. . of ‘the privileged -but disaffected.? . %
v

: - Louis XIV was not especially interested in the.
. A

I

circumstances of the peasants.5 Yet it was upon them "the
most numerous,” dependent and eminently productive section

 of the commuﬁity“ that "society, like the State and the

6

by géonomy, rested."” In this chapter the circumstances of
W ' ©

|
the French peasantry will be exploréd, and in -particular,

its relationship with the nobility. The discussion is
. . L / o

organised around four basic isgues that emer%ed £rom the

‘critique of the historiography of New France. First the

a,élmistorical and thepretical grounds for arguing that France

'wésha feudal society require elaboration. Second the

range in siigneurial.dues throughout. the countryiwill be

R -

+ ,examined to determine if, ‘in this respect, New France

‘ " departed significantly  from the qontinéntakﬂpragiices.

" * Third the literature on peagant resignation and resistance

will be discussed to provide a context for evaiuating

N ) . the argument that tiémhébifént of New France was a 'new
B . ‘ N ‘ ¢ .

o -social .type'. Finally we will .look more.closely at. the

-

.

xplahation for wh& the France of-Louis XIN, urilike its |\

'/ compe¥itor across the channel, was not.an "exportatrice

. -
oy . L

-d "hommes . " - ’ . "y -

.
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garnered by the few from the many--are central

- , .9
. in all their historical complexity and specif%pity.

y
v s s L L e v g e g gy g h s Cmame

A Feudal Society

'The theoretical and historical distinctions between
.. ' ’

~

féddalism,and capitalism are, as I have argued, very -

" important for understanding the different colonisation g4

-
experiences of France and England in America.

N

These

concepts direct attention to the predominant networks of

. social relations in a society. They refer to different

systems of property relationships, diggirent kinds of
relatibnsh{ps between people, different class systems.

Marx explained why these relationships--which identify

¢

different means by which 'sirplus production or value is

4

to )
3 \
comparative
The specific economic form in which
unpaid surplus is pumped out of ?he
direct producers, determines the
. relationship ‘of rulers and ruled, as it
grows immediately out of production ' ..
itself and reacts upon it as a ' -
determining .element ... it is always . Coa
‘the direct relation of the oymers of ‘ ;
. production to the direct producers which .
" reveals the innermost secret, the hidden .
foundation of the ventire construction
and 'with it the ppliticak form of the
relations bgtween“sovereignity and .
depeh@ence. '4';~ .
SR ‘ 4 ' '
Although this foymulation has a strongly deterministic

ring, it has motivated research that has explored how such

relationships develop, are reproduced, and, consolidated in

3

- v \

13

historical analysis. © -

This
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. reseéarch has, in Abrams words, moved "readily between  a

- .

theoretical sense of what had to happen and an empi:iéal

discussion of what éétﬁally dia happen."8

But this
P ] -

theoretical sense oflyhat "had to happen" is not ahistorical.
4 LY

what it means is that these structured relationships of

‘exploitation or 2é§§)al property sysﬁems once established,

tend to set limits and impose certain overall patterns
e .
upon the course of economic e'f\:(olution."“9 They can be

conceptualized as setting the pérameterg within'whipﬁl-<
forms of domination and suhprdination take shape and are

‘ . ot -
played out; they tend to ngi possible the dévelopmgnt ot
certain kinds of institutional arrangements’ for their
consolidation and pe;petué?%oni they also provide the
terrain for particular forms of resisténcé aéd not. for

others.lo

.

S0 these class relationships are themselves

apprehended as dynamic and historically constiﬁuteq. Nor |

. does a dominant pattern of class relations preclude ;ts//

b R . . -
coexistence with other forms. There were, for example, -

wage'labouférs in feudal societ§ while indepehdenﬁ
'bommodity producers continue to, exist, in howevefLan—
encroached—ﬁpon—fashioﬁ,'in c;pitalist gsociety. But more
impo)tant for thisg .study is the'particulaf'relationéhip

| .
between feudalism and capi;ayigmi For historically

capitalist social relations developed both within feudal

‘ society and from the carnage left from its disintegration. °
) . N

- ' 4
gut~nottél1 the time and. fiot everywhere. . -
. ~ . .
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'1nto a nation of wage labourers and capltallsts.

. . . . ..
. . . \
. E . R L
. . M * - ' . M .t e Ve
e ’ A g, 4w b e . - " - L . .
R . G . Y r . A
o ¢t . * v '
. . . ' . . .
' - . '
N .

.area to one particular version of the. - . -
crisis of. feudalism. -
narrowing of the problem, that ] .
‘1ncreasmngly‘prec1se understandlng of - T
its ontext, has gone an. increasingly < ‘ﬁu .
confident ability to demonstrate that . :
' the making of capitalism was indeed a
'matter of the creating of a partlcular

. <

solution to the problems of feudalism by = - & '

particular human beings in a parti Tlar b LT
hlstorlcally structured situation. L :

In England the key locatlon for change was the countrysxde.

/ .
From the last quarter of the 31xteenth century the .

! R

capltallsatlon of agrlculture gis transformlng a country ‘
/) )

4

of peasantp and lords, 1ndependent craftsmjfyand traders,lf g
120 ien

» .
thlS transformatlon the produc1ng class and thé procéSs

_‘of productlon gradually became drrectly subordlnate to- .

"the capltallst class:

| Fe ol & Fa——— g ey 4 e
’

language of the times.
g

‘

"the severlng of the wage worker

'from control of the means of productlon places hlm/her 1n

a situation,of necegsary economic dependenée upon the
emPloYer.fl3 John Pym capturgd this' dilemma in the
-He warned the lords of the "great

mul¥itudes who are set on work Who 11ve for the most

part on their dallyggettlngs and w111 1n a very short

time be brought to great extremlty if not employed3
: : © : PO
(underline mine) In capitalist society the control over '

workers is economic;

3

to live-one must eat; tS eat. one

must seli one's labour power in' the marketplace.»

S

In feudal soc1ety the coercive power upon'the R

' ‘ L U
. .

But within that , - . 'fl,ﬂ' o

ety
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“land and tools—-that he 'needs to produce some sort of

subSLStence lrylng

[ e 81--'. EE

producer is légel ]urusdlctlon backed ultlmately by,

1egxt1mate forms, of force." Followxng Marx, Giddens = = *

1

e

,eleborates thlsrimportant,d1:t1nctlon‘ln hrs comparisonL

. » 7 L ' : . S e
s ;/éffbetween.what he calls crassv ivided soecieties and class’

f .
Ce i ’ .
’ ) s,
‘ g .t

oy . .o
c e

ioe .
‘FOcieties! . ! . , %

‘In class~-divided societies the
extractlon of surplus production is
normally backed in a direct way by the

..+ thireat or the use-of force. ' Class,

division .rests less on control of . o
allocative' than of authoritative
' resources, usually:. backed by the
potentlal or actual use of violence...
_This is above.all the tase with clads . : -
‘relations 1nvolv1ng agrarlan productlon,,‘ e
. which of course has been in alY non-. ) .
,capltallst societies the _pre-eminent '
‘vasis Of economic life. In capitalism,
, by .contrast, the dominant class acquires
its p031tlon by virtue of the economic
.. power yielded by the ownershlp of )
'prlvate property. As the fundamental ‘ R
axis of the capitalist mode’ of -
.. -production, the capitalist. labour
g contract has no counterpigt in -,
class-divimed soc1et1es. ' ~

1

-

\
)/'

‘The peasant has access to the’ﬁeans of productlon-—hls‘

16 " As such he also controls the

productlve process ltself no(ﬁlocks, eff1c1ency experts

) or foremen chart his day. But st111 all was not roses:

legally he had to turn over hlS surplus17 to his lord, to

) ‘"

'the Church, and by the seventeenth century, especlally to

the state as well. o :" :v : - - .

‘rJ

vhatever the form of 1ncome transfer

\ﬁ' {labour, goods or money) it ‘was 1eg1t1mated !
' w;d“guaranteed by jurisdiction. Jurisdiction .
Was the principal ekxpression of power in. - = = = ¢
. k-
. “ ‘ .
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feudal spciety more so than mere armed force,
though ‘atmed ' force was always tggre, as it -
were in .the wings, but visible. L

o "How peés;;ts actually fa:ed.in'this systgm‘déﬁéndeé' B

upon mény'factors{ By most'éccounts their lot wgs'not a . :ﬁl

happy one: barely able to scratch a living frpm the ianai

in good years, their ranks. were dgcimatedlduriqg the

al}—too—frequent faminés 5& starvation and disease. .Tﬁe ’

explanation for‘theif poverty and misery has often been‘ 1_ .

élaced fMgtheir own doorstep. . In these accounts, the |

soil*degtrpyipg consequences Of their archa@p’fqtatioﬁ-

system;{théir réaétionary stance towards potentially more S

productiye~meéhods, and their shéér’lack of imaginatiéﬂ

prevented aﬁy amelioration in their condition. Sucﬁ an ' o ]

L ‘. analysis pérmits its perpetuators to welcome thepp;o—

~‘;“ . gressive and enlighﬁened'capiialist system wi;h liﬁtle_.‘ ‘ S

. even perfunctory regret for the 'temporary' disldcation |

1;. éf a peoble..and £he permanent destruction of a class

g and a way of life. .

| In contrasﬁ Goubert has afguéd that this system of
pgasant~p;oprietbréhip did not call forth ihé;itably‘
insuﬁficien£ harvests. 1In his;detﬁiled monograph of
.seventeenth century Beauvais he showgd that peasaQt

: .
Y 0

production was sufficient to .feed the ‘population. What

-

was responsible for the "demi-misére des paysans

“. Yo \

beauvaisin” was not. their agricultural methods but “la

cascade des prélévementh dans l'accumulation des pérties.
i A prenantes §ui- s'abattaient sur leurs revenus pruts."1?
4 ‘ ' U ., PP : ¢ b T
' While the exactions of church, state, 'and nobility varied

-

: '

. N i N .
. - . . . . . - . . B s *M‘W‘!’
e . . « . f
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‘greatly throughOut France and through tlme,_in'BeauVaie a.:
'peaSant kept on average only fcrty-elght per cent of hls}1,:

N ¢
:harvest 20_ Not only dld the welght of'these exactlons
often. threaten llfe itself At prevented the pOSSlblllty
of capltal accunulathon wlthxn the ranks of the peasantry.

As Forster noted appropraately in hls book on - the Depont

'“famlly of La Rochelle \“: L = . j')’ D gt{\‘

o ..,3,"' g alternatlve invegtiment - opportunity ..° .. - . . .

has" a- very modern rlng about .it, suggestlng
. that euch decisions can be reduced to Lﬂ
P compa ative cost analysis.’ Depont s )
R ,’2 ,tenants [and this was the 1780's] had,
P ‘neither the 1nformat10n, the’ capital nor-
e - indeed the opportun15¥ to c1rcumvent the
AR obstacles presented'

a
P Y

o - ; The demographlc argument——"that fatal tendency of a .

a0 . '
peasant household économy to’ enter 1nto a self destructlve
‘cycle of demographxc expan510n and 1mpoverlshment“——22

»

has also ‘been. used to etplaln.why the system QL peasant
; ” ST
p:oductlon for tamlly use had to glve way to capitalist

agrxculeure.~ But:Hthon,has prov1ded a rejoindef to this

o~
3

posrtlon. He ﬁointed out that "[t]he peaSant economy did-

\\

it was'simply not available. “ . . B
: , L ' S '
Given the enormous forest areas in
-~ . most European countries which existed
o  at the height of population growth, it
o S might seem that the latdral extension
T . of the'peasant econoﬂy need not hpwve
S resulted in 3ny deterloratlon ln .
’ o . condltlons. . X T L
N o But Whatﬂwae decisive were "the .institutional restraints -
. : ! ! . PP *. L ) H . . : &
L ; such as. forest. law qn the natural growth of this econcmy.",z4

. . . . ‘ ) . - :
not exist in a social vacuum." There was unoccupied 1and;!P,

e

b
i
H
|
!
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"Marc Bloch also demonétrdtgd the socially constructed
"*aspeét.po availability ‘and scarc¢ity of land. After the
:zseriqu'dgpoph}atiqn crisis brought about by the\ﬁqndred.

Years War\and';he:plaguesuthat followed, labour was scarce

;Jénd la;d‘énce agaiﬁ plentiful. The peasants benefited
from this disdstég. In order to attract them demands were
’ioﬁered;'and the h?ritability of tenures assured, "since
this was now' an aéppstémed riéht, not té bé surrendered
thhou£ a S;_truggle."25 Over time, however, the lorAS‘“
“fecouped their losses, and when similar conditions
‘occurfed‘in some prbvincés in thF éeventeenth céﬁtury

“"the seigneurialkclass rejuvenéted and enriched...

[evoyveq].l.ﬁar more sophisticated methods of exploitation .
N . 2 6‘ . N

R N . . ' . l
" than- any used in the past,"
" This is an important.argument to bear in mind in an
analysié of the relationship between people and land in

New’france. _The' idea that.new kinds of Societies had been
. . - P A
cfeéfed in‘émerica thfough,thg possibilities opeded:up by
free.lana, in uncharted &prritory,‘receivéd its most:
systematic and conviﬁcihg ekéééiéion from Turner. The .
impact of hiskfrontiér'thésis on the historiogrdbhy of
New Erance'ig most c¢learly séén iﬁ Harris' wofk(whichij
conﬁ*edéd that. in the'applicaﬂioq of the frontier thesis
h‘tongw Franée, “Turner Qas closer -to ‘the ;putﬁ than were
. ~ﬁis.critids."?7- But, ‘as Hi}ﬁon and Bloch both demon-
. .éératéd, availability of land does not present itself as

some unmediated 'fact of .life'. XAnd in New France land was

' ]

i Y

PR,
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- retrait roturier, retrait lignager, and the legltlme.

I - 85 -

also'available’thréugh a particular system of 'land tenure
which emgrged'from;'and itself reproduced, distinctions

of class and power, with concomitant sets of rights:and'

H P

obligations. Even Harris conceded that the retentién'of'

the seignéurial system carried with it a series of

restrictions on land alienation: lods and ventes,

28

The theoretlcal avallablllty of land clearly does not

'guarantee that everyone shall’ have land. A comparison

W1th New England shows that the questlon of who shall, and

who shall not, h§ve 1and, and under what condltlons, was

L]

structpred throdgh\a pafticular system of land dispositionf
- ) o \

Sakolski noted that l'\tjge New England practice of creating

towns as a method of land settlement, was by no.means a

plan to give evagg inhabitant an allotment of land."29

~The Massachusetts Bay Company,. for examghe, was controlled

and governed by a group of shareholders‘in the company
who claimed pre-emption of the land while, “their followers

or retinues, such as indentured servants, received no

';and and were deprived'of the privilege of a voice in

30

local government." In' New France it was the nature of

‘the feudal tenure system itself, not its absence, that

Zprovidéd‘ﬁdst men with eventual access to land.

The argument that New France was not feudal has not
only rested upon this,gssﬁmed significance of  available

land. "’ Fé: in the Canadian historiography, feudalism has
b ) .

_been equated with the ﬁédievaljmilitary system that bonded

J

oy
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vassal 'and lord, and, therefore, ensured that the latter

° . could raise armies among his‘cwn retinue of retainers.

Now that was indeed a particudlar aspect of feudal soc1ety

that had gradually atrophied lﬂ France 1tself. in the

presence of a growing centrallsed state w1th its own army.

" Its demise had not, however, ushered in a new system of

-

class relations. The absence of .this bond in New Fnance
* L]

o

doeslnot prove, 'in Trudel's words, that "“the selgneurlal

31 As Dobb argued

system was not feudal".
... [blasically the mode of production
under feudalism was the petty mode of
production~-production by small producers -
attached to the land and to their
instruments of production. The basic
social relation rested on .the extraction .
of. the surplus product of this'petty
. mode of production by the feudal ruling
class--an exploitation -relationship that
was buttressed by various megBods of
extra-economlc compulsion’.

This was the source:of "the essential conflict generated

by a feudal mode of production."33 Peasants possessed

[ S [

Eheir land and, therefore, had dlrect access to productlon.

.But this productlon had to be: shared with the small

percentage of the populatlon that had thrown off’ the yoke

of manual labour for finer things. -The pr1v11eged

classes used their share of the fruits of peasant labour

'

in'hany ways: to build all the wonderful churches ‘and
castles that continue to.drawladmiration; to withdraw
into Christian contemplation; to purchase the exotic,

luxuries that arrived from all over the world; to pay

rarmies and wage war; and to colonise America.
. >
LY

L . -»
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r v . A s . . R L T R R S A Lo
ﬁ‘:, . . N oL
e v

5t ' " —87‘—
, . R :
A It hardly needs emphasising that’ 1t Yo y
g : ‘ ' was the product of this peasant economy,.
‘ " or rather that part of the produgt which
- the peasant household was not '‘able to .
-/*  retain within the holding (whether in *
' . laboyr, kind, or cash), which provided :
oo \ ' the necessary support for the whole
N .- ' social and political superstructgﬁe of
TR ’ . nobles, clergy, towns and state.
This was the system of land tenure that the state
sought to reproduce in New France. As early as the
31xteenth century "those Who wished to- ‘direct great ) '
,~coibnisation schemes" foresaw the use in America of the . A

Sy
{ - o seigneurial‘system.35

_Thé actual 1ntroduct10n of
seigneurs and censitaires. by the.Compagnie de cent-
assoqiés'was, however reluctantly and sporadiéally,
‘undertaken only ie the 1630's. In the course of the
French'Rééime approximately ‘two hundred aad fifty
' 'Se;gneurles were granted by the Company *4"le grand
', : 5e1gneur"—-and then after 1674 by the king. My argument
‘ is that New France became a colony.prlmarlly organised ‘ \ ' £
ttrough the "seigneurial system iaithe important sense
that'this systeﬁ de}ined ‘the eentral relationships
'between people and set the parameters for the kind of
economic life that prevalled untll the end of the French
regime 3§ The subsistence'farming of the majority,
c { - together with thelr legal obllgatlon to hand oVer surplus
” o proéuctlon to seigneurs and church, extended the French
system lnto the New wOrlq | There was no opportunlty to
“;amass surplus cap1tal as with freeholders in Englqnd and -

Ly o ‘v in the Amerlcan colonies. and only 1imited markets since

-

BETTE .
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' . most people had' access. to 1and.37,

. . ‘. : - v L 4 , °
it . " A - . N
. . ) . !

. Seigneurial Dues

w ‘ . “ N - .

\ . . -
B .
. . M A4

e
R AN

Evén if it were conceded that the‘ééignéurial system® . - ¥ .

P %
-~

-

Hatt

di ucture the relationship betweeﬁ ciasses and between

pebple'and land in New France, the argu@ént that the low

)
i

rate of'seigdeuriad dues took the teeth out of the system -

; still remains. - Wallot argued that ' |
[e]n ‘France, un large fosse &dconomique : A
. c T départage les seigneurs des censitailres, o .
- : des priviléges politiques et sociaux, ,
Lles nobles des roturiers. Ces disparités
o _marquées s5'estompent au Canada et se
' situent davantage au plan honorifique, t ,
< - d'ol les nombreuses querelles de préséance. - ‘ ~.
. La plupart des seigneurs ne sont pas : P
'riches. Plusieurs ne vivent pas mieux ’
que les habitants a l'aise.ou sont i
réduits g labourer eux-mémes leur ¢
e domalne. ' :

Moniére asserted that "the farmer owned his plot of land

. e C . * . w39

and he was sole master of his work and production. To C

substantiate this claim he pointed out thatc, . .
kY ~ -t 2

& A - v1rtually no production was

¥ : . . exproprlated in New France. The tithe . |

: ' represented 4 per cent of production, | v W

I o and the seigniorial rent--when it was '
. vy collected~-11 per cent, whereas for the . ° B

o French peasantry thesioextortlons T

-~ totalled 30 per-cent.

~' . . -,

? ‘ ,
3 > ) . : )
b . ‘ But the evidence %s that the habitants were not so cavalier, )

about the fruits of their labour as Mboniére: is 15 per.

- !
i

.
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ﬁ;" ceéent of -all. production the same as xxlrtually" none° This
) > . { .
fﬁ‘.question needs to .be evaluated in the™ Frehch context.

To begln, it is 1mportant to note thé economlc

£. 41

v

distidctions within the peasantry itsel It is . tqae

that the c1rcumstances in France were not glv1ng r;se to

the well-off strata of English peasants;—thggmomantl01sed
: . R A R -

, yeomanry--who-were able to accumulate‘the"cgpital necessary
oo earm +1 ire of aad 42 :
- to transform the nature of agricultural production. But,

nonetheiess, some’ peasants were poorer——a lot poorer—-than

others. - In‘Beauvals, an unmerc1fu1 reglon for peasants,,

v

- .about one in ten had the 51xty—r1ve acres nedessary to
- & ' - . . T N ‘

survine bad years comfortably.43, Throughout Erance there |
Were'peasants who accumulated land, animals, soc1a1 prestige

and even capital to lend to thelr less fortunate nelghbours.

) They tended to merge lnto the\ ‘world of the rent1ers,“44

1

- -- and from these people the celebrated "cock of the v1llage"

:was drawn.45 At tHe bottom end of “the peasant hlerarchy

were those scarcely entltled to the name. -What Separated
them from the vagrants below was a re51dence——of sorts~—a:
b1t of land and perhaps a chicken’ or&two. The range betWeen

' was continuous. .In some places metayage.(sharecropping)‘
;: "._permltted a degree of Stablllty, in others it was a

prelude~to dropping 1nto the landiess mass below:4q the

e

o

) A .: Y i - . . . , ’\gj ) R
. : " 200,000 ,strong feudal version of capitalism's 'lumpen -
/ ' . ' o, ;
! proletariat'.

.

The dlstrlbutlon of peasants in’ terms of thelr

.economic ' situation was not even throughout France, .and-
v . ot . B . ! u

'

-
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. threaten the very ability to retain land. -~

-
. N
- ‘> +

. 3 - ,
this is not surprising. Not only were there big

3

differences.im:clima;e and soil, but each region had

diffgfent ratggwéfAseigneufial dues. Tqo further cdmpli-
cate‘the situatfgﬁ éhese proportions,diq:noﬁ'hécéssarily
éorrespbnd to similar positions on fhépscaies.of tithes
"and taxes. The entire complex of exactions,'"fﬂe |

w48 | |

"bewildering vafiety as one historian lamented,'isn
N S " - o .
beyond the scope or capacity of this paper to sort ‘out.

L

But it is worth noting the major differerce between north.

‘and south, differences handed down through centuries of

custom and tradition. In the north the presumption was
o -. . ' ' .

always against the peasant: "no land without a'lord,"49

and consequentiy "Brittany and Burgundy have disclosgd

w50

extremely ha;shlﬁypes of seigneurial rule. But in
. : £ ; —

'.the Midi, the saying "no‘iord withbut. a titleﬂ reflected

both the frayility of he‘seigaiurial tie and the. low

/
s . 51
seigneurial revenue.

The range in seigneurial exactions, then, was great.

They could‘b? almost inconsequential,in‘térms of their

- effert upod'éeasant livelihood or onerous endugh'td

' 8'il ne s'agissait que de cens en

"argent, le prélévement était presque .-

.. négligeable.| Tout changeait ‘si le

'a . seigneur avalt consérvé le droit de -’ .o

champart. Ceélui-ci pouvait monter & 15%
.de la recolte brute, le double de la Co .
dime. Dans la région parisienne, le cas
etait heureusemdht assez rarée, mais
d'autres provinces étaient beaucoup

moins favorisées. En Bourgogne, en .

Anjou, enh Champagne, le_ champart,
l'agrier, la5§ierce étalent .une réalité
quotidienne. .

' ~ - ' . 3
, 20 ' v .
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Tithes and taxes Slso‘varied‘éhbrmouslyn Around 1730 in
oy

~Basse-Provence alone tithesfrangeq from 1/3 (in one

cbmmunity) through 1/16 (in thirty-six) to 1/24-1/50 (in

eightlx§3 It is little wonder that comparisons with New

France vary so greatly; one can simply choose the numbers

that accorxrd with one's argument!

A

State taxation also varied throughout'the country.

While the "pays d'Etat"--provinces still possessing their

54

own estates--wére taxed at a lower rate, the average

rate was perhaps "1/8 or 12.5% of the gross yield of the ‘

.

first course." Again, however there is "bewildering variety."
: .8

The general distribution and uniformity
of royal taxation was at odds with the
institutions and customs of each province,
‘country' (pays) and town absorbed by
the realm, as well as with the astonishing
tangle of personal and collective
'privileges' which were much more than
the prerogative of the two ancien
'orders' of priests and°warriors.

The direct tax-—-the taille~-functioned very differenfly.
in'different parts-of the country. In some places it was
a tax on individuals, in other places, on land. Also "the
mofe peripheral péys d'état,‘... not long incorporated.
into the kingdom, like Brittany and Provenée voted an
annual sum" through theirrEstates.S7 Weaving its way .,
Qhrough all this was the arbiprary method of tax assess-

N 1

ment which "reposait sur des impressions plutdt que
sur. les\statistiques."57
How much of peasant production then was garnered in

one way or another by others? . Pierre Goubert has offered

°

cmet e et s 2
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a most educated guess: = .

4

. The inroads made into gross peasant
production by this spate of rents, very
unevenly distributed, can never be
.assessed at less than one fifth and must
often have reached twice and in local
instances three times that amount (some
historians hawve suggested even higher

.. rates, but thtse are rarely ggmissible,
—in the long run at any rate.

4 o
‘ L .

assessed in the context of this cbmplex,lhighly variable,

L

and often quite unknown, (at least in any precise sense)..

metropolitan background. Most French peasants wer%'
forced to hand ‘ovér at least 20 per cent of their
production while those in New France averaged 15 per .

cent. These differences hardly point to a transformation

of ‘the feudal social relations of production. Both in

France and in New France, relinquishing this amount of

sarplus prevented the accumulation of capital by any

'significant proportion-of the peasantry. But it does

13

suggest that the peasants of New France a@pear to have.
]

been able to resist the demands placed upon them more
successfully than most of their French couﬁterparts.
Exploring why and how that was so leads us to the hext

discussion on peasant resistance and class conflict in

feudal society. .-

Resignation and Resistance

There are two competing assumptions about the peasantry

in the historiography oi/New France. The Ouellet school
* -

The situation of the peasarits of'New France has to be

Lo RSk .

“
K wts

&
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insisted that peasants in France and its colony were

\ﬁ /,A

essentially passive, and submitted to the demands of their

~
ol

overlQrds wiﬂﬁou; guarrel. In that sense thereasanEs
%wn fate and served to retard.

were both authors of their
'The new

the economic development of~the whole society.

.society thesis_baéicarly accepted this description of
French peasants but argdgd that the indigenous conditions

»
#

.of;America had'shapeg a new 'social tyée‘: feisty,
independgﬁf and résistant tawafds the presdmptions of the
,prigileged.‘ Thé recent studies of French,péasants cFils
theseraséﬁmptions into qﬁestioﬁ. It suggests that the

s
<

rebellious behaviour of‘the habitants -of New France was
not conceived in the New World, but rather had a long’and

, distinguished history-in the 01d, and was, in fact,
. endemic to'the very relationships beﬂaeen peasants and

! the nobility, the Church,. and the~state.
This 'new' historiography forms part of the literature
59

' that has rescued the ‘uncommon common people from obscurity.

X In the history recounting the glamorous tales of lords
¢ . " and ladies, the political intrigues of kings and their
courts, and the stories of battles, won and lost, peasants,

had appeared as they did to their own masters: "not at

but simply as an instrument" of poliCy."eo"

} all as an end
The perspective that individually, and more especially

[

collectively, they played a part in éreating their own
social world and, therefore, in making history has
In

constituted a majof challenge to the -discipline

~
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thése new accounts peasant pa351v1ty does not disappear.

The c¢onditions that created 1t were real{ enough. But the

emphasis is upon the almost tangible té651'n between that

1

peasant resignation, on the one hand, afdd-their active
. : ) : §
and fierce resistance, on the other. For there seems

‘little doubt that much of the Wime, for most of the:

peasantry, the task was simpl;/to get by.

Uncertainty and depepdence do not
necessarily involve rebellion or
continual misery; adaptability, habit, T
and a kind of stupefaction caused by a S
non-existent, even positively damaging
. cultural life, more often result in the
: ., listless acgfptance of dqull, fitful g
) medlocrlty :

('A.
-

Certalnly the welght of political, military, 1egal,

economic, ‘and cultural pressures mllltated agalnst any

expectations that success would crown their - efiort; te

- ‘ resist. Nonetheless,'there was struggle:‘ ”maLgr% 5m"
. . i 4‘/ N
. : 1'appareil répressif de la seigneurie et de 1'Etat BEASY

monarchique la paysannerie a tenté de lutter contre
. 4 . N
l'inévitabl'e."62 C

AN

’

Subterfuge, fraud, flight, bribery and s&élling were

- French peasantry, though often endangered, did nbt face
extinction.v}ayments of seigneurial-dues were but off;
tithe coliectors were evaded; produce was hidden. when
all else failed, peasants fled into"nearby forests to

outwait and ouﬁwi; tax‘co\lle,c‘toi:s.e4 Flight was also a
frequent response to the arrival of soldiers, their right

’

N

N\\individual and family tactics that helped ‘ensure .that the .’

63
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to a billet, and their ability to demand 'even more.

N a

"Redoutée en temps de paix, la soldatesque ‘'1'était encore

il‘65

plus en periode d'opérations. But guch resistance

was tough: "la fuite désordonnée, meubles entassés

sur la charrette, bétes poussées par les enfants et les

chiens.“66 Only the poorest had less to lose by flight; °

’

others stayed, hoping to survive the unwelcome visitation.

c

At times seigneurs offered protection within their walls--~
whether out of pity, the desiré to ensure that sufficient
produce remained for their dwn dues to be paid, or to

' ¢

enlist the peasants in séruggles agaihstAthe fiscal
demands of the state,67 l

These acts of eyasion weré‘wovenuinto everyday
experience; they must have been as much a part of ﬁeasant
life as the very progesses involved in labour itself.
Their very nature--above all the need for secrecy--
ensured that the amount of evidence for them is hardly
commensurate with their occurrence. But there is enough
to prevent us from sharing/the view of many of their

.

social betters that they were little more than animals,68

( ’ .
or scholars who would see them as blind perpetuators of a’
static social system.

Beyond individual and family resistance were the

collective remonstrances, rebellions, acts of sabotage

il

and murder. The major debate about peasant resistance--to-

what extent it amounted to 'class war' and to ‘what extent

it was far more local, spontaneous, orT, even prompted by
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‘réformés avaient été et demeuraient nombreux."
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clashes within the ruling class--is not settled.69 What

does seem clear is that it could run the whole continuum.
On one end were "full-scale peasant wars or revolts, {(which)
unlike mere riots or terrorism, .tended to'be'the pfodﬁqt

of a whole range'of grievances, triggered off by crises

w70

which added unbearable éggravation. Ladurie writes of

.the ;ugfk‘unrést in the‘wholé'of the Midi from 1525-1560

that "was born of fiscal discontent and thénstruggle

~»

.against the tithe." : S .,

It later blossomed into the revolutionary
praxis of the years 1560-94 at which time
it mounted an assault on the whole established '
order becoming by degrees--without system
and with varying. intensity--anti-tax, anti- 71
tithe and anti-manorial all at the same time.

. > ! .

At certain moments “entre ‘1630 et la Fronde, [for example]
on peut dire gqu'un tiers du pays est en état de semi-
rébellion."72

N ) - y 1] * . ! et} -
Such.generafised'insurrectlon primarily otcurred in.

fthe’prbvinces\of the West and .South, provinces with a

_recent history of their own estates et "celles o les

73

The more continuously and uniformly oppressed provinces -

of the north were calmer. Therefore, while it is true

ithat “paverty and hunger are an essential element in-any

[y

74

' discussion of causal priorities"’’ they are a. necessary

but not sufficient condition for.widespread resistance.

It séems that a memory contributes: a memory both of past

75

resistance, and a memory of better times. "This helps.

‘ exﬁlgin_why,colle;tive resistance was ,mounted primarily

o ' et
. Al
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in defense of established custom and rights, and toq
prevent further encroachments, rather than as part of an
ongoing assault on the system: itself.
Au vrai, comme on peut le voir, les .

droits seigneuriaux et la dime étaient

acceptés, parce qu'ils faisaient ‘depuis

toujours partie de 1'univers paysan. On

refusait les changements, on défendait
la coutgee, mais la force de 1'habitude

jouait. | : oy

In Chapter 5 I shall a;gue that the habitants o; New
Frahce.alsé had a particular status quo to defend. When
they were first allptted their land there could Se no .

exactions because thére was no surplus~ indeed until land,

could be cleared planted, and harvested there was no

subsistence either, and credit ‘or' grants had to be
extended. But as the land was deyelqped, Church, stete'
and seigneurs started‘coming by for their cut. leez
French peasants,lthese habitants defended eEteblisheé

custom--they would keep everything! 1In this context the

. ' N . ° ! : ! . 1 .'
15 per .cent of production--only a round figure and subject

to many time and place variations;-ﬁardly‘réprésented
b " /

A}

-

"virtually" nothing. But it was not what those above had.’

in mind eitheri——As in France, these percentageg’Were
negotiated--not around a bargaining table--but throhqh.

individual and collective struggle between the‘peasants;

\

1

end the ?rivileged.

Peasant Struggle and Colonisatiaon

N

Thereé was. also a long-term--a centuries long--and

deeply contextualised historical dimensién to these

it Pt s
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‘his father was both judicially sanctioned

fiscalité royale"
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struggles. Their outcomes in England and France were
very differen%, and these differencés ultimately ﬁad
great significance for the colpnisation of America.
. . .

In France these strliggles contributed to and were

shaped by inter-class rivalry within the nobility. This

nobility had emerged from the medieval périod weakened by

.declining seigneurial, revenues due to earlier "peasant

c{:nquests."77 The rise of a strong centralised state--(in

part a response ‘to the nobility's need for collective

. L ‘ o i . 4 .
Qefense)78r—had further eroded its wealth and power. For

the state, with its own.claims upon peasant production.

and its own system of justice, had the will and the means

- to guarantee peasant land tenure. What is significant

for our immediate purposes was the seventeenth century

.fesult. By then the peasant right to inherit the land of

79 and accepted

in popular wiﬁdom.80 In Bloch's words, "crushed by

taxation, @ill-nourished and ill-clad, quite indifferent’

_indeed to his creature comforts, the French villager,

nevertheless, held his land by inherii:ance."ql A pyrrhic
vicdtory perhaps: for the state-which had supported his -~

claims against those of the nobility steddily advanced

' its own demands. This "monstrueux gonflement de la

82 feq primarily off the peasantry as

¢ L

‘the- major source of wealth in feudal society. -

Davis $ummarised the situation of the peasantry in

RS

seveénteenth century Frandg;<

i

AN
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The poor peasant producing his main’ )
crop for the subsistence.of his-own. familya
remained the-typical occupier of ‘the s
soil, not easily removed .from his land -
‘unless he got into debt, yet overburdened
by a collection of charges among which
national taxatiodn might be’the heaviest.
He was not able to accumulate capital in
order to change his practices, and gould
not be forced to make the attempt,.

The outcome of these struggles was very dxfferent for
the English peasant.. In the evolutlon of Ehgllshxjustlce
the lords' bqurts had retalned jurlsdlctlon over,matters
yrelatlng to’ peasant tenure, dec1slons about land, not " - St

,'eurprlslngly, went against the peasaqt.' That margin of
, . . . - . A A
protection that had opened up between seigneurial_and .

monarchica;‘justice for French peasants dia hot‘@aterialiee,
for'their English counterparts.. As long as it suited'the
}brds'télretain old copyholds, life went on -as usual.

But when more lucratiQe alternativee to land use ﬁegan to
open up peasants found tﬁemselves’in a weak position.

Many tenants who thought that they
were copyholders of inheritance at
customary rents ‘and with fixed fines,
and who had been treated .as such  for
generations by the stewards of their
manors, and who had documents to prove .
it, suddenly found that in the eyes of . ‘) ) L
the law they had no such estates at all. . N : e
«.. Many hoped ‘against hope, clung to -~ . ; o
worthless copies, ‘and forceg, trials that S e
¢ould only go agalnst them. . . o N

.

-In England’ peasant Security Qf tenure -was brokeﬁ down' and

- N - .- N ’ [
'a’ means of pressure to greater flexibility in land hse was

created."’a5 There was a close fit between such progress

‘in agriculture and the decline of the small peasant. As

Hill pointed out, "the century of<agri§u1tural prosperity
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Kﬂgich fellowed the Civil War victories of Cromwe@l“s yeoman
’eaQalry was also the century of the,disappearance of the’
small landowner. 136 In particular the right to enclose
vcommon ‘lands which deprived the peasantry of the source

of many different ways to supplement,thelr subsistence

"was sought and won by the C;dﬁ‘ and the nobility.87 ‘.

'The argument that the differential timing of the

~ -

transition from feudalism to capitalism in England and

France rested upon the outcome of centurles of class

confllct, and, in partlculer, upon whether peasants ‘were

’

able to retain their land has peed ably presented by

Brenner.

In sum,, eully to cempretiend long~-term
economic development, growth and/or
retrogressian in the late medieval and
early modern perlod it is critical. to
analyse-the relatively autonomous
processes by which particular class
spructures,.especlally property. or . SRR
surplus-extraction relations, are ‘
‘established and in particular ‘the class
conflicts to which they do or do not
give rise. For it'is in the .outcome of
such class conflicts—-the reaffirmation A
of the old property relations or. their
"destruction, anfl the consequent establish-
ment’ of a new structure--that is to be -
- .  found perhaps the, key to the Eroblem of
. long-term economic. development in late
medieval and.early modern Europe and—
more generally of the trg351tlon from
feudalism to capitalism. [my underllne] .

These processes in both Enéland and France were'éastly‘

more compLicated than this brief summary suggests. After

-all the hlstory of some four centurles is at stake

herel But for ptesent purposes there are two 1mportant

:

L
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issues that emerge from this argumeﬂt.
First, in both Enéland ané france péasgnﬁs fought to

.retain their land and their right to édmmon land. The
F;encﬁ’peasants‘of ibg se;enteeﬁth Eehtury‘héd won thi's
struégle, thouéh hardly ontfhei; 6@n terms. . In England,
as Manning has'argued, ﬂﬁis conflict‘qve£ "whether the
landlor@s and big farmers or the mass of the peasantry

. .wéfe to control and éeVelob the wéstes\and coﬁmons e

was the central agrarian issue of the 1630s and 1640s and

~of the English Revolution;"gg Thib emphasises that .

‘however burdensome and précariodsltheir way-of-1ife--and .

;Euwas clearly bo;h—-peasants.étruggled for its preser-

4

vation.' Certainmly it looked better than the alternative--

i

and fgr most people, at least 'in the short term b5§y two

"hundredliears), it prebably was. For them their 1lifeline
. was their land. Endlish peasants did not willingly

, 'free'-themselves from the soil. They were forced off
and .found themselves free, to sell their labour power in

. .the .open marketplace. Pafticularly before cépitalist

“V

" production had developed sufficiently to fequire'anything

1ike the pdtential wage labou} available, this was a
dubious privilege at'éest. Tawney's words, put in the

mouth of the 'freed' peasantry illustratés this.

Tfue, our system is wasteful, and
fruitful of'many small disputes. True, .
a large estate can be managed more ,
economically than a small one. True,
pasture-farming yields§higher profits
than tillage. Neverthdless, master

fe
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steward, our wasteful husbandry &eEde
households where your,ecohbmical '

metMpds would feed few. ' In our ill- o
* anged fields and scrubby commons most
families hold a share, though it be but’ . ‘
a few roods. In our unenclpsed village o =0T
there are few rich but thére are few L
destitute, save when God sénds a bad R

harvest, and we all starve together.?pr . e

Labeisr—llke~progressxve, reactlonary,.enliéhtened
. ‘. ra - . . .

a superst{tious--need to be, held iﬁ.abeyance. For them
. . . . t . . , A . \“‘
to be meaningful outside of the fantasies-of ‘those. who
J ’
apply them, they must be predlcated upon an analySLS that

u

takes account 'of the real-life alternat1Ves qf the people

nvolved Otherwise it is phllosophygor undlluted 1deology,

3

not hlstory, that 1s being written. What is the p01nt of

r K

castigating Irolean peasants for not ea51ng their

v

destitution by going' to work in the shoe factory, if

‘there is no shoe factory in Irolea?
0 . " 'J’

PN

. The sebond~poiﬁt is. to notice -the implicatiods~of‘the

_different'outcomes'in the struggle over peasadt;land tenure’

'for the history of French and English colonisation in- -

¢

Amerlca, for . why "la France de Louis X1V [unllke England]

' B v

n etalt pas un exportatrlce 4’ hommes. As England 's

dlsplaced people took to the roads, and more threatened

to follow, the 1dea oquendlng the nation's- surplus men
i ; [

and women overseas galhed gurrency. Imﬁlementlng this

'> -~ U \-——-—-‘

idea was made p0531ble through the capltal accumulatqd by
those profiting from the dlsplacement of others lncludlng
the better-off peasants. They had helped to,create.the

. » - ey
new circumstances; they had the chance to increagse their
holdings, improve techniques and production’, hire.wage

' . o
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labourers and become themselves part of the new rlSlng

91
class. « The enclosure movements, the rentracklng,

, th_e undermlnin'g of 'feud\a:l ,tenures, _all'.p‘ermitted} the .
consglidation. of ‘holdings, more productlve use of land :
P R o
and specialised farming. Increased commodlty productlon'

becamé not only p0551ble but profltable. ‘It met the new
needs that had developed in . the wake of the demlse of

sub51stence farmmg These grow1ng markets bexpanded to’

1nclude the new men of capltal--whether landed, or :Ln

‘

trade or’ 1ndustry——w1th thelr gt‘ow:.ng purchasmg power.
¢
e L3 !
In the exc1tement of thls expansaon tHe dream of new .

.markets abroad began to take hold

The promotlon tract

A developed by the V:Lrglnla Company was the’ flrst 1n a

A,

r

/ ., storm of dlverse propaganda from’ ballads, sermons, o

v

broads::.des, .and exhortatlon by word of mouth to extoll
the better llfe to be found in Amerlca. Brltlsh shipplng

men awoke to the lucratlve pI'QfltS to be made from

t

. trans "rtlng emlgrants across the At‘lantlc as cargo. ‘A

‘slon\of the J.ndenture system was developed to flnance

by

thoseJtoo poor to pay for the:.r own trlp. Proflteerlng,
'forced detentlon of prospectlve passenger:s until shlps
‘"were ready to leave port and other met‘nods of 'persuading’
.people to emigrate were by-products of thlS process where
most had noth:.ng to lose and some had much to galn. Wht?n
it became clear t;hat the urban poor 1acked the skills of

husbandry and the. rlght attltudes for frontler farming

‘the merchants used the networks or' ‘thé putting.out system

- . ' . \ ' - '
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to recruit from the counﬁryside.gz' Swollen fp6Hbm-the ranks

* “

of the dispossessed, those{litgrélly shqvéd'and §ushéd

‘out of Erigland, those Qifh a 1ié%le capital and no 1ané,‘

. : . - \ .

as well as those ‘leaving for religious and political
reasons, they soon became the most promising markets for
British inanufacturéd.goods.93

to its colonisation experience .that France did not was a

P

surplus population, surplus.capital accumu;atéd through

. capitalisﬁ agriculﬁure,'rapidly expandiné internal markets

and the potential for the development of external markets.
.This chapter has explored the significance of the
agrarian‘ relations in France for the colonisation of. New

‘France. The maintenance of peasant production and sub-

sistence agriculture meant people continued to produce

‘for their own use and were neither obliged, nor had the

X oppo;tqnity, to’constitute the mass markets.typical of

’

-~

capitalist societies. It is now clearér why the

.-

population of New England grew so much more rapidly than

that of its no;thern'ﬁeighbour.' A wage laboﬁrer is 'free’

to- sell his labour perr anywhere; he is, and has to be

mobilé.. And those 'that are newly freed will dream of

having land again, and the opportunity for that existed

ih'America; Land, itself, however, is not transportable,

" s0 the French peasantry remained sedentary.

But this chapter has also "shown that if sedentary,
peasants did not lie down as those above  them trampled  _ .

over them. .0On the contrary, the historiography that has

i S S %

WhatTEngianﬁ brought, thehé'
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" and New France has been decontextualised rather than

-role in the colonisation of New France although the nature \ . na

of the French state during that period. That is . the

- 105 -

arguéd that a 'new social typé' emerged in the NeQAWbrld

- requires a re—examination in the light of this histéry of

. o
the French peasants and the enormous variation in the

Fates 'of economic exploitation that attended their 1lives.
By failingyto explore "the essential conflict generated

‘by a feudal mgde“gf proauctiop" peasant behaviour in France
apprehended as the ongbing'resﬁlt of weighing And actiné
upon possibilities arid qpportunities, on the one hand, -
and as§essin§‘6bstacles‘and:the w;ight 6f retaliatory’ ¢
measures, on the other. When peqsanté we;e grahted 1a$d
in New France, tﬂere was, at first; no surplus for others
té.@afner..'But this experiénceloﬁ retaining all their
éroduce was pefceived quite differently by them than by
ﬁhﬁse with legal claims to soﬁe of-thé£ produce. As | B 'x{
peasanté began té préduceﬁa'surplué}/others beganlto
insist on a share. As iﬁ Franéefzbeasant reaction to . 1.
those demands was to defend tﬁe status quo and,resiét ‘
new exactions.

\Thé.rise of the centralis%ng state-in- France had, aé.
we saw, .a profound effect on the ogtcomé oftthesé agrariap

relations. and therefore, upon the subsequent c¢olonisation

of America. But the stateralso played a direct and central

of that role has been contested. An evaluation of that

literature and a re-interpretation redquires an analysis

subject of the next chapter. -




’ttirned away" has been -applauded, received as evidence

CHAPTER THREE - .

. . THE STATE IN FEUDAL MSOCIETY, o . s
The last few French monarchs have’ not enjéyed a very" : :

good press. " That the last of them literally lost his head

-

" while the regime that he symbolised was conscigntiouély

—— L
— . .

dismembered has seemed unremarkable, i/f~no‘t\ just. How they

Rt

conducted the natj.on's“‘\“business has often been presented .
L [ Lo

b o

R Bt T, FTY

as 'an awful exa{ﬁI‘)le'A of how not to run a country. Con-

-

versely, that "sixteenth century England, emerging from

o

fgudali‘ém, hesitated on the brink of royal abs;olutism, and
1 , ‘ )

-

-

that there was: 1ndeed another way. Two adjectives that

T e ok Tt

sum up many -of the accounts of the French Ab501u.tlst

'Monarchy are .unw1e1dy and .despotic. Yet it was the

first--the cumbersome, enormous, contradictory nature of

the state's system for implementing policy, collecting R ‘

. taxation apd enforcing edicts that ’acted as a significant ' . - ‘

brake on any asplratlons that the monarch mlght have had

for the second: ) R P

... no-ruler, however fierce his
attachment to strong government, could -
ever contemplate the sort of authority
over his subjects which it has become
commonplace for all govexz'nments of our
own generation to exert.’

e e R
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'encompassed in the development of this.state.

s
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.{5“ . )
Certainly a French king had to balance the interests-and
sensibilities of his'noblés,‘aspiring noblgs, office-

holders, intendants and governors, financiers and backers,"

and cardinals and-bishops.3 fBeyond that, raising money

vy -
Y

_ among a~:jgv¢atlon that did not even accede the 1eglt1mac¥

of regulir taxation, without a 'modexrn bureaucracy tOfcarry

out the task, wés\an.all cdnsuhing nightmare that militated

against the asplratlons and poss1bllnt1es for omnlpotence.
These unw1e1dy networks 1nv1te us to look behlnd the

descrlptlon “absolutist"” to’ explore the relations

~a

The. partlcular questlons 1n this chapter are motlvated

¥

\ by those ralsed in the dlSCUSSlOnS of the state'in the
hlstorlography of New France. There areltwo tendenc;esﬁin'

this literature: the state has either been teified and
presented as statlc, sutocratic, and despotic or personalised
through redu01ng it to the partlcular characterlstlcs of the
-telgnlng monarch. Historians Who‘equate the'state and the
relgnlng monarch often share the assumptions of those people

who raised the battle cry--'Vive le roi sans taillet® " The -

~

king was good, paternalistic and concerned about his sub-

- i

jects but his policies and administrators were bad, or

incompetent.g< These attitudes have also shaped thé debate -

on the consequences of state intervention in New France:
- *

was the state responsible for the vitality, however

1

limited, of the colony or. did it’ serve to stifle and ..

. e . . , - 5. - .
crush indigemnous economic-development?™. . ‘ -

\
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Parallelllng this. questloh has been a further tendency

‘

to attrlbute blame to the monarchs for not engaglng them-l oo

' .

selves more thoroughly w1th the colony, fOr not expendlng ,\ \(fl

;more resources upon it, and for-failing to attend more ,.;“ _\"‘\c .

;- .
systematlcally to lts'concerns.' At the—same.tlme-thelr
. S

perlodlc forays lnto colonlal affalrs are greatly

.

aPPﬁécrated. Wade seemed grateful. ',‘., v T e

At . this crucial moment the rulers of, | T
., ‘France came to the'rescue of the colony -
‘ which they had so long . neglected .Under
. Lou1s XIV and his great minister Colbert,
the French colonial empire was. given
strong support by a paternallstlc ' .
-government under a mercantalist policy... o
The old order was swept away and New T
France was made oveg in the image of
Louls XIV s France.

.Eccle 'was also impressed. R

Louis XIV poured capital, manpower, . .
military force and admlnlstratlve talent . =~ e
.intd the colory with'a lavish hand. It . c o

- was during this perjod ... that the ) “/T}: N
;lnstltutlons of New France were firmly . ST
establlshed '

‘This assumption, that the state should’have‘devoted more

. ofF lts resources to colonlsatlon requlres some reflecflon.g_'

Once the source of state’ Wealth 1s demystlfled—-lt was after

. X

all the peasantry, 'the goose that laxd the gpldeneeggs 9“

- I

——questlons can beuralsed about the polltrcal efficacy of - -

colonlal 1nvestment. For by colonlslng Amerlca it ‘can hardly )

[N ‘

be claLmed that .the state was . actlng in. the 1nterests of’ the'
'vast majorlty of its subjects who were forced to bankroll B

:the operatlon, one way or another.: Thls.ralses_an important
question: in whose intérests were the state's colonisation’

g

. - A (-
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. New Frsnce in'a’ broader context, and to reformulate,the.

revenue and the role of war will be c'l'iscuss‘ed.x In the

policies pursued2lo S

U s s Y

In this chapter these questions will be explored. '

through a theoretiea11y~informed"analysis of the historical .

ﬁ:f

'development and structqral contradlctlons of the'Erench ' :

[

Absolutlst State. There are several aspects to_this\

discﬁssion that will permit us to situate‘the assumptions

terms of the debate. The growth of the state“s flSCal

t t

, base, the sources of 1ts revenue, and 1ts system for

- 1

'collectlng taxes and maklng expenditures will be

i

consmdered first. An understendlng of its role in New '

France requires thdt the complexity and specificity of

'tbese developing relations be grasped.

.

Second the intimate connectlon between the growth'or

the state’'s fiscal system, 1ts insatiable need for

historiography of New France, thé‘wars are lamented.

4'because,they diverted resources from the colony.' But

this is to misunderstand the centrality of war for the

"state-builders” of early modern Europe. As'Tilly put it,

. ..taxation was the chief means by which

the builders of states in the gsixteenth century
and later supported their expandlng armies,
which were in.-turn their principal’ instrument.
.,in .establishing control of their frontiers,
.pushing them out, defending them against
external 1ncursxons, and ‘assuring their own -
prigrity in the use of force within those
‘frontiers. ConverSely, military needs were

in those flrst centurles the‘maln 1ncent1ve

.t

a
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. . . fer tHe. lmp051t10n of new taxes and the .
< ,,’,‘ ‘regularization of old phes. The need S
L fed 1tself, furthernmore; the overcoming
: * of. re31stance to taxation requlred ‘the
‘malntenance of a military force. So
\ - turned- the tight circle connecting ’ . ,
o R 'state-making, military institutions and
— " the extraction of scarcelresourCes from
’ L ‘a-'reluctant populatlon. . Lo .

‘. i ¢ -

In thls context colonisation was percelved as an alternatlve.

\method qf territorial expansion. .But glven the soc1o—
-

[ . f ‘ T .
.+ economic system of France, this'was a poor consolatlon
. N » *

prize indeed——éna it too would involve Fhe experises and

.t . . y DY

defeats of war, o K N

.

'

Finally, these dlscu351ons w111 form the basis for -

~. an exploratlon of the relatlons between the monarch and-

his subjects, that 1s,‘of the relations between state .and

society. The argument in .the hHistoriography of New France

i

+ .
about- the ‘'monarch's 'paternalism' or 'deépotism' needs to

- . -

be situated in a broader context that addresses the- question.

,ofltne*nature of the state in prefrevolutionafy France..

There has been a 1ong debate on thls subject. Was the

Absolutist State a form of class ruld ‘in feudal soc1ety,. i
_a transitional regime between feudalism and capitalism,

or did -it represent and encourage a nascent capitalist

bourge0151e in its struggle with the ar:.stocracy"12 My

approach to a resolutlon of these questlons will- be

through asking the question: .in whose interests d4id this

state rule? ‘What did Absolutism do for .different social

-

’classes?lJ Abrams has described this kind of approach: -

The task of the historical sociologist . "~, .
in this sort of enterprise is to demonstrate ..

~ ' . &

a

P
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J functions... at its.best 4his sort of "soft' .

«, . - functionalisnm,- a, func;;éﬁzllmn strlpped»of LS
e teleology and ‘recast. #s a. properly historical.
- . mode.of analy51s is really rather -formidable;
-a serious ?2515 for a serious hlstorlcal , SN
soc1ology. ) , . i PR

i

The' Development and Contradictions of Absolutism -

- - f -

v ' N
). ,
K . . R PN -
. .
. «

.Theyrise_of a Ffench state'resided centrally‘in'pp;
1. deVe}obmeeﬁ of financial relations between fionarch and.
éubjee;s; relations which érovided hio with érowing Bht‘
ai@eye p}oblematie'control ove;'the mobilisation and
depioymeﬁt of resources: This state cannot be viewed,
emoodied as it .was in the.Absolptist Monarehy,'as
‘.'something finished' but rather as a constantly
developing network.of .relations that reached out, in
different ways at different times, to all parts of French
society. In that process it generated botﬁ seﬁport for
ite claims to legitimacy, and opposition,thet eould
7result in general or 1local rnsurrectioh-—befofe it was
finally swept away by revolution, along with’ the’ rest of
.«what was retroactlvely called the"Anclen Reglme.
Its orlglns can’ be located deep in the Mlddle Ages,

beyénd - the Capetlans, W1Fh their Carolinigian origins "and

@he_great‘Charlemagne."Shennan notes the réemarkable fact

Ehat the law of ‘hereditary succesSLOn held from 987 untll

the French Revolutlon. Durlng that perlod "no French

v

' king ‘wa's deposed or executed, nor did any succeed to the

. throne in defiance of that'lew."l6

PRI Vo N - \

This monarchy was no

PG
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2 C e T pushover, and as the guarantor of both temporal “and

“]. E o, spirltual gustlce enjoyed ‘abldlng prestlge "%7 It owed

~

T Ets develépment to sporadlc agreements among nobles to

-
[

. ""'Jpootfsome resources_for common defense. As these - .
o «centralised relatious devé}oped they . helped ensure the -
o, gurvival of:noble fortunes through consolidation. of power .

’

Iagalnst external enemies and peasant reSLStance, and at

1

SN the same- time created deep fissures wlthln the rullng

] ..

, u_'.class a4s .state and nobllltyventered into competltlon for

/s

- zt‘ ! - N ' ! "' > . '
o “scarce resources. An account of the development of this.

. state 1s the ‘story of ltS increasing ability to mohlllse

o ,'the monles needed to wage war, assert 1ts 1nterna1 control
- and purChase loyalty and obedlence. But while fantasies

o > .
. *)gﬂf*’ of power preceded,,and'always exceedéd, the actual power,

no master plan was unfolded. Like Topsy this state had -

1
'just growéd‘.mdshrooming out to.absorb potential

“cohpetitors, neutrallslng others, and leaving the dis-

enchanted w1th no altérnathe power, to 'rule the country.’

.

It is 1mportant flrst then, to explore the growth and

nature of the state ] flscal clalms on soc1ety

' 1. The Taille: At flrst the klng only had the 1ncome
.from his own domalnes wlth whlch to run the kingdom.

The tradltlonsﬁof,French.klngshlp had
never allowed the monarch to tax - his
subjects without their consent. He was
. . . expected to live off the' resources of
oo * .7 'his domaine and when the needs of the
. . “state outgrew these resources he had to
) seek agproval betore exacting a ,9eneral
_levy. CLo , .

A s B L k<




?—x—‘t,~ i

- 113 - | y

P
-

For a long time it was the accepted wisdom thatltne
A 1 . N - ~ ’ . . i
. expenses of ruling should be. drawn exclusively from his

) OWn,resources./ This was an idea that died_hafdf if it

ever really did. It continued to foei.the;active '
;resistencelto taxation th;oughout‘thejCentuf%es,lg‘even-
‘though by the fifteenth century only a fifth(of'the

”

crown s total revenue was drawn from the klng s domalne.20

'For gradually mohies were s011c1ted for "extra ordlnary

.purposes -(war and.the mllltary) and the pr0v1nq1al

P
A

estates willingly or. unwillingli accéded.zl'aThesé

extraordlndry grants had a way ‘of becomln “ﬁegular,ﬁ
f
" creating the need For more revenue ‘or yet. new extra—

Y

'ordlnary measures As Dent put 1t: "[ ]hings wefre ""

called extra—ordlnary until’ they had bﬁEome soﬁgenerally
22

naccepted by law and custom that they had become ordinary *E
\ By -the ﬁ{a flfteenth centu;y,. the ;1sca1.forms by}‘,n
. which the étenbh monarcpy essentially enpported itself'

~c;own to the Renolntion of 1789 were, laid down. " 23 .ann

kina of tax had a long and troubled history; the;retﬁrne‘H .

were not. just revenue, but resentment and resistance. The
1 . -

*

taille was the "greatést eingle source of revenue for the

"24\ It "corresponded to modern taxes on land, on

||25

Crown.
the individgpal (income tax) and on movable effects.
Local and provincidl differences and a‘"highly arbitrary"”
method of essessing how much would come from each :egion

contributed to "its lack of conerence‘and system."26 But

its. most striking feature was that it was paid only by

M b = P
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those without the wealth, status'or power, to avoid it. -

For a revenue—hungry monarchy, thls dOes seem extraordlnary.

" To be noble however, meant to be free from the klng s

o

taxes, at least most of the tlme. “Taxpaylng was seen ae
ignoble, Deductlon of a tax from the income of a head of
family was considered a spoliation, a v1olatlon of the

right of property, an 1nfr1ngement of man s natural

freedom."27 ’

- Indeed, the taille personnelle "Was.exacted’only

r
.

from unprivileged individuals."

[TInis meant not merely that the
nobility and the clergy did not pay but
also that a large number of members of
the third estate were also immune. . .
Exemption from the taille personnelle -
was accorded to the king's household )
servants, to a variety of royal - e
officials, members of the sovereign
courts, royal secretaries, élus, members
of universities including the students,'
barristers,, notaries, mayors and '
_aldermen, wholé towns even--Normandy’
alone 1nclud§§ nine such pr1v1leged Cree
communities.

The taille réelle whlch prevailed 'in ‘the Mldl and the
south-west was a land tax, and although ‘noblé' land was
exempted, it did include more people in its net. Still,

thfoughout France, the burden of the taille‘fell directly

and almost exclusively upon the peasantry.

This tax was never instituted in New France. Its
) - .

,absence has been used to argue'that peasants in the. colony

were not only better-off than those on .the continent but

aleo freer and more independent.zg“ But before such

P AR kD s vns s K
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interpretations,are accepted severﬁl"agationary notes
- should' be raised." First, land could not bear such a tax

until it was in production. Exemptions from the taille,
k-]
30

'

under 'these circumstances, had t0 occur in France also.
Second, the state officials in-France did suggest

implementing a ‘tax in'the colony -but were-deterred by the
costs of eqlleétien—ﬁTilly‘s point linking taxation and
military expendfturee could be re-stated here. Tﬁird, it

' - o

is clear that in’ France the exlstence and rate of taxation

N .
5
“

s had emerged from many, pélh@lcal struggles, and as’ a ‘”,“%
¢ f “ o a °

resultp varlatlons and exemptlons of many klnds prevalled.

.

I3

Flnally thisvtax——a tax on prddudtlog--was the same*klnd L

- e R .
of exactlon ‘as selgneurlal dues*and tlthesw That there
i « R . 1 1 o

was no taille meant tHat the state,was not‘actively

‘
2,

- - R
. . . . [ N
+ competing with church and seigneurs for a direct sharé in .
production. But its absence does not necessarily mean

i

either that*the.peééant'fn New France was better~off- or
’ N Q + - .

.. moreindependent." S } oo

e . , i . a
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3. TaXes on Trade;and Commercé: While ‘the major source

ol state monies came, as 1t did for the nob;llty, from

©

the direct exproprlatlon of surpLu& lrom the mass of
i 1
peasant producers, there was another timeshonoured way to

raise revenue: through the regulatibn'of'trade and !

. ¢ +

commerce. 'As early as the fourteenth century there were

'
o

taxes that permitted the' king to make Tevies on goods

sold within the realm (aides), on salt (gabelles) and on .

4 .
' 1y
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‘ commodltles mqv1ng in. and out-of the country, or 1n<s?me

‘ v : !
cases 1nterprov1n01ally (traltes) The gabelle ‘was com— .

pllcated, 1ev1ed dlfferently in reglons of hlgh product1v1ty

-than in low, and not at all in others. " This gave.rlse to’
, Fe '
an lmpre531vely large salt smuggllng operatJ.on31 wvith, some

-u .

ramlflcatLons for New France When .some fAUx saunlers were -

sent over as part of a small forced 1mm1gratron to ease

’ ". 2

ﬂ%abour shortages. Althoughvan exc1se.tax, 1t fell most
heavily on peasant consumers who were forced to purchase

a certain minimum amount of salt annually 32_ The aldes

Al o o A

, Were excise taxes that had orlglnated as grants to the g', -

“ o .

33

soverelgn. Once appllcable to ali goods sold in the north, L

'

they were, by the seventeenth century, malnly llmlted to

fish, meat, snuff, wood~*and "most 1oathed of all,' llquor.a4

e

The traites were "customs dues lev1ed on goods enterlng
or leavxng the klngdom or moving across certaln prov1nc1al
boundaries." 135 This 1nvolved a formldable operatlon-for

"by the seventeenth century, hardly a commodlty moved but

a fee was levied agalnst 1t,"36 An 1mpre551ve.and elastlc' .

source of Ffunding was drawn, then, from the regulatiOn.of' R

A

trade and commerce. These regqulations pernmeated and in-

formed the relationships between the state.and-merchant

traders dnd provided, as we shall .see in the next chapter,

an important dimension for understandingfthe place of

trade-in the Ancfen _Régime.
PR " [] :
o - N ‘/‘ L v o [

3. The Fiscal Relationship between Church and Sthate:.

N

The Church was an integral part of the‘sOciai relations

of . feudal society both in France and in‘the colony; )

[y

, ".,“ . . o ." o . . ) "
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e .lﬂ:, through the tlthe 1t garnered its own share of peasant
N ﬁ"f a productlon. -Some of thls was transferred to the state——"

. T

but'not'through.the 1gnoble paylng of taxes. For the

) Church had won" 1ts long battle w1th the state not to ‘be .

; . r:‘;'v taxed thlS preserved the legal flctlon that 1t was too ; C f‘z
e ~"worthy to be SO humbled‘ But a compromlse had been , :

,f'?:“‘ - '-; negotlated.' Each year thé clergy voted an’ asgnual sub51dy E/ j i
(:t? ‘ ﬁft.. plus lncreaSLngly larde dons gratu1ts:to the klng. Thls - ”":; o

oL annual subsidy to the state left the Church w1th "a

TN '-.conSLderable measure of flnan01a1 privilege. 438 In New -

.
- , -

- e France the Church was . exempt from the .tax on beaver aa o

I

-

- l o ”_:'_ pelts, a not 1n51gn1flcant pr1v11ege given ‘that these
D pe}ts-were used as'a form of currency inlthe.colony;39

. - .
N . . ~

'4._“Venality of-Office: From the Mlddle Ages French klngs

Posle P had &Dld offlces to- prov1de direct revenue. ,Thelr holders

B T TR U PN NY 2

. ‘were empowered to collect taxes and other levies from the-

‘ ...  population apd to perform a great many different services. .

L '-:éy‘the early 'seventeenth century France had become tne ,
?classical land:of‘salefof offices"?? as an ever-growing
nunber were created by'the monarchy to‘ease its financial

-diffloulties. But what exactly was being sold? Boshér - R

A states thatnalthough the legal character was not altogetﬁer

clear, "no one dpubted that an offlce was a form of property,

a kind of flef 4; In 1604 the Crown; at least in part to

v

' .
T L wimucee dmapen -

incrgase its revenue, made such offices hereditary upon

Y
i R OOr S S

"paynent of an annual fee or paulette which. "confirmed the

!

>
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'practlce of. treatlng offlces not merely as the property . A

'generatlon to generatlon.

always managed td‘find new people interested in buying

‘1nst1tutes an' offlce God creates a fool who w1ll buy

" the dpblous pr1v1leges of holding ‘venal office was the . 1

“Clearly the revenue—producing function of venal offices
- ¢

_provide an income for the Crown, but also those offices -

L L . -1 -

2,
I3 ' '

’of one man but as the patrlmony of his famlly from

w42 . -~

Great ingenuity was displayed in the _
method of selllng offices. If no . .

! * vacancies .in the existing offices were '
availdble, new offices were created. If .
this was not possible, the- discharging . ' v

)f"of functions-was divided among two, t “ R

three or four incumbents (offices p ' ~
‘alternatifs) triennaux, quatriennaux). ' .
Moreover, new offices without any duties
attached to t&gm were createqd (offlces
imaginaires). .

Klng LOUlS XIV/hlmself realised that the practlce was beLng .

pushed a little far.' When he asked Pontchartraln how he’

one of hlS most beautlful pr1v1leges- as soon as the klng L .

‘

;tb"44 Yet the Llng mlght well have asked. For one.of'

'opportunity’' to make "contributions to the royal treasury

. ‘ S 5
on all sorts‘of occas:.ons."4 ‘

_Secure. in the knowledge that the o L
officials as a group enjoyed little s o .
~ public sympathy, the crown was : ~ '
" effectiyely in a ‘position to blackmail
them.in%¥o further payments for t28
malntenance Qf their privileges. - - .

is not be be under-estimated; Not only did their sale AR

<

for regulating trade'and commerce--"measurers,K of grain,!
v - . . .

Y

’ -
L

.offlces[ the minisﬁef's‘reply was, "Your Majesty forgets R 1.
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sellers of seafood, pigs and fowl, gaugers of liquid and
+ many more besides"——émounted to. "an indirect tax on

commodities and trade goods."47

Yet to stop there would be to seriously mfsundéfstand
a wofld where the government depended. upon the co}iection‘
of'taxes‘but had ﬁo paid civil serviée to do its‘biddiﬁg.
And, with no postal sef&ice,'£axes\adtually aid'have to
be:c6llectedl They had to be édueezed out of'people a11~ 
-nover_the diverse and scattered kiAgdom, from peopl% barely
L able to keep body and 'soul together,'ffom peoéle who found
thé king legitimate, but nothhis exactions. Vith thé sys£eh
of selling offices,.additional'taxes did not have to be '
levied té pay the officials; each could be counged upon to
, cpfiec; a little e;tf;, and pay the king a little leséf —
. In.the hiétorngraphy'of'New'Fraqce this practice has been
Jreéd as g'sigﬂ of csrfuption by ¢tolonial officials,ievéh.
an indication that France cared little for its colony.48
. -But Bosher has shown that this was bért of an "éﬁbiguity -
in. the foyal financial administ?étion of Néw F?ancéf that
: 49 . .

@«

permeated "the entire kingdom." The "confusion" that

this created between "public and pfivate" is a confusion
| for 'us, not .for contemporaries. As Hurstfield has
pointed out, = . -

' {t)o meet its administrative bills"
and pay its offjcial salaries, a.
‘government could do one of two things.,
It could seek-.to increase” its taxes upon
the nation; or it could in one way or
- another leave the-officials to ggllect
‘ "theig own fees from the public, ‘

- . +
' \
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ﬁhile this practice of tax-‘armlng had .once 1nvolved many
small -time bu51nessmen operatlng locally throughoue the

51xteenth and seventeenth centuries tﬂe 'tax'farme/ beceme
largﬁr until they were in the Hands@ef a fewﬁfinahciefs;"sg

. The.dynamics of the French state's 'fiseal machine'

requires sopme elaberation.- . ) -

‘The Fiscal System.

The development of these taXes is a powerfhl | ~
1nd1cator of a contlnual though uneveﬁ, progess.of
enc;péchment of a centralising state upon provincial and
local euthorities: While they had begun by agreeing to
temporary exaetions for combined military adveﬁtures,or~
deéfence, they found themselves forced to eeqﬁiesce to
.incfeasingly large annual 'requests’ from*ehe Crowe.53‘

Yet there was an unéerside to‘the deyelopmene of the"
ne;wégk of state relagione that‘calls fg; a geconsideretion'
of the ihpficit meaﬁing bf‘fhe phrese"Abselhte Monarchyﬂ'
For its suggestion of complete and centralised control
lconjures up a false image that belied i;s nature. Ie
serves to mas% a cemplex, motle?, far-reaching and
amazingly unsystematie'sef df':elations‘thei was
constant;y proliferating, witﬁdnaWing, be;hg eupeteeqed-
or undermined. ‘Uhiie‘these relatiqns—reacﬁed frem tbe
Qarieus sites Qf the French court through aﬁd’afoedeﬁhe
cities and towns ﬁo'the remeﬁesﬁ afeae‘bé‘the pOuntiyside”,

-




. back. during the periodic ‘ciean—ups_ that took place
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and back again, they did so uﬁevenly, without direct lines -

fof‘command, with detours and cul-de-sacs, and all 'of thein

éboundidg-in internal conflicts. lf, bf enalody, this étéﬁé‘
has. been represented as a great monster 11v1ng paraSLtlcally‘
off an 1ncreas1ngly beleaguered peasantry, 1t was redolent

of the dlnosaur after smaller, cleverer mammals had evolved.

to eat its eggs. But while the dinosaur's weakness was ‘
its puny brain, it -was the French state's circulatory

. Lo & . . ' . _
systeém that threatened its claim to absolutism: namely . .

\ |

" its network for raising and spending money:. L

The ‘'studies of the French state’slfinanci&l networks

\

\hame‘revealed'that this was not a oentralisedysystemlwith -

all roads leading back to Versaillesl We can stert p?
ﬁicturing the fiscal‘system wltﬁ EWO’hépds,wwltﬂ the .
rlght kdowing'little of what the left'ﬁas—doiné;' More
specifically, the kipg add his midisters.ordered the

spendidg éf money (ordonnance) but.tte responSibility.for\,

N

collectlon and payment (comptablllte) rested with. those'-v-

‘who farmed their own pfflces. No system of accountablllty

exigted either over the process of tax collectlon or over;

the dlSpOSltlon of funds between collectlon and payment.

Such offlces were not- revocable, and” could only be bought

through setting up the Chambers of Justice, “an'iqtegral~' J
part of the financial systeml"?g ‘The laSt”specielised'

commission of this sort was struck in order to try.: .

Frangois Bigot, New France's last Intendant, along witﬁ* ’
.o . - o



"-nature of the probLem through settlng up "a collectlve qr

N -7

' N . . N ’

other offlcers Who had served 1n Canada.55 ‘Financial'

- dlfflcultles in thls pre—bureaucratlc age were endemlc,

‘but thelr-causes'were sought in the malversatiOns——'-
'uSuaLIy present--of‘ihdividuals. Attacking the systemic

L4

organlsed system would [have requlred] -a revolutmon, as.

John Law and Jacques Necker dlscovered to thelr cOst"'56

- 1.
- . \
- K
- \ \

A A great deal of the Crown s contlnulng flnanc1al

K - \ - K \

problems has been attrlbuted to this system' Ytax farms\

N « ~ ' ‘

~ '

were now regularly auctlonedtto large flnan01ers, whosa g

cbllecting systems mlght tap up to tWO thlrds of flscal— o

-

' ,.57

wrecelpts\on thelr way to/the state. There was’ nq

systematlc way of checklng the accounts of those ce ] -

g ‘offlce~holders and thelr employees -(who were qu1te slmply

'*employees\oﬁ the offlce—holder, wlth,no llnk to the’

I 4 \

.state"s’network);‘and these accounts were theéir own

-

. personal property. i

\ - . . .
. '

"y

' The~kingfand his ministers COnsequentlyvhad to be

v s

extremely 1nvent1ve in flnding new ways to raise money.

Yet here too they hagd- to tap the same system that WA S

-sw1nd11ng uthe state in the first place. It was very

’ ‘ . . \ . - B R - : ' PR N
complicated,. but, in essence, the Crown borrowed the money
- ¥ ] - . . 4

lthat\would have accrued to it anyway, and at interest.

v
e v

Chérging interest--usury--was, however, illegal, condemned

byrstate and Church alike. A thinly-veiled substitute was

‘in common practice, not just for the Crown, but for

ianyone‘with money to lend in-Francet¢ the rente. The

»

R S S : B e R

e A s n "o



- . . s N . R
< - . - . .o v

R terninolpgy~of_the rente, - . v : BN ¢

- . \ * P . v

. . - . "
. ! . - ! A * ~ o, v . . <
N - . o - ‘ < A

L e _\-ﬂl... made ;t poSslble for those who’\’ T
e wmshed £0 boérrow and lend to find ways ,
‘ ,\"H""~ol dLsgu151ng loans.at "interest so as to, ,
"~ - .. ¢ ¢€ircumvent the laws-against usury ... .
. U One -spoke of, purchaSLng a rente- this
“-c ' modulated. the smell of avarice and - -
K exp101tatlon by making it seem’ that the

’

" S lender, who. bought the rente, had Co S

o - * .solicitéd it.from' the. ‘borrower, who SQld‘
SRR - it,- anggobtamned it. on .the borrower s - .
oL terms.— . U ST

- b - . A ~ T Y . - -
N \
P - ‘ P . ! i
2B J 3 .

Lt Thls 15 how it worked. the, king\WOuld alienéte a portion

A . ’ 1 - -~ Ve \ v v

A hls domalhe or the rlght to coLlect a certaln tax to a .

N v M N - '
4

flpancler._ Legally,(then, the flnanc1er could collect

\ -~
~ N '
e N

i fand keep thé dues or taxes that went WLth the prOperty

'Because:he was 'depr1v1ng the klng of hlo propérty he N\ ‘

T L. I # «

e ‘had’ to pay a- Certaln regular amount to the klng to -

v

= . ‘]jcompensate him for thls loss. | The flnanc1er then would

SR loan the Llng the monej .that he collected but not

- €

c0 ) w1thout due compensatlon., ThlS cohtlnued untll the klng

o w1$hed Or was able,xto buy back hls property Mousnle;

e e put‘lt.thls.way:l "the klng had 'to borrow ... his

y )

recelvers lent -him hls own mqney at hlgh 1nterest.'"60 ‘At

.
. ‘s [ N .

/Wf‘, tlmes the Crown had borrowed so much money "that mt fodnd

' v

st ‘\
" even. the paytng ol interest too,great a burden «on aﬁ%

N . N - *
. o

el y ’ collapsedrlnto bankruptcy—u1559 lQGl;~l7l5 and of bouree
.. in the 1780'.5."61 S SR A
=T ' : o ! -
N Weav1ng thelr way through thls system of of‘lce— S

’ 1
.

holdlng and tax farms,\whose occupants wére only‘ o
, . . N
' . . indirectly eccountable to the king, "were the.k}ng's ‘own "

“

"

BN
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-men. In the second quarter of the seventeenth century,

the common practice of sending out commissaires to handle

™

copsolidated into the system of provincial intendancies.62»
\

\§§QCific issues and report to the king, was expanded and
Intépdants could be dismissed by the Crowﬁ for reasons of
corruptibn} incompetence or lack of co-operation.63 It

- has been argued that the 1ntendan01es represented an
‘assault on the system of venal offlce~hold1ng, as Well as
a'censcious step tqwards absolutism: "the monarchy was
simultaneously building two mutually hostile sy"stems."64
But, after the F;oede, which pitted local officials
against the imporeed intendants: there was movement' -
"towards the eventeal assimilation of the intendancies

within the general system.?GS This was‘accomplishedﬁ

: through associating them "with local .institutionsand

(prov1d1ng) them with subordinates. The effect was
paradexxcal.. This move 1ncreased thelr acceptability to
“local au£hofit1es and populations, but ‘it also made them
1ess effectlve representatlves of the central government-
‘"they began to represent the needs of thelr admlnlstratlve
-loealities to the king rather than vice-—versa."66
Their Qower'was also circumscribed by the nature of

the fiscal system. Tﬁey could authorize expenditures in
the king's name, but could not deliver payment. That was
in the,henqé of)%he trésorier-général. For taxeslwéret
collected and expenditures paid thfoﬁéﬁ those occupying

what amounted to independent offices who were engaged in
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a semirindependent:processy‘authorised by the Crown, ‘but

-. supervised by no one. Under ‘these circumstances as Bosher

~ . . h

. has announced, the celebrated "Roya}'Treasury never

existed."” .

.How could the Minister of Finance and
his department manage the royal finances
. + efficiently when .nearly all the collecting -
. .~ and spending was in the hands of accountants -
© " who were independent of administrative ) .
control because they owned their offices? | :
‘ © ..+ Sevieral hundred .vernial -accountants ... '
2 held practically-all government funds °
and oehaved more like gslvate bu51nessmen
than public offlélals .

3 - o

New France, as a Proulnce of‘the metropolis was an

integral _part o¢f" this Tather’ unlntegrated.system In theory

-

_the government's lngiltutlonal structure was hlerarchlcal

Ty
the lowest colonial ofﬁicial.???

-overlapping'and~competiﬁg jﬁrfsdictioﬁs represented at the

‘top by the Intendant and the éovérnori69_ The system of

venal,office;holderé‘that'heloed produce\one system for
~approving ekpenditqrésfeﬁd-gnothég(ﬁoy'meeting them was

‘reproduced in the,golony'and’elso complicated direct lines

7

of control. ~ The Affaire du:éanada.sertés'to indicate
; . ‘both how thie system of_Offioes permitted the overlapping
‘of private and public interests, and also the thorough
1ntegratlon of the affalre of Vew France w1th the
o ,pollt;cal, economic and’5001al llfe of the_metropolis.
‘ Tbe Affaire du éaoada centreq around the government-

y

appointed commission that was struck after the Seven Years

—- 3

In practice it contained*

w1th a clear cut chaln of command ... from the king down to




-

o - : . f
War <o "investigate the corruotidn known [to have heen]'
rampant 1n Canada and to punlsh those respon51ble for

;lit.f ThlS was a somewhat watered down ver510n of .the show .

-~ 7 trials c0nducted‘perlodlcally by the spec1ally appointed’

- ~Chambresfde Justice ' Bosher ha@ argued that the real

purpose of these‘trlals was td provide both a scapegoat

for the fallures of domestlc ‘or forelgn pollcy and the

/
'

- occa51on for the government to reduce debts by ‘confis~
‘\catlng,the wealth of condemned men“ and to repudlate

”other government debts. The trlal of the Canadlan

v

off1c1als.he 1n51sted provxdes an exemplary case.

‘

> Although there is no question that Bigot and his
/ - - I

\,'j a55001ates had "used their power of bffice to promote

. their private/interests" in the time-honoured fashion,

-~ . L v, '._‘~ Lo C J
. they were tried in order to convince an aroused publlc

that thelr corruptlon ‘was respon51ble both for the loss

& , T . B -

of'the war and for its enormous cost. But the behaviour

,or these officiais had served simply to aggravate the un-
"controllable lnflatlonary splral The fundamental‘causes : Lo o
;,1were_ spendlng ‘on the troops, h;gher shlpplng costs angd °

-depreciating currency"——all spin;offs of the war itself;

This trial,; and its aftermath, also demonstrates one

of the ways in which a government that was in a constant - ' g

'+ ' state of financial embarrassment kept afloat.  * o N
' . '] v

In some respects, the Crown was then ' : R ]

in the position of any hard-pressed : RO ‘
- . " business firm, but it was different from R R .
the private firm in.that it could defend

1
i
1
e
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‘In the Canadian case, the governmerit not only repudiated
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.

_itself with all the authority of a

., sovereign power, particularly the
authority to suspend its payments by . =~ . - . )
decree, to choose its own moment for ' :
doing. so agG‘to discredit its own
creditors. {underline mine)

its debts but also converted those it fidallj'acknowiedged

'into bonds with an unattractive rate of interest. Until

the end the.colony was managed financially as an integral

part of the me;rOpolié; its officials were attracted by
similar privileges -and possibilities; thdy competed for

patronage and favours in the same way and they had the ) . f'

.same kinds of opportunities to integrate their public . e f

responéibilities and their.privéte interests. Finally
they ran the same risks of being taken to’accqunt by the
monarch if his policies were discredited--although the . . ‘ )

justice of those consequences was questioned by at least

some ‘contemporaries, and (not surprisingly, perhaps) by

‘Bigot himself. "[PJourquoi 1l'accusait-on de faire du

commerge'et de s'enrichir, aloré'que,c‘était une pratique : - o ‘i.
éommune en France e£ dans les colonies?"‘71 .
Yet whilé the state's contfadictory fipancial sys£em\ S
conéributed to its ongoing fiscal crises the? were
ultimately fed,‘as Bosher argued in h%s analysis oé the

Affaire du Canada, by more profound social and economic

processes. ‘First we can ask, why did the Crown need so
much money? Mainly, it was to wage war, "its most
72 .

serious and pleasant occupation.




The State and.its Expenditures: o
War and Colonisation, S

- A LR e

The monarchs of Europe s feudal states had long sought

to consolldate and 1ncrease thelr wealth and 1nfluenCe”

' -

thrOugh both a careful preservatlon of old boundarles and

also, when possible, through extending theml?3

W1nn1hg

wars in,Edrope.meant aoquiriné'new, but settled popula-

tions who, with proper encouragement, wOuld become good

-taxpayers, soldiers and -subjects. Territorial expansion

1

could therefore, be very 1mportant. In feudal:society

: Wealth for nobles and kings,came from the 1and from the

‘surplus extraéted from peasants. Extending‘borders was, X

//therefore, as Anderson has argued, sound economic pollcy..

"u.. war was p0581bly the most ratlonal and rapid

51ngle

mode of expansion of surplus extraction available.,

Comparing'this situation to capitalism he ' continued,

{Tlhe feudal" rullng class was thus
“essentlally motile, in a way that a
capitalist-ruling class ... .could. .
never .be. For capital itself is par-
excellence 1nternatlonally mobile, "
thereby permitting its holders to be
nationally fixed:, land is natiomally
immobile, and nobles hag to travel to
take possession of 1t.

~ ’

-
R -

Yet clearly there was a fundamental contradiction in’

)

such 'rational’' policy.

"more' quickly than it could be raised.- "Your majesty,

observed Colbert, "has never consulted the state of 'your

[

finances before committing yourself  td. expenses."

75 '

It

For war consumed tax revenue far .

n .

¢
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is important, therefore. to add that while the klngs of . o Y

3
8

France may have seen war as a means to 1ncrease the

wealth of, theln klngdom, tHe most 1mmed1ate motLyatlons': . ‘ ;rj/

°

-appear to have been‘those of self-aggrandisement. and

] N
*dynastlc con51derat10ns.76 The conspicuous and

ostentatious‘displays of wealth‘and precedenee‘were‘the

means by which they,judged themselves,.and expected to

: }be jpdded by:thOSé»that_mattered.77-.Mbre‘importantly,
perhaps, “thé reqnirenents of war, and the resdltan
prestige at'home'from jidtories,.alsoiérovided:thej

:;leverage through whith the monarchy had fashioned a.

~ " -; .. 4

‘~centra1 flscal system ‘and therefore, 1ts lnternal poWer. o
‘But the outcome of war Was uncertaln, its costs were ‘ ‘ oo R
enormous, and it was also the underlylng cause of

state bankruptcresm‘ Raradox1cally, then,-thejvery wars .- Tl A
which were to-incfease the~wealth of the Kingdomy-SUCked

PP ! K
it dry. Money had to ‘be borrowed from: all over Europe te

-

'pay,for.them and credlt of thls klnd is based not on ., . ‘ﬁ}'

~

words or 1deas but on substantlal guarantees. The .'_ B .I g
.lguarantee R reallsed by dlnt of endless taxes pledged
in advance to the flnanCLers, was the wealth of: France.?
0 :n The war Qolicy'of*LoulstIV} the ‘good kihg‘who‘saw LT s

" to the colonisation of iHdew Francé, has few admirers, .and

0] N A
his successes were early and few.

a
° o

‘ The ultimate’ objectlon to Louis XIV's'
Lo forelgn policy is-not just that it was

. immoral, nor that it brought death or .

N mlsery to millions of people, but that oL ,

¢ -

L]

B T LTS



4

: Yo
i - 130 -

BESEE

the potential gains were never worth the . ..  + .. /-
risks involved, let alone the eventual ' ... ° ot
cost. There is a striking disparity S e DI
between the enhanced power and organi- .= . .. '« ¢ | ‘ '
sation of the French state, and the . = ... ' -~
ends to which,they were put, a motley i
combination.of dynastic pride, outdated-

religious antagonisms79and piecemeal - - RO ’ u",’,“ ;
” - frontier -annexations. , ‘ : ' | ,
§~ N : ) It is in this context that the attractlohs for the - ' ' "

N c French state of colonlsatlon can be evaluated How' much‘

.{ easier to extend one's rule in uncontested parts of the , :' S

“

New World where there were no matched armies to prcv1de o r

_ resistance, where vast new iands could be made French

~ through a simple proclamatlonl But whlle the .newly- h* LT

N

acquired lands ylelded valuable resources from staples

u

Y

like fish to luxurles like furs, there was no ready—made

”

sedentary population to add taxes to the state' s coffers,. ‘ ‘g;
o } dues to a noblllty or titheés to the church. And W1thout S et
settlement French access to even these resources. would A .,‘_ A‘f-tg

eventually be threatened by the expanding English'col—

.onies to the south.80 The idea therefore of -creating . ~ . = o

a province overseas was seductive, at least.at ceértain. -

times to soOme people. But the difficulties involved in

X - .
such an undertaking compared to acquiring already ,séttled:
Y B , . .

provinces within Europe were enormous. It i§ not

surprising that Louix XIV, the hero of the traditionai‘..&' ¢

a

historiography of New France, actually, in Goubert's L.

critical words, "cared little for éanad§°or Louisiana."a}

gg ‘ It was one thing to raise a flag in the wilderness and

o

barter with the Amerlndlans, guite another to re-create

s
~-

'

;N; ) . ‘the social relatlons of feudal France in the New WOrld.

. . ) .
. N L\ . -
. » .
) N v
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ThlS 51lver llned cloud was. at the sOurce of the

state s ongo:.ng amblvalence towards the colorusatlon of

New France: -on the one hand, there were the potentlal
long-term gains from both extending a peasant-producer

tax-base on land not ‘exhausted by cepturie‘s:of use, and

also from consolidating the rights to valuable resources.

But - counterlng these advantages were the J.mmedlate and.

Il
i

'enormous 1nvestments requlred from t‘he capltal starved

L

non-éxlstent French treasury B2

in order to realise them.

"I'hls kind of analysis provides a broad ap_proaoh. to the

4‘ . . ’
political economy of colonisation in a feudal society.

7

§tate' And Society E N

3

It is ‘hardly :s',urp'rising _that the French monarc"h‘s‘”

_‘11rted constantly with bankruptcy. The insatiable need

for money to wage .war and a. flscal system that 51phoned

' off so much money while it was en route to its destination

both contributed. But ther is more to understanding the’

bankruptcies'thah this. The: li’mitat,ions'of the state's

peasantntax base and the ‘cOrﬁpetiti"ori .fr-o‘n?ot‘ners with

legal rlghts to a share in productlon meant that actual

income fell far short of theoret:,cal income. This .draws

-us to an_analysrs.of the'broader relatlonshlps\bet’w'een

i

state and soc1ety that were 1nformed by these fiscal
arrangements, to a cons:.deratlon of the accompanying

inter—cilass and intra-class al__llanées and conflicts, -and

I . ' . v

e L e 2A T
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to the question of the nature of the ruling clads in this
SOClety
As the state developed there ensued a scramble‘

between itS‘centrallslng 1ntorests’and thé local nobility

B3

for their share of the peasants' surplus.: +«"The king's

levies came into boﬁpetition with those .effected by the.

prov1nces and the towns and espec1ally with those effected

whether in money or 1n klnd for the payment of selgnlorlal

“and feudal dues."a,4 This struggle\often reached violent.

proportions with each side supporting peasant resistance

to the -exactions of the other, or éven'quaging in the |
direct mobilisation of the peasantry. It is 'because "no
holding could have met- all its obliigatiohs"85

competition over peasant production was so highly charged. T o

that this. =~ - -

In the long sequence of peasant revolts = . -
which go to make up the history of rural . .
.France in the seventeenth century it is Ce R
as common to find the peasants allied R
with the selgneur against the klng——as ‘ . .
for instance in Auvergne—-as it is the 86
opp051te——notably in Brlttany or Plcardy.

How it developed in any particular place or time depended - o Ci
uboh a wide array of local conditions which determined

-whet%er the state or the local nobility was experienced . . _— k et
as the most immediately oppressive. The agents.of the
state, usually through upholding customary rights, couid

behave as the protector of the peasants against unjust
- . . ~—

~

(that is more than customary). seigneurial exactions. On
the other hand, the nobles would protect thé peasants

'agalnst the tax collectors of the state in a variety of

i
AL
'
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" agents -of the central fiscality."
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T ‘ o . .
" ways inc¢luding sheltering them, their animals and
'péseeésions within the walls of their castles while the

gableurs were in.the region.87_ - ‘ o

- Most historians .agree.that the "actual call to fevolt

was genérally issued in_response.te the arrival of the
88 The opinion that

’

¥

etate'texation was not. legitimate permeated all classes’

' of French society creating, therefore, thejpasis for

pbweffﬁl'cross~c1ass insurfecﬁionary movements:~ But
these llnks between peasant and noble:- could only be
%hort term and strateglc.. For desplte the aspect of

v

\‘Aﬂ paternallsm, noble protection of the peasantry and

v

I

sqpport for 1ts re51stance to the flscal demands of the

state, were underw1rtten¢by a profoundly self—serv1ng

motlvatlon. .to clalm the peasant surplus~before it

)

‘vanlshed into thevhanés of the state tax collector.

*»

that still leaves open, hqwever,‘the'importent'

,=queetion'about the nature of the conflict Qf‘interest3

- between state and nobility. Just what was its signifii )

cance? In the debate on the nature of the state in early

modern Europe Sweezy argued that the state itself was the’

site of this conflict, 'a state whi¢h by then included '

several ruling élasses,,"basedlon different forms of

property and’' engaged 'in nore~or less continuous struggle -
' ' ' 89

for preferment and ultimately supremacy." The

implieations of this pesition are far—feaching;' within

2 v
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the rela;iohs of the shate;:the interes£s oflothér.cl;sses;'f
peéides the nobiliéyi'wouia alfeadf b;,fepreéenteé andf_
tompeting for'heggmodyl‘ And tﬁis is a ;itqation which ' c
pfesumably would have prevailed for spmé}two'hundred‘

‘years./ Swéezy drew updnvEnge;s for'theoreticai A
confirmation of the validity of this inferp?etgtiénl"‘

Because the state arose from the  need L
to hold class antagonlsms in check, but : v C o
because it arose, at the same time, in - R e :
the midst of the.conflict of these o
. classes, it is, as a rule, the state of
. Lo e "the most powerful, economically dominant
. EEN class, which, through the medium of the
" state, becomes also the polltlcally
dominant class, and thus acquires new -
means of holding|down and exploiting the S
oppressed class. - - e g

It

However,

Iply way of exception ... periods

occur in which the warring classes

balance each other so- nearly that the

state power, as °ostensible mediator, ‘
acquires, for the moment, a certain . ..
degree of independence of both. 'Such
was the absolute monarchy of the
seventeenth and elghteenth centuries,
- which held the balance between the.90

* ,nobility and the class of.burghers.

4 - . o
~ N .

Most contenders in the debate agreed with Christopher

Hill who argued both on the basis of Engel'sother writings
and- on the historical evidence that,

... a ruling class must possess state

power: otherwise how does it rule? Dual

state power may exist for a very: brief

perlod during a Revolution, as in Russia

‘1, . ' :“ for some months in 1917. But such a
o e situation is inherently unstable, almost . o
‘ : ' © a d¢ondition of Civil War: it must lead - T

to the victory of one class or the other.91
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' Absolutist State involved the development of. one

[

‘Some agree that there can only be one ru11ng class but

argue that in the Absolutlst State 1t was already the

capitalist bourgeolsle. *Monlere drew upon Poulantzas to

make~tﬁis point. b
.+e. [TIhe shift from the feudal to, the -

capitalist state does not occur at the

' moment of the appearance of the state ' SR PRI

that reflects the consolidation of o ,
political dominance by the middle ¢lass,. -
of which the state that emerged from the,
"French Revolution would be the-typical - . -
example, but in fact at the mogsnt when C o
we see the 'absolutist state.'”™ ", S P

3

In such an .analysis, the rise of the Absolutist Monarchy

repnesents a foreclosure upon, feudalism. It is perceiVed

 both as the victory of a centralised &tats over a huge -

"and uneven array of almost 1ndependent1y admlnlstered

fiefs with their nobles, retainers and peasants and as
the official notice of a change in class rule;f

Skocpol has recently pointed‘out the prpblems with_tﬁis
analy51s that links the Absolutlst State with capltallst

3

development in her crlthue of Wallersteln who has made a

~similar argument. She pointed out’ that'England and The

Netherlands were the two countries who had "gobernments~

‘uniquely respon51ve to commerc1a1 capltallst lnterests.

But the Dutch government was slmply a Lederatlon of
merchant oligarchies"94 while "England's would- be

absplutisms did not, 1n the flnal analy51s consolldate

themselves."95
. 4t L]

In France, on the.other~hana) the riee of the',’
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‘centré{ising kingship that casheaiin on the same source
of funding,-and in‘the same way; as the nobility and

* the Chqrch had always done. It is trué that the state,
©in Brénnér's words appeafs as almost én "inaependent
7;clasé—1ike extfgctﬁf" because of’thé novelty of tﬁe new

fbrm of centralised surplus extraction (tax/office)

associated with the development of French absolutism and

its conflict with the established decentralised form."96

But: that emphasis, as he later pointed out, required
cohsidetable’qualification.

... [Tlhe aforementioned phrases can lead -
to a one-sided formulation: overemphasising
the points of separation and conflict between
the systems of surplus extraction and between .
‘the monarchy and the aristocracy, while

. passing over the points of interconnection
and interpenetration--and the way the rise
of the:one helped to ggmpensate for the
decline of the other.

B S T e .

This ,puts his position in line with Anderson who argued: =

Absolutism was-essentially just this:

.a redeployed and recharged .apparatus of:
feudal ‘domination, designed to clamp the
'peasant  masses back ‘into their traditional
social position--despite and against the
gains they had won by the widespread
commutation 'of dues. In other words the
Absolutist State was never an arbiter
between the aristocracy and the
bourgeoisie, still less an instrument of
the nascent bourgeoisie, against the

. aristocracy; it was the new politigal.

- carapace of a threatened nobility.

Lt

‘This .position needs. to be explored through a closer
: oo, ' ' /: o .- ,‘.- . ) . ‘
analysis of the relationship between the state and the

) p;ivilegéd,_ahd of jusp‘who'the privileged were.. Given °

the terms of thé-debaﬁé we must.bégiﬁ“with the question-

o - ’ . * r AR
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of the bourgeoa. s ien
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, Where was it and‘w‘nat wa‘s'it' 'tioiné?

-
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. Thls' questlon has been centrally 1mportant in French

h i,storlography .

’

the noblllty--—has had hOWever, a recent and unant1c1pated
outcome. For
the revisionist Ahiétor’iography;
of the bourgeoisi‘eland aristocracy we’re truly ‘f‘o’rmed' on.ﬂ.y-
in the course‘o‘f the revolution." |

tation was that the major social diét;inction‘ in seventeenth

As Abrams has put it,

¢

e [b]y the hundred and flftleth
anniversary of the storml.ng of the
Bastllle substantial agreement ‘seemed to'
'have, been reached-~and not just among
’ Marx1sts——that the French Tevolution was
+ .to be explained.ds a trlum

. overthrow of feudal power. :

’The search for thls bourgems:.e in pre revolutlonary France

g‘gant boqrgeo:Ls

‘—~-as a class Wlth dlStlnCt preoccupatlons and goals from .

"the -antagonisgtic classes

. The .new interpre-

"1n a sense," argued Lucas, a,  key' figure'in

ahd eighteenth century France, was not ,between a nobility .

.

and a bourgeolsle, but between those who were pr1v11eged

-—and did not have to resort to manua,l labour to ma}\e a

traffic between them.

role of trade in_facihli‘fating‘social mobility--the

acquisition of land,

devenalt ainsi une v01e hOnorable pour acceder a la
101 ‘

L

,merchant <traders.

As Guy Richard'wrote, ' “[1]e commerce -

rentes,.

' ..living—-—and everyone else.

i
'
' «

activities of the so-called bourgeois and «those,>of» the .
In particular they not:iced' the

office and noble -tiﬁle—-by

When the 'social and économid

‘nobility were examined 'the revisionists discovered heavy’

'It is also true that a ‘signi ficant se’ctﬂop,

.

Fate o«

75
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prlvlleged sought to consolldate thelr pOSlthns and .

/

3
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of .the noblllty, "la noblesse d'affaires" Ainvestegd in. ' ,f

trade and in the state-sponsored manufacturing and mlnlng

. . 102° . ;
companles. : . .

* Faced with this kind of an understanding of the
xp;ivilegea.in~metropolitan,France, the 'specialf,situatibn

offNewrFrance seems hueh leSs special indeed. leh argued'

that whiie, "the dlfferentlatlon of classes by exclu51ve

function, that 1s noble, landed proprletor, admlnlstrator,
‘ﬁerEnant‘etc. ve s may be partlally valld for~the study of
"European SOGiettes‘,;. it lS a useless concept for studles‘

t

qf.colonial\societies;WLO3 He~went on’tq describe the

overlapping sets .of interests in which .the.influential

PR - .

men 6f New France engaged,» He was impressed'by'their'w .

~ . .., mobilité horizontale qui tendait

! a a eftacer les demarcatlons _de claSses g '

“f - entre les gens 1mp11ques dans‘des .
' ‘fohct ions purement economlques qul. o
fofmalient+ generalement la classe appelée - . T

Y

bourged;sxe, et ceux qui appartensaent a . -

o la) noblesse ou a L! arlStOCratle~

< 4 L

.

x What seems clear, and\thls w1ll be elaborated 1n the 1ast ..

.
! I

\chapter,‘rs;that New Frande was,'ln tth sense, an lntegral

N »

part of the Ancxen Reglme, another sate in Which the

. 1 \ ’ ‘ -

’

advance theln chlldren s/prospects. ‘ - ..‘L:

‘ U ;
\ rd
- a

vt Thls lS nét to\suggest that there were not serlous

‘\\‘ ‘\’ J ' PN oy

o \
»ﬂ‘con llCtS of\lnterest and rlvalrles between local

\ . . .
v .

noblllty and«an enrOachlng state, betWeen 0fflce—holaers o o-

- ’ [ . /

and‘intendants, between rlch and poor nobles, and betWeen

\ ‘ .

' ,merchants and. flnanc1ers rlslng 1n the socaal structure

f M . 4 -

‘ . v . .t

.
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‘unexpected setback in his career, but quite another for,

A

DR 13,9’_‘ \

and nobles faced with declining incomes and prestige.

Those antagonisms could even pfbvide,a catélyst for the = g

t

mass of people below, whose hoétility tb those above made

the intra-class conflict of thé'privileééd look like a

Sunday School picnic. Indeed ocne of ;He continuing

" problems in these Tfamily' disputés.was to use the power

of those below without losing control, a strategy that

Maﬂnidg‘has shown'beiné‘consciously'employéd during the
' 105 '

+ English Revolution.-: . Certainly whén,the French Y

L

peasadts, the craftsworkers and the urban dispossessed,

sought to exploit the conflicts of those above by

“addressing their grievances they were put down as quickly

as possible by all parties to the original dispute.lOG'

wWhat iéAimportant to emphasise here is that the

~hostility among the privileged was not directed towards

. cﬁéhging the system but rather towards finding a more

satisfactory. place within it for themselves. It would be

fair to.generalise Shennan's statement explaining why

'there was no active part played by financial officers. in

The Fronde despite their resentment at the Intendants for
usurping their functions. "[I]Jt is one thing for an

ambitious man to show signs of frustration at.an

’ \

him to,contemblate undermining the social o;der,which

- s <107
gave that career relevance."

'
N ' -

There was.a good deal of.fididity'amoné the privileged. |

layers of the Ancien ﬁégiﬁé. The nobility was not a .

¢ -

N
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'c'aste, nor it has been‘'argued should tod much be made of ' ;?t

1

the division within the nobility between the noblesse de
. ~ vl . L

robe and the noblesse d' epée. 108 "Wealth, rather than

prlvrlege, remained ‘the key to social success before 1789 »109

Purchasing venal pffice and seigneuries--neither of which
- had noble éntrance requirements--—increased one's social . s

‘status and ~éoqid 1éad to even greater things. For "the, ‘

_purs{)it‘ of ennoblement remained a realistic enterprise
w110

irr

for the bourgeoisie of the eighteenth century. This

was not a new situation. In Bayeux, in' 1463, for example, .

e A
Do e

there were 211 noble families. By 1663, 166 new families

had entered that rank, drawn maifnly from officials and

lawyers which, meant that over fbrt,y per tent of the-noble’

families had been. there less than two hundred years. At
the same time nobility-was no,gua'ranteé of wealth: ' in B

1663 more than half of that Bayeux nobility wasg classified -
Z111 ' e

- " as poor, “homme de -peu. ‘By thenw‘"the question of the
‘ W12
with the problem -a'pp_eafing'even m,ofe acute in the rxe)_ct‘

;entury:l.l'a Their plight created a great deal of resent- - ] L

poor nobility" was preoccupying political writers,

oe M 2
~ s ¢ . . -

ment against new and. wealthy men who ‘rose in the system‘l -

: to places of power d&nad 1nfluence. " State polviciés to L.

- - %

- )

.guarantee all places of rank in the army and the . church T

to the nobiljty: stemmed from recognltlon of the need to

- placate this' poor noblllty These poch1es-and

recru1tment practlces of the Absolutlst Monarchy—-1nto

P

the lntendanCLes, church, " armny and offlces——though
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unsystematised, had an ingenious aspect and constiteted

an on901ng response to pOllthal and sOc1al lmperat;ves.

Through them the state retalned its base within- tbe
noblllty while ensur;ng that those with new wealth and
talent could infiltrate, and would therefore, 1end’their

o
‘ ‘ °

support to the Régime. The case of the 1ntendants,ﬂ"é '

governlng elite in Elghteenth—dentury France"114 is an e
1mportant case "in p01nt./)/~ S . . } ) N
i By their personal rank -and famlly status,. “ ,.
the intendants were of.the nobility--some | e : R
of ancient lineage, others of. more recent . ' - '

vintage. Nobility, in short, was hot/an
immutable state, an order fixed im number S
or‘qualityfdetErmlned ‘'only by birth. - . N

. The intendants' ancestors had obtalned ST s ;{."
their nobility through various means, - .- o R )
especially through ennobllng venal - U
offices which made them sovereign~court- -~ . .. - ;' 0.
magistrates or secrétaires du roi.’ LT e
These forebears had been landowners, e o :
merchants, minor local .officers, before ' = .. . . .. .
they became prestigious iogal officers E W ’
and privileged’ noblemen. T, ca 0T ‘

The intégration - Lof personnel between state, nohility s
and" church was also clear. By the ‘eve of the colonisation

of New Francé relations‘bEtween Church and State,-giyeﬁ L

tbexr bloody and turbulent hlstory whlch had torn the g

society apart in the last dedapes of the sixteenth century,

were reasonably harmonious. The Wars of«Religlon had

reverberated through the whole of the society from monarch

to peasants, dividing faﬁilies, bishops and dynastiesf

Those who had sought to submlt the state to the-Church . —;,

and those wha had 1ns1sted that the two. be untangled had,

both lost.ll'G The French Church reméined a Gallican

\ . .
\A
4
[

t
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Church, a national Church before there were nations.

-,

. This did not mean a secular Church for the, klng hlmself,

pe~. .
,,'-\ - ‘.

“le roi trés chrétien" was, through tradltlon and

w117 The Copcordat 7

practice "God's lieutenant on earth.
(of Bologna in 1516, not without opposition, had legeiised

the established practice whereby the king nominated afd
‘ T - 1

the Pope approved the appointments to all the major S

"+ . -benefices.. "In political terms the papacy had to be
S - content with a largely honoflfic-though honourable role
L T n. :fbr lt had never been a tenet of Gallican doctrlne to "
c T "118
L ‘. séver France's link with Rome.
‘It has been argued‘that'the Church in New France}
eépecielly under Bishop'Laval was uitramontane in char- .

) 'acter.llg

In early Quebec the k;ng s prerogatlve

o nomlnate blshops respon51b1e to him was evaded fy the.
- S sImple ‘expedient of not having a bishop at all; rathet\

: eﬁﬁapesﬁolic'viqar was appo;ntedAby Reme thfoﬁgh the
;donéqegetion fo; the Propegenda'in 1659. As)a result,;'

ff—""~, ' thé incumbent, Laval, communicated’more often than most

e oy ‘bishops with(the Holy See, a fact-that has made his.
'biographers conclude phet he was an ultramontane, Eeeking
,1 direction from the Pope rather than the king. But this

situation was short-lived and he was apﬁointed the fifst

Bishop of QuébeC'in 1674. , Affér that, whatever his

Ryl

o o ‘; © own pred159051tlons might have been hlS power, and the
limits of his power, accordlng to Campeau, were deflned

in France.

v,




- S Le nouvel eveche communiquera ° )
: désormais avec Rome par les canaux A
/ prdinaires et ses affaires, dont le plus . o
. , grand nombre seront définitivement o Lt
~ oo ‘résolues en France, seront & Rome, S . IR
. -, . ° lorsque nécessaire, attribuées aux ' - s ;
) g diverses Congregatlons selon les |~ . 150 . o .
o compétenced particuliéres de celles ~ci. ' . B .

. Hurtubise hasargued that ;hls.51tqatlon‘qu well-accepted

. E anb, in fact, sqitédhﬁrenchfbishops, iﬂclhding_Laval. He o ' .
exélainS‘and sums ﬁp their behavioﬁf when the&“had'tq‘ ;i

S . ’ N N o ' S l - —

- - L. ,-tak@ 31des in dlsputes between king and pope. T K &

-

*In splte of their aﬁdac1ty and s U
‘sensibilities, Gallican bishops showed. ‘
the :same respect and veneration for the !
; . C o two pcwers. The bishop of Rome.was . - . o e
. Lo their spiritual ruler, the king their . C A < -
.- - temporal .ruler. The first was Vlcar of. ‘
o Christ in spiritual matters; the other, : =
. ) . *Vicar of God in temporal matters... : ‘ . . =
- . ’ - Inevitably, conflicts arose, hOStllLtleS . -y ]
: ’ . - erupted, which, momentarily at least, .- , o =
" broke the harmony between the two powers. : '
. L 'The prelates had. to take sides and every .
S ¥ time they digd,: 2& was usually in the5}~' ‘ ot
T . klng s favour. . - ' N

K . [ . "

.This partiality for the kingsis hardly surprising; £ﬂeir' 'ﬁ. .. .

¢

3

‘own position in ‘society was inektricably linked to his ’ coe
discrétidhér& power. Bishops were seigcted——élmost__ S LR
: . . ) ce . 122 . e .
always--from the nobility. s o - ,
S E How these noblemen-prelates perceived -~ . ° S E
e ' - themselves and their rank was influenced . S
" N y by a pride they all shared in their. g o , .- 8
y L T family's history and present social g e o
e o ST ©,.status. They were very much aware that o o
A A - " their ancestors governed counties and. - to.
o8 S . duchies .and that their brothers and . .
% S a he ki 123 © 1. .
A . Ce . ' cousins comman ed the 1ng s reglments. o

- ) R Parish prlests on. the otheér hand, were drawn.ffom the -
* . ‘less priéileged sectors, and, after Otdiﬂé{ioh,;ccniiéued Co

% o to 11ve in the same klnd of economlc 01rcumstances Lnto f
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which they had been born.124 The tithe was supposed to

s W7 .'a;«'v,d?\;Af e £ S

fa . , support the local clergy but often monasteries and other

B ' ecclesxastlcal bodies, lmproprlated them 1eav1ng the parish

priest with only a fixed sum. Péasant resistance to the ‘

~ ey

tithe was, in part, then, req&gtance to the exactlons of

. the rlch "To the payer the 1mpropr1at10n of tlthes by . k!

| rmaamesr

) bodies already rlch enough seemed scandalous, with tlthes

. , already a constant irritant between priest and parish-
. I g ‘

‘ T i.oriers.."lz5 Resistance xo\the tithe was clearly not

-

©

faeh;oned in the New Wo ¢ although as I shall argue in ’ N
Chapter 5, the particular conditions in New France did .
foster a strong:bélief»that there should be. no tithe“at’f‘
.o all. % : : " ;. L f
My conclusion from this analysis of the relatidnsﬂipr“
between state and society has been simply statéd by Vivian ' f
; Grdder: Rd%al government and nobility ... nourished each ' 3

-other in the last century of the ancien régime,

- increasingly so as the Bourbon monarchy and aristocratic ..

. \ 4
i sqociety drew closer to their end."lg6 Yet having said

" that, it is important to stress that the state was no;,

PR

, in some narrow sense, the political handmaiden for the

x

; o aristocracy. ‘The state had the power to arbitrate between ®

different interests, to reward-and'punish,those wvhom it.

chose, to intervene on behalf of peasant interests and to.

press its own case which was not ¢tongruent with any

o~
i IR, s g v Sy
R Ll SRR 2 AL

particular noble's, or section of the nobility's. The = °

RS
.

e _“"“er.:‘-".‘

kS

sources of its autonomy have already been touched upon.
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. the day for the monarchy unt11 1789

" both to land,
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First, and most important was the state's enormous fiscal
base: its right to levy taxes and its ability to collect

them. VWhen this system periodically broke down th;ough

bankruptcy the monarch lost his initiative to govern even.

‘though the lack of an opposition able to take control won

127 .The 1mportance

of the taille to the state meant that the peasant# right

and also tO'protection agalnst seigneurial

dues that would have, interfereﬁ with their abillty to pay

taxes, had to, be safeguarded. ‘This is’ the economit
source of the king's paternalism towards his subjects.

There was also a polit}cal‘source, for the potentidl for

full-scale peasant revolt posed the real threat to’the Q
established soci&l orde}. l N
The second source of autonomy was the state's
groW1ng control over the army, ‘as the attempt to, forge.‘

a profeeSLOnal organisation loyal- to the monarch from

. a collection of merceraries and provincial militia

‘proceeded.

‘e ~

128 gyccess here involvead having continual.

access to funds- to keep disgruntled soldiers from dying,
deserting, being murdered by outraged peasants, or

fighting for others. Nonetheless, it was a formidable

weapon both for domestic control and for war.
». Third was the impressive scope og royal patronage,
includiug the system of offices;W
The way in which Louis XIV set about S

silencing the great orf8er of the nobility,
which had also taken part in the Fronde,

¢
%
«

LT L
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e o ' © is well-known... To the princes of the
' - blood he distributed great offices of

‘ the crown: splendid sounding posts

. conferring no actual power. Countless

o S . » posts were created, connected with the
o \ king's military and civil households,
a0 his table, lodging, stables and hunting

. . and were distributed ngng the greatest
e T " - names in the kingdom. o
. *  “Venality of office also contrib&ted'to the important .
A h,t poésibility-of social mobilitx.‘.~ . - "

K4

-

. - Had it not been for the practice of
. .. wvenality, the degree of mobility within
; T - "_.the existing .framework, whxch effectlvely
‘ ’ " prevented any dangerous hardening of the
. . . social arteries, would have been more- ,
. difficult to achieve and the possibility
‘ " of serious friggion would have been that

: ’ . " much greater. A

This chapter has concluded that despite'intra—class . : . C R
c0nf11ct the Absolutlst Monarchy 1ncorporated the polltl; | '
.cal means for- the consolldatlon and perpetuatlon of the . o ) h
economic/political rule of the nobility. At the same
‘ﬁ time while absolutism.incorporated political sovereign-
1ty in the monarchy, it provided no guarantees for imple- .
i ., - o mentlng ‘even 1ts cruc1ally 1mportant fiscal policies. 1In 1 '::
a century that has seen dictatorships through bureaucracy
. : - itris important that the limitations of absolutism are L

. S correctly perceived. The Government of New France was

.indeed absolutist as Parkman and others have insisted, LT HER

¥ ‘ : 0
Z%ﬁﬂ'gn‘, ﬁut its power was constrained By the limitations of its

51 p, - ;' | tax.base by 1ts complex and unrellable system for' |

gﬁ? EE ; - gatherlng revenue, paying its accounts and generally S
.%; o 'E‘T7 l“: :1mplementing pollcy, by the 1ﬂexhaust1ble financial de-

N o mands of waglng war, by the constant fear of bankruptcy,

[
i s e

. . . v . ‘ S
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_the ﬁur trade and the 1mp11catlons of the 1nvestment
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and by the p0551b111ty of re51stance from the populatlon.

The next chapter will contlnue the analysis of French,

‘feudal society and its implications for understanding-the

colonisation and development of New France. 1In barticular

I3 . -

it will teke'up in more detail the argument that thete

was not a capitalist bourgeoisie of any consequence in .

France during this period through'anwanalysie of the

role‘of:t:ade'in feudal society. This will provide the‘

v

context for examining the debates on the significance'of

’

SN

Vi
behav1our of the large merchant traders for the economlc

S

e ' .
\ .
development of the colony. : g -
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‘CHAPTER * FOUR B

L3R

. CAPITAL, MARKETS AND TRADE IN FEUDAL SOCIETY -

- ;o ) Sy
In this chapter the argument‘thaﬁ F;énce was a’
feudal ;ociety will be extended through an‘analysis of
) L money, markets, trade and merchént—k:aders. Thrbugh'this
P ‘ . ' discussion the ground will be laid to clgim tﬁat'the
fur trade was neither "a capitalist activity grafted on ié
e ‘ "the.metrqpqlitan market" nor "a dissolvent eating away ag
the old.fabric of seigneuriél relations‘nips."l Instead
tﬁé'fur trade was another example of the sort of trade
‘that had existed for centuries within the parameters of
feudal society itself. It will be afgued £hat th;s kind
of trade, in itself,'did not present a significant,
challenge to the social relations of feudaiiém. This
position will be sﬁpported thrdugh.an ana;ysis of the
relations of privilege,'protectiqn\and‘pqrasitigm that ' A
bound the networks of trading relétions with those of the
; S .
Absolutist Monarchy. Finally, én:éxahination of the career
.&-' o ‘<\L///§atterns of merchants and their invespment behaviour will
- ' C confirm that they should not bé-subsuméd under a gex;eric~
label of capitalist. R - . -
k o Such a discussion it ﬁusﬁ'be'admitged, court; the
§ :.

} dénger of being dismissed as mere;yjseméptic;‘ Does it

g ' , A - - 148 = '
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really matter if we call them capitalists or npt? The
poxnt is that the language has not only" reflected but has .

also contributed - to the conquLOn about the role of trade

‘and money in feudal and capltal;st soc1ety, and; therefbre,

to the failure to distinguish'between‘activities and

environments that were, in fact, duite different.

Certainly the historiography of New France has suffered’

- from the undiscriminating use of labels 1like capitalist,

and this has provoked some'questidnable judgementé ahout .

merchants traders, what they did and what they dld not do.

The 'semantic' questlon, 1n_fact, then, draws attention to.

-

some major theoretical and histhiographical isshes which

require exploration. -

Money, Markets and Trade in Feudal Society -

-\

The comblned presence of money, markets and trade

has often been ldentlfled as capltallst act1v1ty, not

"just in the.hlstorlography of New France, but rather

generally in European hfstory. This‘is not,sdrprising.
First of all, that kind of trade--in the circulation of
codmeditiea——centinuesrto‘fleurish and exband in.capitalist
soeiety. The difference, as we noted earlier, is in the
milieu.in’which»it operates, in its grewing subsumation to,
and interrelatfonship with,'gommedity production; At the
least, therefore, thie kind of trade has appeared as the

harbinger of thé capitalism to come, the money economy

'
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cultural interpretations to explain the different behaviour

Dby & L R
.

par éxcellenceﬂwhere.evérything,'

-.the garnerlng of a surplus of peasant productlon by a.‘

non- labqurlng class,

Follow1ng Plrenne,

in brlnglng about the

_they also have prevented a comparison between the two that .
‘goes to the heart of their economic differences.

- result,

. c-1s00 - o

R . - - . e T B .~ ¢ e

including labour pbwer;

is bought and sold as a commodlty in the marketplace. ' o
.'ba , ' P !

Second the natuxe of feudal society has had dlfferent b

/

1nterpretatlons: Slnce its central relatlonshrp 1nvolves

L] M ’ re _ A

s

some - have insisted that trade and - ) -

markets must have constltuted an exogenous development. ' o

. .n

Sweezy argued that merchant capltal L.

- / - '

llberated 1tse1f early from feudal restralnts, and ' ST 'f

proceeded to exert a dlssolv1ng effect upon féudal .. - T R
"the growth of trade was the dec131ve factor

decline of western European - v T

AY

structures'

2

feudalism." It folloéed‘that because, trade did* not

: o . . . -
result from the internal contradictions and dynamics .

within feudal relationships themselves, as Dobb and 2

others had insisted,3.it must ipso facto'be-capitalist.

There has been a third factox exacerbatlng this - N

tendency to identify the fur trade in partlcular as ) : - 1&

capltallst activity. The source of this confusion re-'

. - , '. s 0 . i \i
sides in the resemblance between merchant intérests in.- =~ - | /. &
appearances have

New England and New France.-In this case,

not only been deceiving, as was argued in .Chapter 1, but
As a ‘
some historians have resorted to psydholcgical and
‘capitalists'

of merchant in New England and NeW‘France.4

(O
SR ORI



-one of the 1mportant changes that occurred though’not rn 5f,'; *

,control over'peasant.productlon.s Over the centurles-l- L

~ N ’ AN . - L - r A
- . ’ J ' ‘l - N ’ ” - - N
S e T ~151‘r'- O
' N ' . , ' - - T , BTN
’ ) C 4 ’ [ '
) In order to counter these p031tlons the analy51s oﬁ ,
eudal soolety must be extended to explaln the growth of ©
LN v . “a >
markets in this klnd of agrarlan sub51stence econOmy Td'*n*,x”'
| . I3 . . L. Al - I

begin then: in 'feudal society the»éentral contradictidni S

.

was located .in the confllct between peaSant and lord for DT

‘ e Lot

, ; - '

-
‘a

, PR . TN

any even or llnear fashlon".was the commutat;on of dueS\i o

N

: EE
paid in labour -or kind for those pald in money. As -

7

» . . + .7, (S Y

o y v L . - . N - N N  re .o
result, easants were obliged to'market some of-their.- - .- -
g . v

N

produce to Obméin cash.” To dolthis.'and to shpbiemént' Rn_;/fw

«thelr sub51stence from ‘the’ land,mthey turned thelr hand "'\ff,

A N s : ¢
S

’-to any number of by- emplOyments——selllng poultry, eggs,.”:f ’

' . e

butter, straw-—or to wage labour.6» Thelr need for money - f:"

was greatly lncreased by the riSLng demands of royal . e

b

taxatlon. It was not. the more flamboyant and adventurous_ <

+ .~

long dlstance trade that was lmportant 1n thls quest for

N

cash. Rather ‘j.. o T{ T T
vele [1]t was the neglonal‘and lOCal B T
-trade in the produce of the soil that- e ~

brought about the biggest circulation of . I

money,. the means whereby the peasants - PR
acquired the cash they eeded in. order , -. | - u -
to pay the royal taxes.

v s
[ . Lo .
+ . - . - . — ‘a

\ v T

_As_ Hllton has wryly observed money and markets were 1ndeed

- e e

I3

embedded within feudal socﬁety:. "unfortunately for the e

advocates'of the.money—aSEOlvent theory, cash scutage lS

1
v . hd —

found, as early as the beglnnlng of “the. twelfth century, Q oL

‘and’ money flefs not much 1ater..8 . v U‘f" S .
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AN '\\_ Vo There was, of.bourse} another kmnd of trade that also

st .
. ’ L - !,

B FERNEE T oWed somethlng to: the grow1hg\bash flowr yet responded to

t - . + ~

e \ -

Co L \" dlfferent lnterests. That was the marrtlme and other

. LN ’
s cue — ’ S

long dlstance‘trade that’dealt prlmarlly in luxurles-
i~ ST ’ .

. . - [N

She L Q’A\'»-the fur trade wasronelexample. ThlS is the klnd of trade,

~ \ .

R . w1th its rlshs, on the one hand,’ and the potentlallty for’- . .
LR e ) T ..

g . . A
PO - amassrng large forthnes‘ on the other, that'has often' . -

* \ 4 e \ - ' N - - ~
- PRI A - ~

S been<termed capltallst'\:‘But'let us’again identify how' - - - N

R Coel . "\ J . Con C

rLe T ‘g"‘ﬁn money mecame avallable for the purchase of these commodltles:

U I T .

R T 'f “[t]he urban and commerolal segtors of the ec0nomy ‘largely T

,t.,\“- v k ahd\dlrectly depended on the purcha51ng power of the

s ’
1 - .~ - Y
- ' Al ¢ ~ 4

ey q‘ﬂ rlstocracy whose 1ncome .was more on 1ess dlrectly
N s _ . . .-
i . r - a r X PN Y d 1 . . N - -

C LTl ; derlved fraom peasant productlon. v9 Merchants went tg all. - =~

e L 'corners of the world for goods and treasures to serve - ". ' ) o

s~ " N

R f thns per1leged market But in’ d01ng SO they remalned .

. L S ; o external to the produotlon process, they 51mply removed S -
. 1 | < N

PN

- goods from one place Where they, were worth llttle to
- e ,

, . _another where they could be sold for more. Their
' ’:_ ¢ L. "‘, .x " .
A e 1nvolvement ‘was almost exc1u51vely w1th the 01rculatlon,,

) f- ‘not ‘the- productlon of goods. ‘This is very 1mportant.,‘ s -

"[the] questlon to ask as .to a glven social strUCture, S

'

S Tf wrote Takahashl,. 1s not whether commoditles and money

are present, but rather how those c0mmod1t1es are pro— .

A : ' duced 10 Now what is pecullar about capitalist develop—' e

v o ment is that lt expands thrdugh brlnglng labour and the

L - productlve process under the control of capltal——not all

- Yot )
Coe '1maone fell‘swoop—fbut gradually and persistently.“The ‘ o T

' : '
f . .
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oLy D prodUCer capltaixst, unllke the merthant trader is not.

dependent on what 1nd1v1dual craftspeople——worklng on o

v '

thelr own tlme, andAln thelr’own-houses'and workshops‘\ v S

- . : 1 . . AR
A , ) . K , ¢ . A
. .

" v Wlll sell him, or’ upon the number of'commodltles——llke - AR

N . 1 ] "

‘ P . “ furs, for example,——that are brought tb hlm by others.‘ : S :.:
:i.»A W More than this, brlnglng productlon under control makee'L R f‘J'} .
': ) f_ ) \1ncreased productlon poss1b1e——a development that makes: o o \
. _' }l- .;A,gense prec1sely'becausel'free' wage 1abourers must also_
L be'consumers, in a.’'way that peasant producers ‘did -not
R TN have to be nor could~have been. Thelr separatlon.trom o . -
- | “the means of production'turned them 91mu1taneously into ,

i ’ » , i N . NP - -

41 « \l bOth. . -\ . . ' " . . . .

SR : As tle peasants became landless, they =~ - oL
RS “ . .« . not only became labourers. They ‘became’, - . T
S consumers- with an income-entirely in the , oyt e
- E © - form of wages (not all, hut mostly moneys . ‘
oo 7 " who needed to ‘buy in the market the goods - . ) e o
‘ ' o . "whigh prev1?usly had not gone- through . e L
B - - 7 - the market. . ) . ] S, - e T ..

‘ ’ Thls process was well underway in seventeenth century o
England Investment was belng channelled 1nto the creatlon

of colon1a1 markets as well as lnto the manufacture of S e

. -
LI TN A R - . . ‘

gheap goods fof'mass markets. . e o
S . . - .. . The destruction of domestic workshops. in = . ' ¢ S
S o ; town and country, and the commercialisation - . - .= | .
© «w .. . - :of farming, created the.demand which was to . ~ - ~
L - Co . absorb the products of factory industry. " Un-= . o SR
e B R like PFrance, where the most impertant. indus- o
- o "~ .. .- " tries, and those encouraged by goverpments, .- S T - N
e - .’ were luxury industries, in- England the ex- ) ' ;
T C 'pandlng industries were textlles, stoiglngs,
" hardware, - caterlng for a mass market.
' ' ¢ nr

L . " f - * The manufacturing that did take place in France‘has‘

. : sometimes beenzdescribeﬁias capitalist. As with maritime
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.. . trade, these’ 1ndustrres weére largely directed towards'~ o B

.brlnglng 1uxury goods to the af fluent, rather than consuher
goods ‘to the masses.' As Charles Cole, Colbert s blographer-
wrote, "[1]t might truly be sald that the greatest 1ndustry )
in France was supplylng the wants of the klng and hlS

' court."13

'
.

Daneau also made this clear in his discussion’ =

gof the priorities of 'colbertisme'. . Fine. textiles came

.. .+ first: "[cles fins tissus furent surtout vendus aux . R

- o
R ey At bt

N

*° ' habitants de'PariS’et plus/spécialeﬁent a la\noblesseu"\ . T

Yre AT

And "la production de soie put, a' 1mposante prOportlon - o
. .
durant 1a meme période...en fait l offre avait tendance a

C ‘depasser la demande.' Colbert also "depensa des mllllons ) ~3

'

de livres sur la productlon a' artlcles de 1uxe, tels des

' ‘ S -tapis et les tapisseries.! The new 1ndustry of produc1ng o
x ) , ;\.,
., . mirrors to decorate royal homes "profita beaucoup des . %
’ - N . . , ’ R : B
- , wl4

larges subventions governementales..

RS TR

‘ +  There were many variations on how these industries
were - -organised, wlth most of them hav1ng roots in the

. ' . guild structures. Production was still often 1n the

'

.

tH
3

1“ E
R

(y

3

%

o . - homes of 1nd1v1dual craftspeople or, wheh centrallsed{ - ,
- "~_' : -'."each 1nd1v1dual still worked on her own commodlty The

. e mahufacture royale,’so encouraged by Colbert--bcth

. through ditrect subsidies and through intricate protective-
legislationwof many kinds, -—-showed many of their

o ' R characteristics in relief:" state regulations tried to

’ -

control who worked there, for how long, precisely-what

’

- L ,was made,,how Lt was made and how many were made, and

- ! .
N ’ 4 .
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"_fiﬁally to whomltﬁey were sold, and for fiow much. At the

same time there were penalties for those who insisted

-upon making these products elsewhere. Cole's description

’

‘of Mme. de Voullemin'sreffofts to run a lace cbmpany at

-Auxerre, udder Colbert.'s careful tutelage, reveals: the
o I ' nature of thé labour supply, the process of 'production

- S and'the class interests involved. The workers were the

\

d&ughters of the inhabitants of the city. Their fathers

e ~

,'uwere'promised exemption from the taille if at leaét‘thrée_
of their daughters went ;eguigrly t0\york: (An ekemp£ion
fhat;_givenvthe nature of the t;x system, was nét_in the

- interests of local collectors who therefore, "often failed

. to respect it). Despite the exemption, or promise. of one,
\ ! [

it was difficult to encourage workers to come to work where

they were obliged to learn new ways of doing things.
Certain workers who had deserted had
been forced to return by M. Lemuet, the
‘governor of the town. About fifty of the
girls came to the house of manufacture to
work--(out of the one hundred who were
" 'supposed to come). Despite Colbert's
) - orders, it was impossible to force the
g o . ‘rest to do so. Mme. de Voullemin
T ~ remarked that she was having trouble
‘with the lace company; which wished her
to force her girls to make a different
. kind of lace. . She refused to change,
because the girls had.already been
taught one style... The royal officials ..
. ' of the town had cooperated with her, :
o Mme. Voullemin declared, in a house-to-
house visit to suppress the manufacture
"of lace under any auspices save those
- o ~ of the company... The indefatigable
& ’ v \ directress likewise reported that some
: ‘ ' of the ladies of the. town dropped in
- occasionally at the house of manufacture,
" but she expressed the wish that oRe of
them' could be there all the time.

SRS Ll
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. "to the regulations of every sart occurred, this kind 'of.' .
v y - . . v v . “

N
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of capitalist development, had no appreciable effect on

~

economic lifefand_orgapiZation,.and did. not survive the

revolutions of .1640 or 1789. "fhe manufactures réunies.,.

were created by the haute bourgeoisie that was tied to =

-

and inﬁégrated within the feudal order; as such they I

disappeared with the end of this or@ef, in the French

Revolution":16 The wealth to be made from such industry,

o

"the lion's share of the profits""17 went to the merchants.

l

The investment activities of these merchants have, o

'

often been lield responsible for retarding ﬁhexdevelopmehﬁ

of capitalist production in France.gl8

' : 3
This position has

-

a kind of truth. about it, albéit'a decontextualised one. -

Certainly their investment patterns provoked no challengé
to the feudal mode of prbduction; rather they contributed

‘to, and confirmed, the ekistinqjéiass structure. No one,

‘... has been able to alter the estimate
which Marx made of their histeorical role,
that their capital remained always within
the sphere of. circulation, was never . N
applied either to agricultural or e
industrial production in any innovative ”
fashion. The so-called commercial ,
revolution in no waygaltered the feudal - -
mode of production. o L

i - -

.This was ‘true also of merchant-traders in England. - The

\

s

impetus for capitalist trapsfofmation in’ that country did

not come from them but from the activities of much"SWailer"

A predecgssor_of'General Motors,  it-was, not! Wh}ie'evaéiéns‘

(I PN

.
‘

. men: the middling sort, meﬁ,benefiting from the conditions

‘industry—;whethén in.EnéLand,or France was not the ﬁarbihgqu'
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whlch had permitted some capltal accumulatlon 1n agrlcultureﬁ .

4 ~

and crafts productlon——the very condrtlons, in fact that

-

~
~
‘
3
- : 1
. . 4 -
- ¥
PR ST PR R

had pushed their poorer nelghbours ofﬁ the 1and and 1nto

Wage labour. In this case the new

T A»....producer capQ;allst produced for o
T oo the‘market and was therefore -interested :
L S - " in its enlargement and in decrea91ng o
' . . ‘costs’ of productlon, thereby emancipating Z B
. T himself. from subjectiaqn to commercial: . '
: " ."capital. and indeed tending to subaadlnate
the-latter to 1ndustr1al capltal.

- <4 } N N . . A

. .
m«&-m:&&f;&}.g rCR A

toe

. Only when thls process had made con81derable progress dld

-]

" {
E
b
-
<
TR S SL S SN G0 WETIEC N T b L
.

) those who "had grown rich, 1n the oldvsystem flnd 1t necessary

and profltable to change thelr ways. Untll then they'fought "
v 21 '

~

to retaln “the varlous barrlers and gu;ld pr1v;1eges
. upon Whlch thelr proflts rested The‘compaxlson made by

Cx Brenner “in his study of the C1v11 ‘Var politics of London's" :
.mernchants brings oudt this distinction clearly. ..The
. R : . N

’; . _ "+ - government-protected monopoly_companies were not those

thch'chanhelled investhent intd the colonisation .
process and 1n partlcular, into the “stqple—producinéu

plantatlons.

PN
.

During the flrst quarter oe the seven— g - )

—teenth century, when -English trade to the S : 5

Ameéricas was systemat1dally—developed for ) ' e

o . the first time, the: government protected ’ ' .3

" monopoly cofipany was, the accepted instru- =~ . EERE
R ment ‘of commercial development. It -was

S e . natural, "therefore, that corporate R o

. . _»,yorganxsatlon contlnuedlto prevail in'the
o .. ++ - "‘original colonial operations of the .
- +,* « . Jacobean ‘era. However, uqllke their ’ e
s T ) - predecessors trading to Eurgpe and the ] .
oL "+ " East, the American colonial.coOmpanies ‘ ‘ -
s . ' were only’ rarely .able to achleve ,either '
S “permanence or flnanc1al success. By the

r
A i
4

arat o
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late 1620 s most of them had collapsed

and, the great burst of colonial commerolal
development which marked the following )
decades took place on a non-corporate
individual basis, under entirely 22
transformed commercial conditions. SRS

: SR
® (underllne mine) ) L

The regulated companies falled because of the héw‘

. 4

imperative thrown up by colonisatiow:_ﬁ"colonial operations

; " ~often required investment in commodity‘production, not ’
23 ’
11

P -

simplf in trade. “The establlshment merchants" were

unwilling to make this- kind" of 1nvestment and glven the

controlled conditions of their nofmal;trading operations;"

their "conservatism’(was),‘reasorxable."24 S0 it was the - Co

“néw men" who "were responsible for thé‘éruciaﬂginputs of

~
~u.
-

capital and entrepreneurship for this colonial develop-

’

ment. They were "new men in several senses:i" - Ty C -

e Few of them had previously been ' " - PO
. . * members of the great London monopoly ‘ R
L trading companies, or overseas mercharits * T
- of any kind. Nor were they drawn from - ;
. the upper ranks of either London or . P e %
- country society. Originally men of the S

"middling sort", they were.usually born h

: outside of London and by_and large the
younger sons of smaller gentry or '
. prosperous yeomen. £ A few cagg from
. borough commercial families. e

It

. They were part of a rising capitalist class. SO while it
& . ¢ : . . . B ’
‘is clear that‘$he merchant-traders of England had theéir

? . French counterparts, these “new-meﬁ"xdia.not—lor at~least
certainly nou‘in the numbers that qould challernige or

» supersede the establiehed wa;s of doﬁng<businese. ‘ P

Beéausé.&he peasants had~peen ab eito;rEtain control, of

- their land, the possibilities off capital accumulation , - Do U

U 1] - ¢

s 'frgm below' did not emerge. e development of <o

LT . ! A [ " ® “ ! ¢

C \ . . * '- 0

- B : - T TR e b s W g S, M 's-a...e-
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capitalist agriculture aﬂé the concomitant spiralling
'f‘ B : .growth of mass mafkets were not.unleashed. There was no

. o . o
_economic Indeed

'takeoff'. .. Soboul arguedvbonvincingly

that the peasants' struggle to retain land gpntinued
through the Revolution. | . T
. . The poor peasantry was marked by the
e . . same pre-capitalist mentality as the sans-
A R culottes of the cities;.it was attached
) - - to collective rights and controls; and

in the course of the Revolution it was
. , equally opposed to the seigneurs and to
R o the agenc1es of the capitalist trans-
LN ' formatlon of agriculture. ) :

-

‘ ) He concludéﬁ ‘rather sadly that, "NLIn the realm_of

" N -

agrlcultural production, the resis ance of the poor ¥

. peasantry was such that capitalism could not win a
' 26

. . definitive victory." Again, it is in the differenﬁ'
agrarian histories of England and France that the
explanations reside for the differential timing of
capitalist transformation. The continuing 'regressive'’
. have produced nor prevented the 3awn of that bright new

An eXplbration'of their complef

era in human relations.

relations with the state will heip explain, however, why

they have so often been accused of abofting the -develop-
-, . ‘ { : -

- ment of capitalism in France, g el

<\“»~ - - , + « It should be understood that this analyéis\applies
. . ‘ , : .

) N ' . 4 ‘ )

. ' equally‘to the merchant-traders operating in New Erance.

'

For the distinction between French and.QuebeC’xprchén;s,

0k

behaviour of the merchant-traders in France could -neither

at least at the top of'their,hierarchy, seems virtually =
‘ - o \ T Y . S

3 . .
n e e Hriy -
T wn-bmgﬁg,é,:,
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meaningless. The traffic in merchants, as much.as in ~ -4 . ‘ fo

their merchandise, did not refognise such boundaries.' . = -  ~

P{e‘ liriks-‘between (f)uebec ahd Ehe-poft cities of France-- -

partlcularly La Rochelle and later Bordeaux.27;-'—we::'e‘ C _ '
, : cﬁontmuous and multl dlmensa.onal encompass:.ng co Ce
. K . ( y . ' N . . s .
" busj ness partnershlps \and famlly relationshi_p’s,; e ,

L '+, The most substantlal Lower Town: . .. ¢4 ‘ T RIS
oo, ' ‘merchants were factors and consequently ‘ ., : R
. . metropolltan Frenchmen ... The traditional. R c ’
categories’ of marchant forain and domicilié,. )
the seasonal trader from across. the . Co ’ T
Atlantic-and his: settled counterpart, - - '; A R
attached by the interest of’ property or e
‘ family to the colonial community in. whlch < ,-"', a '2 '
-he lived, obscure the factors' sitwation. - o T o
Somé were little ‘attached t6 the colony SR o et
.and were scarcely distinguishable from LT T
the forains. "They comé here. to spend LT K N
two or three years or mare," wrote the T CT
. Intendant Bigot, who characterised them o e T
! as’ "itinerant merchants who come and - C T BT
. go."™ But others stayed longer, marrying ' - ' L
Lo Canadians and founding families, although = .- =~~~ 7-"01. .- &
S never cutting the vtransatléntic ties-that N S B
- were their raison d'étre agd that drew =~ . .~ = - S R

them back again to Frérice. ' , -

[
. . (- v
i

. . . ’
' Lo, et \ . i PN P -
. ' s H .

. '

State-Trade 'Relations ‘. \ S L

- , Trade,ﬁOmmerce and lndustry played a .,"marglnal and

| ‘.dependent“'role. in the French economy in ‘this perlodr far
; ' and away lesﬂs importlant "than agr_lcultu;e.zg' Its 'place in
. ] Atl‘me ‘schexﬁe,-'-of-!thir;g’s-r-incluéing it‘s_ treatment by the

‘ §t_'atg reflected tbis. As theé last chaﬁter.'concluded, ‘the
,nl l_\bséllu'tistl'S_ta"te'waé’ fundamentally implicated with and o

TP tied to the long_—t‘erﬁl-intérests,'of the nobility, the‘<
. o E ,' . ' . J’-". - &I‘ . . '4 ‘. " . -

-~ -'.

; e a3 . . ' , . . e . e e
! ,.,sz way 'r‘-“”' e RN L ob g . R , ey Mdas ™
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soc1ety rullng class..f6Vérseas'and wnoiesale'trade
essentlally depended upOn the purcue31ng power of thls
class. In thls 1mportant sense, then, what was good for~'

,': the noblllty and the state Wae good for: the merchant-_ K
't;eders; their 1nterests 'were symblotlc éven without ] -
merchent asplretlons for_ennoblement.- But as noted in
Chaéterrﬁg.the abiding;goneern of the state for ‘the

- T ' viability-eﬁ trade and eqnmerce Qag pecuniary.‘ In

_ | Miquelbnis‘fedeitous phrase the stateds stance towards

N - L 30

commerce was that of "an anxious taxcollector." ' This

; : "is»véryximportant: ‘the state s prlmary 1nterest in trade‘
PR . ' ’4""' S "‘\z
R was not to faCLlltate it, but to‘live off it. Both the

'llfe of consplcuous consumptlon and the waglng of war,

;the underwr;tlng‘of what Louis XIV.called. 'my dignity, my . l .
B . ! "31 -

oL

glory, my gfeetness, my reputation, left the state

: continually starved for funds.: Trade and commerce

K GUPr N

© provided a dual seurce: 'first in the selling of office
to the tax farmers, and ;ecpnd in the taxes themselves.

& Wnat has been described ee.the'"parasitical“

s

relatlonshlp of the state to trade"32 mirrored the

relat&onshlp between state and peasant, noble and

peasant. ’ . ,

. [v]enality skimmed.vast amounts of
. . pney from the rural and coastal riverine
P kX \ . economies, creatlng a superstructure of . N
- functionaries with varying degrees-of BRI
.status but few duties beyond the - '
colldction of fees ... holders of those
privileges requlred sufficiently 1large
returns to meet their contractual
- obligations to the crown and to amortise
agpelr original 1nvestment3§h11e reaping .
suitable annual profit.~~ o Lo
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Clark argued that ‘the' fiscal‘ de’méndé oﬁkthe‘ 'téte and its

reluctance to spend money for the 1mprovement% of trade'

and qommerce posed ‘the greatest o»f Mall the Uhreats to

the vitality of the port" of La Rochelle.3li

|
L
T
|

'I'his‘financial 'burden” was so decentrallsed however,

[ L

' so subject to lodal negotiations and payoffs, that it was .

. perhaps more cumbersome than curtailing'. Briére has made’

this argument in his study of the cod industry.
Les droits qui frappaient le commerce.de \
, la morue étaient fort nombreux. Les droits
de gabelle payés & l'achat -du sel dans '
les portes situés en pays nonexemptés et
les droits de sortie des traites sur les
. marchandises d'avitaillement étaient
levés avant le départ des navires. Au
retour, la cargaison de morue se voyait
soumise a une serie de droits royaux ou
privés d'autant plus nombreux que la
destination du poisson était é&loignée du
port de debarquement. Mais nombreux ne.
signifie pas énorme; en effet, la
fiscalité i laquelle était soumis le
commérce de la morue en France ne semble
pas avolr été aussi lourde que les
négociants cherg‘gaient. toujours a le
laisser croire. . o -
Without the imposition:of all the taxes and charges3% ne

calculated that the price of cod after ‘the long trip from

Nantes to Pari's would onlx have been reduced by one-fifth.
, . . - ! ’

The risks of weather and war, and particularly of the

A . a
Engllsh navy, rath‘er than the proliferation of taxes seem

not only to have been greater hazards, but constituted

more compelling reasons, for seeking safer investmeﬁt.3-7

Furthermore, the relatlonshlp of the state to. trade

cadnot be characterised simply as parastical. If that

‘
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were the case, we would expect the merchant-traders to,
have taken a c_le'ar}.‘y oppositi"oxlmal stance-towards the s’c.a‘t":e.
No such ‘situation'erﬁgzrgted and it is important to see why.

' : . For the' tasxes onyltrade and commerce wefe enmes‘n.ed,withir;

a complex and shifting ‘set of obligations ‘and pri\}j:leges
that 'p'itted‘ port agaist’ port, commodity a’gaj?ns‘t éommogity,
large .mercﬁants against Vsma:j:l. While merchants of one
port shared interests and wlé,uld sy;tematiéal’l'sr, make

common cause, 1-Iheir demands were for special priviléges
over other ports, or to érotest' obiigatiqris not hampering
others.38 "In 'La Rochelle, as in all other éeaports local” .

officials and merchants were sensitive to any shift in .

. advantage that threatened the status quo.“39 ’ )
The commercial towns were divided riot
only by distance and geography, but also
by historical developmerit and private . .
interests. Certain towns enjoyed -special Co
privileges and cbnsideration, such as the
monopoly of certain types and areas of ) ‘
trade, and they competed -with each 6ther . . 4
for prosperity and influence. It was ’ Lo
natural, therefore, that they should
regard the proposals of the deputies-(of
. the Conseil de Commerce) not frowm .the
standpoint- of the merchant interest as
a whole, but from the benefits and
disadvantages which would ggerue to
_their.own town and region. :

~
“

y . £

The likelihood of their transcending ‘local issues to

o

fight against state incursions as such was further under-
cut because they owed.their privileges.as well. as their
restrictions and costs to the state. As Cll'arl'k p’ut_ it

. ... the economic and political elites
within each municipality derived their

, ) ) . R N N
R . ¥ . N

N LAUPIPRTRL DOR N
R o
'
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" formal status and power essentlally from -, _ 0
. ‘the system of pr1v1lege, thus their .self-.
interest moderated "any inclination to. a1 ; o .
attack the system in a fundamental way. : .j{ R

The local institutions to defend merchants' interests, fog‘
example, ‘'were set up and sanctioned-by the state. "The

Chamber of Commerce.acted partly as a iobbying_greuplﬁith'”

.a deputy in Paris who "theoretically represented the'tota¥“
.economic interests of the realm" but who, in fact, "spent J

#t : . . .. . w42 L
most of his time 1obby1ng for hometown interests, 42 But e

. . '
“

the hometown was far from homogeneous. Which hqmetown Moo T et

lnterests dld he represent‘> "The Chamber was an eXClu51ve

system td,maihtain those priv1leges essential to 'le
‘. . . 4 s

commerce du grand cours' .43 So the ‘state bodies LT

protected the large "négociantfa;mateure" f:bm the

presumptions of their social and,economic inferiors[

. -

The confllct of interest between Canadlan merchants

and the marchands foralns from France has often been
'taken as a sign‘of the'develppmeht of indigenous colohi@i‘“t“

s

petltlons to the state demandlng protectlon ‘from French :' .
. competltlon argued that ‘they “had . 5 . - . "ol

cae discovered the cause of their . N .
distress in the trade carried on by . Lo
transient merchants from France, who .
< spend the winter here, retai} their
_ merchandise, and send their ageénts 'into. S ,
"y the countryside to skim gf the cream = . N
: of this land's products. ., ) . : ' L.
But within French port cities also, -as Clark showed,‘thefe”‘
were 1mportant social and economlc dlstlnctlons between ‘ -

merchants.- The Cahadlan cry agalnst those with more capltal

- - 4 R4 4 . )
¢ . FORC

.- . . .
) .

PP T LYVE A B e o~ . - . . _ " .
et N + R . hda Tl ‘_’"‘*?ut-vr\:- Lo

. - ’ -t .

T

"interests. -And indeed the'Cénadian merchents in their Ty
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¢ .-and- connectlons seems qu1te comprehenélble Ain thls context o

0

- The subordlnatlon of small merchants dom1c1led moxe or

S ,less permanently in Canada to French merchants has also Loe "

been 1dent1f1ed by Hamelln and Ouellet as, a factor retardlng

PR
» ' -

C e i' ,»'( capltallst development in -the colony because 1t leerted

. N ’

‘,capltal back to the metropolls. - But it makes more sense ) o

. -~

. to see thls flow of capltal mQV1ng from the less.pr1VLleged

<

. to “the more prLV1leged as. it .dia 1n all port cltles. .The

'1arge merchants could afford both to take many klnds of B : -

- i

"_".':' . 'rlsks and also to hoard goods to take advantage of per1od5'

o SN - of sqarc1ty. They also had the opportunrtles'to cash ‘in |, I

\ .
. . e . .
e C . . . . '

on more substantial reservoirs of state.patronage; - - . o o

s ‘ - . - - i

privilege begets privilege. | =~ ' . ce ‘ T

. . .
) Lo . N . ' - s . LS ~
1. ' - . .o

U - * Here we have in more tangibie historical-terms an U y

elaboration of Marx' statement that the act1V1tLes of

n':u g 'these~klnd:of.merchaqﬁs dld not proylde the really l\,' ~
‘~f__ ' :"t, h fevolutlonary" way to capitallst'deyelopment:45 thelr . | -

2 3<. g f’:' ' jlnterests were,_ln however contradlctory a fashlon, tled \\f" .. )
’ S o ”’up w1th the network of pr1v1leges motivated by the feu&gl .

state. Furthermore, . thls network of pr1v11eges and

] . .

, .obllgatlons ‘did not conflne 1tself to the para51tlc and
protectlve relatlonshlp that the ‘state offered to trade
itself, as an economlc actLv1ty, and to merchants -as-

e :" - merchants. It ‘was also embedded Wlthln the labyrlnth of

[

' pbssibilities for sotial mobility and more secure fortunes

that was available to the most successful.merchants in = S
seventeenth and eighteenth century France.

“

N
S

. . ' v . ’ . . . . .
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Y.
oL SThere is a rathér remarkable consensus among’

N [ . \
A .

“ Y . hlstorlans of dlﬁferent schools about the behav1our of

- ’ 1

o Erench merchant traders ‘and the1r relatlonship to the Co " :

' . \

L "~": o, treasure trove of opportunltles'offered by the state. S

. - - ’

L ‘ The argument whlch has been advanced by Henrl Hauser,'}

A + " perry Andereon, Immanuel Wallersteln George Taylor and

A . f“'?ernand,Ouellet,goes llke'thls:' wealthy merchant ' S

(capltallsts) retarded the development of capltallsm in -

France by some’ 150 years through 1nvestment behav1our that

.
.ok .

".systematically remoVed capltal from~trade and lndustry

-

N . 1nto unproduct1Ve areas llke,land rentes and offlcen
Henr1 Hauser made the argument flrst 1n 1933.
PR “"' . The characteristic feature .of Frerch - S
. N economic history from .the middle of .the: - ) o )
. . -sixteenth te the middle.of the eighteenth’. '
R . centuries is a constant hemorrhage of - PRI
Sl capital which reémoved it from business ~ ‘
. .. as-soon as it had been treated and the -- '
commercial class-was deCapltated by the
transformation.of, its Hgst representatlves o . )
.1nto professional men. . . B L ce

Taler COnflrmed thls ]udgement notlng that Colbert and

AN . .‘i': Necker, a century apart from one another, complalned

that thlS tendency dgalned off commerclal and 1ndustr1al I7u
. .‘," . . J_capltal and undermlned economlc growth "47 ,To eyaluate.
| . thrs argument it ls.necessary,to dlsentangle its'tWo strands.\ o
That a large part of‘merchant capitai was channelIed into‘

w ‘ land, rentes-and'oﬁfices, what Taylor has called‘"proprietary

BRI ‘ wealth" 48 seems beyond dispute. Anderson has emphasised. o o

S

the role played by the state-in this-'diversionary process': .

ey

A

‘an‘“ektreme ornate complex based on venality of office

.
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which“attracted nobles,’bourgeoisie and their ca'pital.49

_ Purcha51ng offiCes was a step to even greater thlngs for-

.
)

‘those rlslng in the soc1al system- "the acquisition of
i q

.

noble titles and flsCalglmmunlty‘became normalAentrepre— '

I4

neurial goals for roturiers."

It does not follbw, however, that it was this pattern

of 1nvestment that deralled the development of capltallsm.

:

There are two problems with such a leap Flrst there is

a strong teleologlcal dlmen51on to thls judgement——an

»

[assumptlonfln'fact, that there.is a 'correct' path for a

CEN

:society‘to follow. Erench,society should have gone in a

certain dfrection} and blew: its chance——at least the first .

-

time'round -The conSensus that this was,lamentable is

possmble because Marx1st and 11beral hlstorlans both

!

herald the’ development of- capltallsm as progress, albelt

-

for the flrst lt 1s'only a step on the road somewhere

elsej while for the second it is as close to nirvana as

wermortals are‘likely to getl Retrospectlvely the Engllsh',

trajectory is recommended for emulation. ' In that country

A

merchant ~-traders understood thelr destlny and the universe

v

continued to unfold as it should. But teleologlcal.‘

assumptions interfere with a genuinely historical

.approach. As Skocpol put it, teleological»reasoning

37 et moamten

¥ i

.

... has “the effect of creating an
.impenetrable abyss between historical

flndlngs and social science theorising ... ' ot

For, ‘through ... (this) .... a posteriori
style of argument, deviant historical
cases do not force one 'to modify or

-
B T ¥

B
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replace one's theory, while even a very - .
inappropriate model can be illustrated T N
""historically without being put to the - L :
rigorous test of making real sense of , - "
actual pg}terns and causal processes in
history: .

i - ‘;/ 'w . There is a second problem with this leap. Just as’
*  Skocpol cautioned, teleogy tended to replace a dialectic

between theoretical analysis and historical -investigation.

N - ,‘ .
L0 PPN VSR SPUL DS SN CR R W SUSt N

fhg historical compariéons between England and France
- stopped too soon. In particular, the ‘blaming the,

. o . .merchants' argument .failed to appreciate the centrality
. . 5 2 .

cr e b aiesbe

. . of England's agrarian revolution for creating a

' transfogmed MiLieu'in which mefchant—tfaders’qnderstand; )
abLy'behaved very.differently than they did before, or
thgn they stily did in france. In brdef to élabofate this,
. . it is necessary to look again at this transitional pe;iod'. oo %

. S

K {n‘England.

A Comparison With England

i . N , .

LN, © The transformation to capitalism in England involved

RPN YO R

-
o . S
S e | AR e ¢
PR B AR -

an unprecedented upheaval in thé way a growing majority

. Oof people would henceforth make a living. K The causes of

~

‘this fgrmeng, as Chapter‘2 pointéd out,.lay deeplyrembedded
.‘in centuries of history, ana-espegially in the losing
étruggle éf the poorer peaééntry to retain land.  The
iarge Lonaon pre-Civil War merchants were clearly not
P 'responsible’ for this transformation to caéitalist social

relations. More .than that, even when the processes were "
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roe

in full-motlon they opposed the, pOlltlcal struggle that o

would consolldate and enhance the' legal, social and

1630s.

.

economic changes.’ Chahgegtook place not because of them,

but- quite truly, in spite of them. - Amooé the "enemies of

the people" in the Civil Var Were,the "oligarchies of
wealthy merchants who controlled town governmeﬁts.and

dominated trade and commerce through monopoly companles “53

.

In fact, like their French counterparts, "a handful.of-

merchants and financiers, especially customs farmers,

-

came to play an increasingly crucial role in providing

credit for royal government during the 1620s and the

w34 During the Civil War they chose sides: o
The Aldermanic Court backed the Crown
throughout the period, raising money -
through the sale of Crown lands, or-
enforcing unpopular royal policies, such
as ship money. The customs farmersg
provided the advances necessary to : ,

- maintain a tolerably stable financial ‘
basis for day to day royal governance
... insofar as both the Aldermanic Count
and the customs farming syndicates were
recruited from the ranks of the overseas
merchants, they were drawn almost entirely
from the Levant-East India complex ...

As very rich merchants and leading h '

officers in their companies ... these men
must have exerted a considerable influence
to bring their fellow company merchants
behind the royal cause. The degree to
which they had actually succeeded in
doing so. before the emergence of a
powerful revolutionary movement served
to galvanise the City's conservative
forces behind the royal cause in late
1641 is not certain. It is however,
notable that at no time 4id either the
Levant or East India Company, as .

. . 55
corporations, support Parliament.
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It was the "new men" that we discussed earlier,l56 men . o -:-
o S from the middling sort, including those involved iq the

? -:oolonisation~of‘America}'menvwho were thwarted by, not

beneficiaries of, the established network of monopoly and

FLREE AT e

privilege, Qho "overwhelmingly supported the parliamentary

cause"57 during the Civil War.

i

i o

This was a complicated war, and there were more than

. N N .
. . . N -
. . .

'two sides. 'For the people, once committed to parliament,.

oy .

St o R

had their own intereets to pursue. -They had not taken .

i

i - D \s;des‘simply to facilitate a takeover by a newly S ..
. —

v, R
2" Chant e

constituted ruling class. But when the dust had'settled;

N

«

r - . 'when the king's men and the parliamentary men realised

. 1
P

that to continue was to risk losinglevefything, theré had -

R W S

been only ‘half a revolutién. The people went unsatisfied.

f Hill put this aptly.

N \ The‘struggle for free@fom, then, in the .
: K * , seventeenth century, was a'more.complex DI
. . . * ,story than the books sometimes suggest.

The men of property won freedom--freedom-’
, from arbltrary taxation and arbitrary
b - A arrest, freedom from religiocus persecution, .
o " freedom to control the destinies of their o
: L ', country  through their elected represent- . ’ .
o ‘ - atives, freedom to buy and sell. They
also won freedom to evict copyholders
and. cottagers, ‘to tyrannise over their
villages, to hire unprotected labour in
the open market. ‘

ot ket L s e GoARS e

PR L

%A

Furthermorél "the smaller men ‘failed in all spheres to get

. their freedom recognised, failed to win either the vote .
5o o © or economic security."553 The -link between capitalist
»" N . - - N

development and- progress, at least for the majority of

the people at thls 901nt in h;story seenms unconv1n01ng.

ks : . - . . ‘s
S . b .
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T - o Wlnstanley was clearly d15111u31oned. "If the common

L

people have no more freedom in England but only to live

"

C anong thelr elder brothers and work for them for hire,

ST T what freedom then have they in England more than they

“have in Turkey or France?"59 N o

' The outcéome of the war had -cleared the way for’
‘legislation ‘governing laﬁd,‘taxa;ion, trade; and

That legislation was inh the interests of a

\

- industry.

grow1ng capitalist bourge0151e, a class that came to

o " include a successfully reconstltuted noblllty In that

t

. T process, the form 'of the aristocracy was maintained, but -

‘tﬁe nobility can no longer be described as feudal. As

: Hobsbawm put lt,

o they were a’ post revolutlonary
elite .;. Honour, bravery, elegance and
largess, the virtues of a feudal or court
aristocracy no longer dominated their

."lives ... their parliaments and govern-
ments nade war and peace for profit, T
colonies and markets in orgﬁr:to stamp g N
on commerciai competitors. ' »

The 'successful‘ Engllsh arlstocrat was called upon ‘to |
N °

embrace a dlfferent world -view 1n order tp survxve. Here

rr«"

he‘ls lectured by Ben Jonson, an early proponent of.

' i bourgeois values: -
That ancient hospitality, of which we

hear so much, was in an uncommercial- .

country when men, being idle, wére glad . °

to be entertained at rich men's tables.

But in a commercial ‘country, a busy

country, time becomes.precious, and . -

therefore hospltallty is not so much - . .

valued .... Promiscuous hospitality is - - L

not the way to gain real ‘influence ...

st
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; “ig No, Sir, the way to make sure of power LRI
‘ and interest is by lending money . ; e :Q{
ssconfidentially to your neighbours at = .~ g - o ‘
a small interest, or perhaps at no
. lnterest at all, ang hav1ng thelr bonds “ ”

A your possession. ,

The major challenge to the old ways came_froﬁithe new -
demands of capitali%ehagricultureu Nobies had totcompeeelf
wifh'their neigﬁggers who were rurniné to mbfe_efficien;i

" usés of land. . ’ 5.: Co e

-

reclamation, the use of fertilizers, ! s
hedging and ditching enclosed land--all . ' .
required capital. Racking rents and

evicting tenants required the abandonment - " . T,

‘0f one get of values and its replacement ‘5

—— +-with another. The investment of capltal

-
*,

in new procedures instead of the displaying !
_of wealth in potlatdg fashion required a | N
! “changing life- stylep . : S+

&

"The legislation that emerged from the struggles of the .,

Civil War facilitated these developments, and was quite ‘ B
\ { 4 .

, . , .

precisely class—epégific in its.conferring ofi benefits.,

A

The lawg abolishing feudel tenures, for example, gave g

landowners absolute ownership of thelr land,  free from
i- s

the obligations ang interference of the Crown, while, at
\ . ‘

the other ;pd of the scale, “[c]opyholders obtained no
absolute property rlqhts in thelr holdlngs, remalning in
g@bJeCt dependence of their landlords, liable to arbitrary

death duties which could be used as & means of ev1ct1ng

the. recalcitrant n03 ‘AIn other words, feudal tenures were

L J ’« t
abollshed upwards only, noﬁ downwards.“64 Th%s r

legislatxon-—the ab011t10n~of feudal tenures and the ‘
[} ;= ‘
* Court of Wards in 1646--brought the Middle Ages to an end T

" 65

~in agrarian relations. Copyholders and small property{ 3

ey

[
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owners, unable to stay abreast ?f rising prices, lost

. and privileges of the companies"

', o : . ‘ ‘ ’ \:.w;/
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"the agricultural boom of the .late

their property: ,
/ ’ y

seventeenth qnd-eighﬁeenth centuries rebounded to the. n.

»

:‘benefit of hig landowners‘and cépit&list farmers, not

65

peasant proprietors." This wag the legal confirmation
- 1

the revolution‘that‘did

not happen in seventeenth century France.67.

”

of qhe lagricultural. revolutlon,

The passing of the Navigation Act in 1GSOJ%I was as

importantlfor colonial'and trade relations as the abdlition

. of feudal tenures was for agrarian relations. yDescribed
s 1 . v, ‘v,__'_‘ a' . ]
by’ Adam smith as "perhaps the wisest of all commercial - &

ré%;ﬂgtionskof England"ea'it snbérdinated thk colon;es
to’Perliamenr and énsured that trade wrth them would be
mon0polised by Eﬁ@ﬁisb shipprng. All coloniai commodities
had to be routed through England and the resultlng re-export

of cdlonlal goods constltuted the pr1nc1pal dynam;c element

\ F SN

in English‘ trade expansion ‘<:iur1.‘ng the secdand half of the
L ¢ (3 ' ,-W\ <

‘seventeenth century."69 This Act "represent®™d the victory:

‘of a national trading interest ‘over the separate interests

leaving the merchant "to

work out his de%tlny free of foapal organisation wlthln a

' v

general protectlve framework of national legislation. “70 )
For while: the Navlgatlon Act gpve Engllsh traders a
monopoly. over trade with the colonies, internally old' ;f.
monopoly regnlations were swept away. . a '

X Companies no longer restricted output | & , '//

to keep prices high. The economy was o B

e .\

| - N

IR X

o

»
3

¢
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LI e . geared to the export -of large quantities o
o ‘ of cheap goods. England had entered the% 21
-, _#Pcompetitive epoch well ahead of her rivals.

The comparison.With France is dramatic.n Christopher
L 2

noved along parallel lines of industrial regulation- after

v that date they are poles apart. w72’

half of ‘the eighteenth century did . "the corporations,

' a stranglehold on French trade anqnindustry"73 begin to

L

break down. In the history of capitalism, as Dobb put

e . \ . b .
the restrictive monopolies in the sphere of trade in
5174

S0 ‘ -
SR - which merchant capital is already entrenched. And"

' clearly the impetus for this "emancipation" would not
i p r’p .

come from merchant-traders themselves, whether in England

or Francl.- In France the regulatibns.continued to exist
~ l . Ty e Y 3 '
* because of the interests they did serveé, and because of

o e the absence of strong competing interests to éhallenge

¢ ; . " . . them. 1In England the restrlctlons were removed but it
- ! ‘ f

‘was the outcome of a polltical struggle engaged in by

those who believed they stood to gain in some wqy from:
P . : : . S / -

T " the changes. , . ,
x c : , ) \ : \
After 1688, the taxation system was rev1sed to

’ t ) n
favour the imdustrial classes over the landed and the

i

L ) pdor. "Hencefotth wars fought in the 1nterests ©of trade:

.were paid for by the gentry.and through'the excise, by

the poorer classes who had no vote anyway.' n75 Not.cnly

Y
*.
\ thgt('but yhe state' s-debtgyin these wars henceforth

o
.
N . ¥
B . .
. . . ' . .
. «c

. trading companies, maitrises and jurands which exercised

C o it, "nascent capital itself (had) to be emancipated from

el - B . o T Y T '
/(/(d Hill put this succinctly: "down to 1640, Englandjand France

For only in the second -

1 . - y
e - Tt - e * S S
LR gL N B N ot N a L . L . ] N n e

3
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became, the National Debt; "This revolutionary association

IR of parliament with the borrowings of the"State"76 bound

4

i B “ﬁhe kiqg to Parliament, on the one hand, and allowed for
‘the guaranteed underwriting of state projects, including
: L3

- wars, on the other. The French kings'were'undouﬁtedly

-

envious of the second part of the equation, and equally
P ' '

appalled by the first. For the English kings ‘lost any

v B

claim to absolutism although, once they had learned what
that‘meant: they gained a new kind of security of tenure

that, unlike their'FrenCh-counterparts} they had not.yet

5
known. ‘ 8

3
oy

The English state--with its’ﬂeQ relatioﬂship bétween
g L Parliament and Monarch, its new and moré secure financial
uﬁderpinnihgs, its legislation on all the.iméortant'id§ues

of the day——had been refashioned through the sgruggles~

, - " between the oldtand the emerging ruling class. ‘Althoggh

o ‘ these struggles included decisive iéterventions from ;he

PN ’ . s

. u;ééple, their outcomes had ho tangible ben@fits\ng them. o
. /’/‘Thé state itself, as a network of relationS'and institutions
/"\\ ~ was. both the site of the struggle, aﬂd in a sense 'the "
o ( | thing' that wag fought dver. The Monarchy was suﬁordina;éa

i
ot

to Parliament and that institution was henceforth dominated
. Cor . ‘ . 4
. by the new ruling class, a capif%ligt bourgeoisie, a class

which included a chastened, but educable, and hardly

. impoverished, aristocracy. That there were important

.internal divisions in this new and reconstituted’ ¢lass is
certainly true; but its collective fear of the unﬁriviieged

-«
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co T and their potential power had a subduing effect. The

.t memory of the Civil War when "the revolution betame an o -
open class conflict ,.. betweén rich and poor, rulers and

o n‘, muled, strong and weak"77 remained strong. The C St /

. intraclass divisions would have to be lived with: " . i C
. v ~ N . ey
,3 _ E . .Tories and Whigs may have had mahy e k
differences, but _they had one decisive ( o -
thing in common:’* They were all rich; J o S
‘. their wealth rested on a common basis of ) B B
e absolute (i.e. capitalist) property. Even ' T S
Co the great landowners derived their wealth - , o : e
from economic organisation based on
bourgeois, not feuda)], social relations.
less than 150,000 peWgple out of a
population 6f roughl 000 000 argued
about how best to: securgsthelr wealth
. and. assure their power. :
" By the first decade of tﬁgzeighteenth century. it was a .
"world in which governments put first the promotion of

-

production for policy is no longer deternineh by - —_—

79
arlstocrats whose main economlc activity is consumpﬁion."

13\
. England was now a nation of wage—labourers cum—consumers, .
. - . Lo
the-era of the eXpandlng marketplace had dawned, with a AR
new generation of E?Ede;s, manufacturers and merchants,

backed by Parliament, ready to .serve and create i%ﬁ
o ) , < . .
* . .1 needs. And the state's power to enforce its will outside

its borders "rested chiefly on that most commercially- .
N . . . + *
N . based and.trademinded weapon, a Navyi"aq'

L d

We can returd, then, to the merchant-traders of

H

-France in order to understand and evaluate their inVest-

. l

ment behav10ur in the context of thelr own env1ronment,,

)rather than that of nelghbourlng England's, and free from

~ . v .
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the assumption that their behaviour could have transformed

v
E

a feudal society into a capitalist nation.

French Merchants and Their Capifél

w‘i.

-

“

Let us begin by looking at Robert Forster's biography
of the Depont family_.81 The Deponts wére a Protestant s

merchant La Rochelle family which made a nominal cOpvérsion

Py

before 1721. In 1718 Paul Depont was named manager of the

Compagnie des Indés,-responsible for consigning goods to
' . / .
Louisiana and Canada. But as early as 1687, and -acceler-

.

RN

S , © .ating in the early eighteenyh century, heQbegén investing
in seigneuries. In 1721 he purchased the office of. -' &
Trésoirier de France in the Bureau of Finances of La

Rochelle for his son, Paul-Frangois, thus putting him on

* C '
the road to a noble title. After his death in 1742, g ah

» . Paul-Frangois reinvested thg rest of his‘féther's fortune -

in land and rentes. Clearly, if the Hauser through
. . : w Sl A T '
Opellet‘thesis‘halds? the Depont family stands as & ‘

4

' - ‘)\ - " .' -. A [
. typical example of those who turned their back on their

historical mission ;S.bring about dépitalist de&elopment

3 - . ~

in France.

In Foérster's hands) however, the Depont decision is

EUCESE

e Ao

E’J‘E’-.”%ﬁﬁtf

" » - . v . ’[ i »
shown to be economically rational, and, indeed, led to .
' : . i -

Wt

the survival of the family fortune even through the

i
3

. had -
revolutionary period. Merchant families who remained in

Mt N
trade were hurt by the Seven Years War for .their fortunes

-
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- ] were far nore precarlously based, "There can be,little

doubt" declared Forster, "that the Deponts had secured
"82 ‘_‘/ . T
. P
'kemalnlng in overseas tradé mlght have 1ed to personal

7 1
¢ misfortune but hardly to earller capltallst development. ‘

[ .o ' -

‘FOr there 'was no agrlcultural revolutlon in France 1n the

PR

g the' bulk of theLr capltal Jt the right moment.

AR

seventeenth century, nho massmve"freexng of the peasants
'from the land,/no development of a consum@ﬁVSOCLety as

,there was in England The Depont famlly and 1ts peers,
‘ - ,}. _elther in their gulse as merchanthtraders or ‘as, landlords"”

v

"andrmaglstrates, can scarcely be. glven elther credlt or
blame for“tﬁis. Merchant-t;aders were‘part of'the net;
work of-ﬁeudélxsociellrelations, ndt budding;capltaliete

.. who were'seduced byiﬁnbrodcctiee forms of investment. &

Forster counters those critical of - the Depont-type
, \ : o hy

. o, . . - , . : .
decisions with simple-pragmatism: "if economic histor- /-

ians point'to'this kind of decision as contributing to
7 the decapitation of French capitalism, who can deny tpat .

subsequent eVents confirmed tﬁe wisdom of tﬁis shift. to

L - security?" 83

Commercial invg{:aehts were . f1nanc1ally attracblve,

however; the rate of return probably ranged from flve

a

‘to twelve or even fifteen per cent'Whlle ;eturns on
"proprietary"” investments was certainly less.

‘\ : . Rents  from land had been calculated
at two to four per| cent of capital.value,
_ while investment in venal offices, which .
¢ . absorbed so much French rapital, sometimes-

’

TR EARTET A W S
. .

9

i A it xS




o T earned no return 52 all- or only as_much . S
S * as.five per ceht. C

e QThe decxsxon to opt for the 1ower yleld anvestment was not
- . \ « ’
however. unnatural,' Taylor allowed in a soc1ety afflicted
R R with a manla for prestlge 8? whose populatlon had an '
T 86

"atav1st1c attachment to the 5011." Undouptedly'notl

ﬂ ‘ ’, " But why ;esort to these_klndS'of explanatione-wheh in the '. /
; same artidle he 'informs his readers that, ' Co . . Y

L I o ... [rlisk, nearly unknown in the
. o o ‘ proP®ietary sector, was a central fact
> S of business lifé. The merchant speculated
' ) ) ] . in commodltles, paper, and credit, and, no
R S mytter how prudent he was, his fate T .
: . : . depended largely on events he could not - .
. . ’ o control. 0£h1pwrecks, acts of war, , ' ‘
| R .o sudden changes. in style, unforeseeable ' "
T bankruptgies, or unfavorable-shifts in.
e exchange rates could wipe him out, and :
Lo C if it was bad luck that broke him it H3s T
Y ce iargely good luck that made him. rich.

T Refuslng to contlnue to place the bulk of their fortune ' +

,1n the hands of’ fate seems to 1ndlcate for Taylor manias

i

. ”{';:ﬂ T“ . and atav1Sm rather than economlc ratlonallty Clearly, it
is his blas for the values ~and behav1our which he thlnks
would have fac111tateq capltallet development that

moti&atee his language. But as we saw in Engiahd,.the | : .
'process of cap1ta1 accuniulation that moved' the society

K S from feudallsm to capltallsm dld not depend on 'luck’,

at least not in thls sense. Taylor realised this:,

L Ny U If in the eighteenth century France
. had 'had an agricultural revolution . ‘ .
. comparable to that in England, it would - “. : N
- ! *  be possible to speak of agricultural - . L
‘ ' capitalism and to-discover an entre- ) -
- : ' prengeurial mentality that saw income
" 7 as profit and was prepared to increas a-
profits by investing in .profuctivity.™ o,

;
:
4
]
y

4.
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aBut his‘siip ahéQs“in the ﬁeka }iné: "pnforthnaﬂaly
Lo . 'for the old regima,.no such thingniook place.™ An odd
- | ._remari., Sureiy the 401d regime" would never hava\ N
survived an agriculthral revolution,  anymore £han it did”
'y o ~in England. Not.only Ehat;vfor whom precisely in that
. . ; ‘ L. ,
sbciety was it unfortunate? On the effects of the‘Earlf

days of capitalist agrlculture in England, Hill had thls

" : T to say , ' i
- K We can understand why men and women {'
. of. the poorer classes were prepared to - - \\
/ : - face the risks of drowning in the Atlantic
P -or starv1ng in New England ‘winter, in the . )
o . hope of ultimately w1nn1ng free land and ‘ b .
P .4 a regular source of livelihood. Nearly N
.- ) 80,000 men, women and children &eft
. o England between 1620 and 1642, ’ °

b T But we must not divergp too far from the merchant-

traders. The argument that they made'economically

rational decisions is not intended to deny that these men

rwere men of their times, and their society. Forster did

suggest ‘that the Depont family left commerce "more as a
. ' consequence of eco ie conditiéns and the approach of war
. , . : - ¢
“-than because of any conscious decision to live nobly."gé’

Perhaps! But social mobility within the aystem was clearly.

L . ' faia s . '
i . not unimportant, and the possibilities for advancement
" were not far-fetched. 1Ih fact, the queétioﬁ does not
S ' . .
,g' . seem to have been whether to pull capital out of trade,
B X 1 but when: - . i
A ’ .
£ . © ... each famlly made its ‘own

§ : . ' calculation of the amount of fortune
by _ ) necessary before severing its connection
- ‘ with the generatzng source of wealth in

[ t . -
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trade ..., The common-story of failure in . o g ,
.- the.Ancien Régime is that of a family ' ‘
Co whi¢H had miscalculated, had made an

C. S f”lll ~timed exit from trade ‘towards an ’

) y 1nsuff1c1ent capital and property basis,. e .
. ) ’ had failed to gain access to a proper - * .
professional- clientele, and had compounded e
. _ these errors by unfortunate marrlages, ’ oo
‘e unwise procreation- (and) lack. of cunnlng.

" In this centext the question of dérogedﬁce deserves~ 
. ‘ cedsiAeration; thag is, thg legal and soeial incdmpatif
- | ; Sility between trade and living nbbly,  For many--
| ﬁistorians~and contemporafies-;this threat of losing
‘title explains why nobles did not invest in trade and | . :i .
.. - gommerce, end why merchants;aspiring-to~be—noble%'had to | |
'wesh‘ their money‘by channelling iﬁ out of trade into
land, rentes‘and office. The question. is would capital -
have been draQn to, and 1eft,.ih £rade, éommerce and“ e
industry if there had been no 1egal or social llablllty?

' - . * 1

s The assumptlon behind the argument emphqsising'the import-

S

tance of dérogeance is that the decision to withdraw

money from trade was made not, as'Forster argued, on.
'economic grounds'but out ‘of social considerations: Lucas
1nsxsted that "these men were domlnated by the soc1al

w92

motive, ‘not by the capltallst proflt motive. I have
already argued that their lnvestment ‘behaviour was eeonom;

f; | _ fhgiy ratlomal. (It is not Just capltallsts ‘'who engage

| in economically ratlonal behav;ohr, and they do not always

'either.) - But still dxd the .fear. of dérogeance also

L

~.exert a determlnlng influence?

"
>
.
' }
-
.

hive been exaggerated. First of all-the vast majority pf-

N e

There are three reasons for thlnking that 1ts effects

BT .
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the small people engaged in shopkeeping and retail trade,.
those people that were "unﬁejoratiVelY" described as

"médiocres,"93 would not have. entertained noble
aséipatibqs. They were the shopkeepers, smalL empﬂoyers,
ﬁodést tradesmen\and rehtiersﬁ—a group similar in surface L
| appearance. té'Englana's ”middlihg sort', those kind of ' .
. :éeople who, in a transformed countryside were gradually
accumulating capitél. If there had been a capital
a . ) accumpiatign'process 'from bélow‘ these people, or those
like them, would have.s;obd to'benefit; as it was, their
“quk of éapital was attributable to the economic.sg_ggemq//r »
Aot‘to pursuing strategies for ennoblement. Second, a
clear aistinétion was made between retail trade aAd
ovérseas and ma;itime tradé. Only involvement in the
e - ‘first héld'the threat of dérogeance. The'charters of
monopoly o&eréeas trading companies s;Lcifically stated
that participation "would not impai£ the privileged
status of any indiviéual." More than that, letters of
pobili;y w;re offered to merchants to entiqe them to
ihYest'in.commercial companies and cslonial enterprises.

o Twelve of the associdtes of the

R Compagnie de la Nouvelle-France were,

for example, not only granted titles of

"nobility, but also exempted from the

terms of an edict directing the payment

g _ . of taille by nosies of less than twenty
. : C years standing. . -

Third, it is hard to decipher how systematically the

.
.

\

12,
i
L]
P}
’

X o fulqs~of-défogeanc¢ werg‘uphelq. Grassby.has argued that
these "ancient bUt'dormant"’éhstoms were revived in the

»

)

AN . '




- 183 - - o
early,seyenteénth century by the provincial nobility who -
found that the barriers between themselves andrthe'weéithy' ‘ ‘ “jw
roturiers were incre;singly ﬁeaningléss.gs At the same
time others were defining the contemét of ﬁhe French
fo£,tr;de as‘a social pfoblem. 'The Coﬁseil de Commerce - '.Y
presented recommendations at the’beginning of the eight-
eenth century designed to raise the social position of
those prepared to increase their investment in trade and
‘comﬁerce. The main suggestion was to offer létters\of
nobility "t6 the fourth generation of familieé with an - '
honourable and continuous traditioh of wholesale coﬁ— s
o merce."96 The proposal was never accepte&—-ﬁut one

argument against it was its redhndahcy. By the fourth

generation such families would already have acquiredl

nobility in any case! Clearly being a weal;hy merchant - i
. --those called négociants--was a step towards, not a

deterrent to, nobility.

Grassby insisted that the proposal to create a

"97 il LI

"business aristocracy was a useful and pragmatic one.

it

Let us stﬁp”to speculate on whether the adoption of such o
a regulation would have altered patterns of investment.

It is difficult to think so. . After all, the merchants

who were rich and powerful had already had the rulés

changed to suit them. Y : - N

i

s o . The rich merchants {of Marseille and .

T ‘ . other seaports) legitimised their needs - .
as earky as 1566, when they obtained a ‘ '
royal ordinance permitting the nobiles ... . ) KR
to engage in commerce without dérogeance. '

-




R 'Colbert's initiatives have been hailed throughout
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The Conseil de Commerce wanted to chahge,sbme fundamental
-patterns of‘écohomic behaviour by fiat; England.had pfofited
from -more positive attitudes towards trade——why not France?

But the legislation in England had come in the wake of

-

AN

Shlftlng economlc realities, of a world 1ndeed'“turned‘

ppsi-de-down."99

Attempts to crea;e a “bu51ne§s.arlsto-
cracy" in France through a little c¢osmetgjc work must
surely——Grassbyﬂs déiqion to tﬁe contrary--be dismissed
as “uhopian."loo S = ' o

No less utopian, I would aréue, we?é the state's : e i
colonial policies under Jean Baptlste Colbert the most -
powerful man in France under Louis XIV The motlvatlon ‘ o

. for his colonial policy initiatives developed apparently .
from observing the benefits that the American coloniés
were bringing to England. He wanied to confér similar

advantages upon France, in Cole's words, through an ¢ .

"application of mercantalist theories, policies and

practicies ... designed to secure for the nation and ,
jthe king who symbo;iéed it ... power, wealth and
prosperlty In practlcal terms this meant that the

' colonles shounld become a market for French goods and -

a source of needed products."lOl y ’ ‘

The State, Relations of Capital and Colonial Policy

the historiography of New France as decisive fori. the




ay

4

. douze annees fécondes qui vont de 1660-1670.

.to do, in essence, using the power of the state, was, to

I by privete capital in New England.

goals his policies have been justly described as a-

T S -185 -7 . T

developﬁent.df the colony.

)

Undér Colbert, wrote Eccles,® o R

[ 4

-"the- 1nf1ux of capltal manpower, military force and ] ' g

admlnlstratlve talent 1a1d the basis for the 1nst1tutions ’ N

~of New France which would survive until the Conquest.“loz - -

* 2 - . 2

Trudel put it this way: "Colbert's sweeping reforms ; . IR

released the colony from the formless: and stagnant ' g .

condltlon,to which it had appeared doomed forever.“103 ) ’

And for Groulx thi} period is "la' seule vraiment grande ’ ,
en 1l'histoire de la Nouvelle-France. S'il existe |

aujourddshui un Canada francai% il le doit aux dix ou ‘ . éw.
" 1 04“ ) '1‘:.
Colbert wanted to encourage population growth,

agricultural production for market, manufactures and

- L

shipbuilding. He was convinced that the .lack of ‘;'

development in %hese areas stemined from thF great pull , . . .
exerted on all classes of people by the fur trade. ' By
imposing a system of rewards for a sedentary and fertile ’

life, and punishments for its rejection, he hoped to

rechannel the energies of the population. @hat he tried

create in New France the economic diversipy19% wrought

In terms of these

¥

failure. "Canada whlch had burst out of its eonflnes .

in the St. wrence had consplcuously failed to ful £il

«106

the role intanded for it bf Colbert. More than that, .

Cole pointed /to the irony that Colbert failed to support




‘Canada.
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e, . A . ,
the “one_kind'gf‘commerce‘that:waé\really‘important'tb

w107

4

The fur trade\ras lucrative in difféerent ;

waYS for different people. 'First, thj state received a

N

108

revenue from farmlng out the rlghts to the trade.
- \

second the fur trade was 1mportant to the merchant traders

.who hoped to make sufficient money there to buy them—

A

selves Lnto more securely pr1v1leged p081ilons.
- .

Third it was essentlal to’ the governinyg class of the

109

colony whlch supported itself 1n large measure through

¥y

“the network of tradlng posts and ‘forts whlch commanded

the trade routes of New France."l}‘O

And finally 1t

-even helped to ease the lot of some of the peasants

;wished

’

'throuéh providing-anvadditional income to supplement

their subsistence from agriculture.;llr

.But it is certainly true that profits from the fur-

trade were not channelledklnto diversifying the economy

of New France, as Colbert and many historians WOuld have:

!
l ? The merchant traders, w1th one foot on each -

'/

‘'side of the Atlantlc, sought safe returns and social

moblllty through re—lnvestlng 1n land, rentes and office

- even ‘whiile contlnulng to increase thelr fortunes in trade.

'After all, the rationale for 1nVest1ng 1n the productlon

. oﬁ commoditmes for mass markets or in the kinds of pro-

'ﬂects envisaged by Colbert starcely existed, not in France,

s

not‘in the'colonyi Yet, although Colbert's policies have

been termed a failure, this has not diminished the value

.

" placed on his‘ambitions..\Their importance in the

/

o

-

.

5
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conformity with what so many students of the colony think

should have happened In essence this proposition is . B

. indeed to see how he could have delivered a New England

'assumed:' if Only New France could have had 150 years of - ) ‘

Colbert it would have been a prosperous viable society-- . ,

like New Englend. But, howevef, éntefesting and under-

standable was Colbert's vision, thefe.ié‘little'vakue for-

- historians to retaln that perspective in 1nterpret1ng the

development of Vew France. His dlsapp01ntment does not
have‘to be ocurs. For it ‘is not SUIptlSlng that what
Colbert dld do was to help create .in New France a soclety

very much like France itself. And it is very difficult
’ - X o . .

on the shores of the St. Lawrence. The pressures, the
incentives, the capital, the surplus population, the
markets{ in short the particdlar mix of inter-related

requiremeits did nat exist jrr such an undertaking.

‘5a.n

« -
»

-, Conclusion T : : )
LThe analysis in'the last three chaptere ot the
central relatlonshlps predomlnatlng 1n s@venteenth and " : ?
elghteenth century France has had One underlylng purpose.
to provide a b¥oad. context for a re—interpretation of one
of its Royal P‘ovinbes——the colony of New France:. As a

result the quest*pns have been motlvated by some of the

absences in the tradltlonal hlstorlography of the colony
: T w

. o




and by a critique of its central themes. 'Despite .its

.about the central relatlonshlps and contradlctlons of

the role of capital, trade and markets in-a feudal

leconomy L ’ : ’ O

1nvestedjmore ‘heavily in the colony + For the.ultlmate

© . identified. It came from taxes on,peasant productlon.

. . -188 4 T

a2
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.diversity, that hlstorlography appeared flawed by a

’fallure to suffLCLently ‘reflect upon the salience of the .

r -

metropolltan connection' for the. development of - the colony

Th}a~the31s 1s an attempt to redress that problem. The )

ana1y51s proceeded through con51der1ng some  of ‘the major

€

debates in Eurdpean hlstorlography that were. relevght for

a, more comprehen51ve understandlng of the colony" debates

feuda} soc1ety,‘the nature of the. Absolutist State and e

N -

.
v

; - < L.
. What then does this analysls suggest about the

'
~

colony-cum—prov1nce of New France‘> 1t produces'~

’ skeptlcism of that assumptlon that France should have

‘ ' -~

source, of the cap1ta1 for colonlal investment has been

\

Whether 'such capital came directly through the taille,

“wa's routed through the nobility from their purchase of

luxuries or through the tlthe ‘paid to the Church, that“
was the bottom 11ne The beneflts for French peasants,A
who comprised the vast majorlty of the’populatlon, of ;n—'4
vestment in coldnisatioh«are difficult'to imagine. VWhy,
then, should more resources have'been'diverted there?

It is also easier to explain now why investment in

the French colony was hard to come by. In England the




‘external markets such’ 1nvestment made sense. But in

:thelr need and ablllty to purchase commodltles in the

-to Ouellete—would have dreamt of expecting these develop-—

. !
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A Le ~

processes of capital accumulation, primarily in the

'_country51de, had throwndup a-myriad of investors in

2

:colonial deveIOpment w1th the’ growth of inteérnal and

- A

'
» . .
+

France and the colony circumstances were quite different,

"anu it is hari to see from where the payoff wo}ld have

‘come . Peasant producers eked out thelr own subsistence

P ., ) N

3and.turned over«a surplus,-if there‘was one, to others;

.~
¢

1

’ marketplace was qulte llmlted The luxury 1ndustr1es

\

‘sponsored by the state were hardly a flnanc1al success' in

- N ¥

fFrance, and the problems of trylng to repllcate them in

o

"Amerlca .boggle the mlnd. Merchant traders, government
‘.offlce—holders and flnanC1ers could hardly be diverted
‘from safe avenues of lnvestment that also prov1ded for

possibilities of socfal'mobility into produc¢ing commod-

fon

_ities for nonexistent mass markets. _The'truth is, that

7

.if there had never been an England, no one--Zfrom Colbert \

ments. For while the colonisation of England's American

colonles represented the first steps towards our contem-

: porary econbmlc and polltlcal order, that of New France

was well Impllcated within’ the last two centuries of the

1

old. Without'an understanding‘of the enormous implications‘
pr these dlfferences there is a perpetual mystery about

‘why all - thls 1nvestment and economlc dlver51ty occurred

‘in the Amer;can‘colonles and not in New France.

4
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" across the ocean to the new. SR
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In the next chapter a re-interpretation of New R S

France will be developed which situates the colony in its
metropol}tan’context.‘ I will argue that the historical

.

evidence sits more comfortably in an analysis that

approaches the colony as an ongoing creation of the

'Anc1en 3&3}me\than it does within. the other lnter- j.'.."

- S

'pretatLve frameworks dlscussed in. the flrst chapter.

The statig model of feudalism will not: hold up, New “,:
N .
France was nelther a benlgn theocracy, a promlsed land o

nor a nascent—bourgeois'CapitaiLstasociety. The new

)

soc1ety\thes15 is, however, correct 1n a very 1mportant

sense. the colony of New France was developed in the New

+

WOrld using 1ts resources and affected by its particular

condltlons. But those partlcular resources and particular

, conditions were approached expe;}enced and managed in the

context of the relations,’activities and interests that

4 '

were in the process. of belng extended’from the old wOrld

.

-

. -
oq .

This argument is dependent upon' an -analysis that

clarifies how the important classes of French society

.were recreated in the colony—ethrouéh the development of

i : ‘ f
the selgneurlal system, through the expansion of trading,

‘act1v1ty, through the lnltlatlves of the Church and through

the extension of state relations. This must be an account

not just of state initiatives, Chuyrch decrees, and the

~investment of merchant capital, but also of the ways in-

¢

' . R I3 ’ -7 -
.which the -ordihary people--the poor and unpr{vileged--

3
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- ‘enhanced by the flerce and well earned re31stance to thelr'

.« 7 dAPTER FIVE

¢
t o,

'THE COLONISATION OF NEW" FRANCE. CREATING A - FEUDAL
C SOCIETY IN AMERICA

In thls chapter 1 want to establlsh that a feudal .

i

society was created in New Francé between 1632 and 1760,

. and to explore the ma1n processes through whlch that

- ©
/o |

p

happened Thls development "was slow and uneven. There

'

: was no nechanlcal process through whlch 1nst1tut10ns and

' s

soc1al relatlonshlps were‘packaged shlpped off and re-—

assembled. Establlshlng some sort\of a viable economic

”5existence, not'just'for the poor butvfor anyone willing

to take a chance bn the - New llorld, was far from ‘a guaran—‘

t

eed prop051tlon Indeed lor at 1east thlrty years after

lnxtlal colonlsatron there Were/at least’ two emlnently .

»

B posslble alternatlve outcomes to the-one that was realised:

’
»f H

the flrst was that everyone but the obstlnate would ‘pack

P 5
[

up,and:go homel and the second that New France would fall

oncefagain to the-Engllsh Both poss1b111t1es were»_ -

Y ¢ \

preSence from the Iroquors.3'rSett11ng new terrltory

Ixd
T

proved very d1fferent—~certa1nly more hazardous and
terrlfylng--than living in the place from generatlon to
generatlonm A famlllar socxe&y had ‘to be sculpted out of

192- | ,
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‘pooling together of resources reluctdntly affered,. and-

. the Engllsh Conquest had occurred 1n 1663, future histor-

- 193 -

the w11derness, out of land with its distinctive geography,
difficult climate and often unrecept1Ve tenants. Conv1nc1ng
people to settle there, or to invest in the settlement of

&

others was a: formldable task. There was no inexorable

',flow of surplus.people and surplus capital to oil the way

to' New -France. Insteed'there was only a deliberate; if
! s - . &,
gporadic and often contradictory, effort by some people’

:representing church,. state or trading interests, a -

s ’ : v T

the persuasive{power of a dedlcated'few.4 The colony

N

4

was not to resemble its metropolls overnlght
| . Many of the . obstacles to the development of the
colony have been read as slgns that the New World was
1ntr1n51cally 1nhosp1table to the s001al-re1atlonsh1ps of
the old;s Certainly theﬁearly settlers and missionarles'
often feared so, and the Indlens ‘who proved S0 unpersuaded
by the ble551ngs of a sedentary Christian c1v111zatlon

must have wished so. For the first decades the colony

seemed to rattle about uncomfortably in its awesome socio-

‘,geogrephical location. The seigneurial system produced

" lines on a mep and peper«contracts,'but left the 1and

1argely untouched and soclal relatlonshlps embryonic.- If

ians would be JUStIfled 1n 1n51st1ng.that there was little

'. evidence to prove that French feudal, 5001ety could take

o

root in North' Amerlca ‘that‘the obstacles presented by

‘ _this forblddlng, hostlle and dlstant land were
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‘the subsequent history of New France reveals that there .
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{

r

insurmountable. T i .
Yet, despite the interpretations of many historians,

.
{

4

%as nothing inherently incompatible between feudalism and

America. If the vast expanse of land, the democratic air -

.of the frontier, the salience of the mighty St. Lawrence,

;ihe.pefils of ocean-travel and the distance from the 0Old

]

World each posed obstacles of various kinds and degrees,

none proved unnavigeable. If the seigneurial system looks

"a little pretentioué in 1650, by the turn of the century

it had put its permanentpmark on the 1q?d, and was pro-

viding the parameters for the basic .social relationships

in the society; if the rich and powerful still did not
line up to come, .a éosting to the colony cou}d be potent-
ially lucrative, a stepping stone to better things, or as
in the case of Bigot and hiS‘associates‘ap opportunity to
serve as scapegoat for a beleagyered Crown--hardly an
honour to be easily dismissed16 Furthermore, the trans-
formative role played by Indian societies both in providing
an ogtiop ﬁb working on the land, -and in altering the way

of life in the colbny appears to have been exaggerated in

) many accounts.7 It was not, after all, Old Regime French BN

. society that was unhingea during its pilgrimage iri North
. . ]
America. It was the Indian societies themselves which were
‘ﬁransformed and dispiadeda-—thouéh‘notcwithout a struggle

that continues three hundred years later. But in the

\ seveﬁtgenth and eighteenth centuries they were even more

“ -

b
-

R
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.. " affected by the expansion of the developing capitalist
society to the south than by the feudal society in the

r

north. This is a difference that will surface again when |
»

o thefeffecg upon'feud;l New France of'tﬁe English Conquest

o is discussea. For what ultimately shattered Indian
‘socigties and derailed the project of extending feudal
éociépy to North America was the growing power of
England, the wé;ld's first capitgliét'society.g

The arggméntvthat New France was a feudal society is
.contingent upon demonstrating that the centrai soc¢ial
' relatiénships o£ thé metropolis were extendgd and
reproducea_in the colony. There was‘nothing‘precise or
inevitable or analyticélly tidy abogt how this hgppened.
But people, after all, 1ivé in their own times; they
encounter the options available. and they make gﬂoices;— ' o
not once and for all,‘but, in a certain éepse, again and
again. A few people have many more choices than do the
vast majority. People came to New France at different ‘
éimes and in different circumstances. And they sorted
themselves out, and they were sorted out in‘the process.10
Some were granted seigneuries; others only censives.
Some accepted the offers; others déclined——gratefully or

not, we do not know. Some had the money and the con- N

nections to purchase offices, commissions for their

.

A SRR e ke

DRI L R
)

‘ . sons, or trading monopolies; others laboured on their

land, kept what they could, and turned their hand to

a
'

5
N
o
<
i

4

/ whatever else was dvailable. But because people operate

2 it
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argues, on ,the one hand, that both the processes of class
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within a particular set of circumstaﬁces,;with a
particular set of options, what we finad ;n New France is
the re—éreation and extension of metropolitan life into
the colony. That does not mean there were no abg;rations,
no surprises, or ng getaways for the disaffected. Such
'eécapes' existed in France too--New France was one of‘

them, but not many wanted to blay. And that was true in

the colony too: most peoplé‘chose to live most of their\

~ 11 .

" lives within, or close to, settlement. . . e

. ‘This interpretation was developed through a dialqgue

between theoretical questions and existing historio-
'gréphical‘interpretationé. It does not @roducé 'new'’
evidenée on the colony; it relies'upon re-interpreting
haterial that, we caﬁ say, ﬁas alréady been interpreted,

sometimes many times over. Most historians have dwelt

_either upon the ease with which Ancien Régime France was

‘transplanted’ in America, or with the impossibility of

the whole pgoject{ given New World conditions.12 But

" there are also some very useful studies which have

permitted the development of an interpretation which, in .

a sense, weaves between these two positions. For it

formation,‘and_those related procésses through ‘which the
qetworks of the privileged wgre/extended to America, did
result in the creation of a freﬁch feudal province. But ' ' 8
it also insists thét'it happened as‘it did as a result of :

particular decisions and-particulir actions .by particular: ' ;g

H
*
- : , . , . A
. v otas
. f N e
t
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people at a particular time. There were no robots, and

"

there was no inevitable outcome. But the task is; none-
theless, to-gxplain why things turned out as they did.
While this interpretation draws freely upon the
entire range of the historiography of New France, it jis
particularly dependent gpon the work of certain histor-
ians who share, at least in part, its approach. Louise

1

Dechéne's remarkable book Habitants et marchands de

Montreal au XVIIe siécle focuses upon the complex and
uncertain processes involved in class formation and the
analysis. in this chapter, particularly on the making of
the peasantry, owes a great deal to her sophisticated
approach and her interpretafions. Tﬁere are also many
excellent articles which explore different aspects of the
processes through which French society was extended to
America. These studies - -have fOCused upon how the networks R
of the'privileged—-nétworks of trade, office-holding, o
Church personnel and rQSOurces--expgnded to inc;ude the
colony, and how they contracted aftér the Conquest. There

4
is also the Qork of W.J. Eccles which has told us every=-
thing we ever wanted to know about New France. His books
have provided iﬁdispensable narrapive accounts upon which

I have drawn extensively. Finally Stanley Ryerson's The T

Founding of Canada and Gilles Bourque. and Anne Legaré‘s‘

suggestive chapter on New France in Le Quebec: La

. . 13
guestion nationale are both forerunners of the

. interpretation offered in this thesis, and as- such have
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provided reassurance that it was not an exercise in

/ J . o ) . oo
solipsism. - ’

_,This chapter focuses upon the processes of class
r

- s s

formation in th’.colony. The discussion begins with an

i

analysis of the state-sponsored Compagnie des cents
associés. This was not the first Frenph'colonising

initiative, but it was the first that resulted in . s

*
v

colonisation. A brief analysié of this Company--why it

v

was organised, its motivations, strategies, personnel

-

and résources-—-will illuminate the'.role that it played’

"in establishing a permanent colony in America.14
P

-
-
r

04
Trade, Conversion and Colonisation: The Compagnie
des cent associ€s . '

)

The early interests of the traders in Mew France had
to do with the relatively uncomplicated plundering of a v

'new land of its resources. There was clearly no inherent !

- compatability between these interests and the development

’
]

. . N ' .
of a permanent colony. Champlain saw a "great fear" in

tﬁf merchant traders that, i ] .
... 1if the country were settled . T ’

their power would diminish ... and .

loosing the greatest part of the furs. ¢ t - o

which would fall into the hands of the __— C -

settlers of the country who would hunt A

by themselves and who ngld be brought

out at a heavy expense.

The Church's interests oriéinally centred upon the sal-

LY

vation of the Amerindia®g. Nonetheless, both the merchant



o ﬁm allowed them o co—ex:.st wa.t“n \fand indeed to gain

>

benefits of colonisation and trade were yielded to a . T

. nothing less than reproducing French society abroadi -.. - . R

.

s
R v e
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a

traders and the Church eicfvahded'thei‘r priorities in ways -

vantage from, thevstate 8 colornsa-tlon 1n1t1at1ves.
How trading and O’hurch 1nterests became 1mp11cated with ‘ ) \_
the development of a permanent colony -can be apprec;ated

through recalllng and elaboratlng upon the amblvalence ot N ‘j. -

T T

the state towards extendmg 1ts terrltory in Amerlca.
The unde;‘51de of the glory and potential rewards for. - - ":
stakihg oyt a continent was the enormous expense invoiv'ed’.
1 D e - K

The pressure to pursue this pdlicy came largely fror'n._,-. s f'f""'l'

growing English and Dutch influence which threatened to ‘ .

" destroy French trade. Until 1663 the state tried to VAN P

fdesolve the dilemma by developing the- colony on a sﬁoe‘-.-j' Lo

string through the farming out system. The costs and” - L=t

company, the Compagnie des cent associés, charged with S

,

But in Salone's words if the Company had to accept 'de - .. R

lourdes charges" it received in return "ni plus ni moins * -

' . ||l7 1 L :, ‘.-,'.“-‘ ' e
qu un empilre. o ' - . . R ,

Cardinal Rlchelleu attracted some strange bedfellows - é .

for his pro;ect for the Company "was created by the poollng
lIlG ' " .'. : E fy.*

L]

of mis51onary, business, and state 1nterests. The

largest contingent was celul des Lonctlonnalres, surtout

les officiers de finance."19 They were particularly

vulnerable to persuasion being "dependent on. royal busi-. / '
. . : - LS

ness for their livelihood.“2C The Company, t‘g}xerefore, ‘ / .

N

bR, alyete
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i'rrcqrporated.‘very d'ifferent. interestts.;- Tr;e etate rule‘rs‘ ©
wanted to create -a v1able, productive and especmlly
revenu -produCing part of French soc1ety out of the
purely formal French claims to the territory. In the

. days before the Indians had demonstrated their recalc1—
trarnce, this meant combimng their .'frenchiflcation w1tﬁ *

¢

the nmnigration of French settlers to produce an- event’u-— .
ally homogeneous. pC‘)pl‘Jlatlon.‘ X ‘lthough l‘ll'.’ had not been
their,first.priorit‘y,‘ by/ti]is ti'me, that suited the '
miss’iopar_ie,s also‘.‘ Christianlsing the natives had proved
(an. elusfive'g’oal'. They had concluded that this could
:better be a‘ccojmpli“shed» ifthe Indians were to accept tlie.
' L. ent_ire p‘a‘ck'age“‘o‘“f‘ wﬁi/‘té,'-'Cath'olic‘, French, agrarian \
T S civ-il,is’a‘ti‘or‘m.Zl’ But ‘that Ak;ind of society ,w'ould have. to
first pe\ established 1n America —by ',sw'e"ttle‘rs from France.
bflerchantis and financieirs‘, orl :the other hand, wanted -
profits from their investments.. They had become Aesociates
of the Company because the state, through crelating' monopo~
iee and through its power- to persuade;:had made it their'
only option. But haviné invested they’didlnot "resp‘ond as
helpless vi‘cti'ms. Indeed, as B.odlvle has argued, "t‘pe ; )
o ' & Compagnie dela N.odv'eile(—Firance (1628—1663) [the same ' oo
o compaﬁyj .offers —an intefes’ting"'example of how private

{
- - - R 3 ' ! 4
. capital coped“:'z2 in, these circumstances that were not of J%

1ts o‘m choosmng. Fundamentally then there was a central ’

contradictlon between the goals of the Company as stated
_in its charte’rzj and the 'interests of its main 1nvestors.

N




n'essaieraient-ils point passer la main.

v
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But the Company s flrst maﬁor loss a&sg/é;:ded its internal
wconflicts and paved the way to a resolutxon that was con-
sonant wlth French bu51ness practlces of the day. For the
Company lost all 1ts avallable cap1ta1 when its first fleet

was*captured in 1628 by the English Kirke Brothérs.b24

The response of the Company's Associates was not to

. raise more capltal 25, Instead; once the territory was.

back\in French hands, they proceeded "to farm out segments

of its obligations [and privileges] to individgals."26 .

In Salone's words, "[ll]e roi s'est chargé sur eux du soin

du peupler la Nouvelle-France, pourquoi & leur tour

Y In this way

the package-deal handed to the Assotlates ef the Combany
was fractured, parcelled up and subcontracted out to
in&ividualé: the trading monopolies—;tﬁe potentially
luerative‘aspect of the Company'e'beﬁueet from the Crown
--was separated from its land settlement obligations.
There were two important implications for colonisation.
First trade in New France, once uncoupled from.the
heavy:costs of sett;ement, became’frnancially worthwhile.
As Eccles put it, the trade had not been “profitable
enongh to allow the vaet expenditure of funds required to

. S
establish the minimum two to three hundred settlers a.z

n28

year called for in the company's" charter. If merchant

- t ~
traders and their financial backers had not found a way

“to avoid the financial burden of settlement they would"

. "

not have extended their interests and networks to the



- colony. 'As.it turned out trade with New France was
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'inc;easingly incorporated within the French. system, and

the trading-post-colony gradually became . enmeshed within
the range of possibilities open to.the economjically and
socially aspiring. With the introduction of direct royal

‘government in 1663 that network of possibilities was

expanded and amplified-through the' office system, the

’

militar§ and other. state-finariced projects.

The Company did.not just farm out its privileges.
It . also divested itself "of the costly responsibility

N .

for pfinging in settlers by~granting‘tracts of land

as seigneuries to‘persoQS‘wfiling to undertake the
obligatiod;fzg This decision also had important

implications for colonisation. For it was primarily
. . 1

the people of the Church who .took up the challénge and

"bgqame the first serious seigneurs in the colony.

The agency mainly responsible for the
.. development of the colony during these
" early years was the Church. The company
. ..granted it almost twenty land concessions,
" 'ranging from small building plots of a '
* few arpents in the t yns to very large
seigneuries outside.

These were the dayé of the Counter-Reformation. , Like the

- 1 e
merchants and financiers, the people of the Church also had

.their eyes on windfall profits——but'théy were looking for

= +

“souls not dollars. And colonisation offered a renewed hope.

~ 1

The Early Development‘bf the Seigneurial Systgm-ﬂ

Their'ygaré of low-yield proselytising had convinced

the missionariés that success would only come through.
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assimilating the Amerindians within French Catholic .|

’
[l

éiviliiationI"That involved.qreating,a colony in'America\
that would reflect the hlghest rellglous ideals of the
Counter*Reformatlon through 1ntegrat1ng the best Cathollcs
- ! !

l of the 014 World3l'wmth the 51mple converts of the new..

¢

A "New Jerusaiem could be establlshed,,"blessed by God N
.and made up of: 01trzens destlned for heaven‘"32: The—offer‘u

i

' 'of extensive lahd’ holdlngs from the Company, capltal from

y

the French Church and devout.laypeople, and the apparent

avallablllty of - so many strong robust peasants ln Francewi\ )
'who have no bread to’ put in, thelr mouth"33 all spoke to -

-

the potentlal for rea11s1ng this dream. It Was.belleved‘

.
¥

.

i (.

that as the Indlans came to see the beneflts of French

-~

* .Catholic c1v1llsat10n unfold before them, the;r res;stanoe

~

to the white people [ way —of- llfe,,to therr,language.and,
eustoms,‘and most.or.all,to thelr,God,and'their system of

-morality, would. all be overcOme{F

... and if once reason obtains the ..

advantage over ‘their old customs, with

the eéxample of the French which they.. o .
esteem and respect, inciting them to , ‘
work, it seems that they will set

themselves® straight, withdrawing <rom a

life so full of poverty and affliction,
“and that they will take their places

beside tgz Frenchnen or Christian ‘e
Asavages.

But while this part of the dream was turning into a
nightmare’' the Church seigneurs began to turn their land
grants to account. For the enthusiasms of the Counter-

., Reformation had pragmatic underpinnings. There was a

iy
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‘full-hearted recognition that its tasks were not’ just . - RN
demanding in spiritual terms but also very expensivé.

The religious founders of the medical, educational :and

fW\f - X ‘social service infrastructure were financed and thése " e ' :

— . heroic accounts are central to¢ the .clérico-nationalist

t

’ hlSEﬁt{ography 35 mut money Qas‘alsb”reiéedrfor‘theJ . : ' "

transportatlon of colonists and the preparatlon of forest o

oy

«

lapnd for cultlvatlonf.?’6 A large proportlon of thls ‘
1 N \ ' N . P

. U}_ + funding came through investments in land and'rentes‘by
. ~ religious orders and devout laypeople which‘Were-then . s i

o . ‘ J,tdrned over to ‘the church'in New France. Tﬁese‘invest—

|
IR ' "

A ments contlnued to pay off in the next century long after

. the demlse of the charismatic' and generous generatlons "of L o

. ) f . - . ~
~

I “the CounterfReformathn.37«'The’land grants and the -~ o

contributions from the faithful gave the Church a good. : S L ]

head-starﬁ in the colony which continues to pay off some . ¢ .

¢ .

three centuri%s later. = - : L e e

[ v ' N

. )
., oD

Its p051£-\h was further enhanced through 1ts spec1al T
relationship with the state. For example, partlcularly 1n AEE

f 3 N ! “ .
the early days, beaver was a common’ form of currency. - e .-

. s ' '
. i

The Chufch received them from the habitants as "les = - LT b

honoraires des messes, des mariages et des funérailles ' 1' -

ou les aumdnes a l'eglise."38 While everyone else hag ~_ ' .-’ .

to, pay a tax on the beaver pelts they sold—-a'ﬁax ranging ‘. e
from one quarter to one half the price of beaver in Paris--

the Church was always entitled to full price for any beaver . - .~

that it sold. "Le transport de ces castors en France et ‘ -

4

. -
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/" /. through the; struggles between them, the seigneurs and

L - 206 - S S

© peasantry was. made in New France in-the context of these

v i . o

. relatidénghips.., . . - : ' B - ;

v T \ IR
. i
! ot v

‘

, _Thé Making of' the Peasantry

' '
&

oot The comparisons between the New World habitants and-

. the 0ld World peasantry in most of the historiography of
New France assume that the exploitative relationships

informihg~peaéént life in Europe had been fundamentélly,

-7 0 undermined and even transcended in America. What I want

N

: ot , . . v
. to arqué is that these relationships, "the hidden reality

' of the feudal mode of production” were being re—created :

i

-in New Franceé through the actions of Church and state.and e

»
-

v

";'the peasants themselves. The differences between the

.‘f habitaﬁtS‘and‘the French peasants can then be compared

3

J.thfough exploring: the particular circumstances in which

- thésefrgfétibnships were continually lived and reproduced

4

~ N 1

bngﬁcﬁh'éides of the Atlantic.- : o

. .. And those circumstances--especially in the early

4

.. days--were different! Can we not, with due apologies to

' socialisation ‘theories and theories of reproduction

~

-”alike,\say that the European peasants were born not made.

The actual creation of the peasantry took pIacg well ; B
I ’ N vt . . ov . '
before the emergence of the centralising state. . By 'the .

] .
' ~ '

sixteenth and seventeenth centuriés the peasantry was =~ - -
‘primarily reproducing itself from generation to - .
. I ¢ ) ey ' , . . ' - o \ N -

AN \ ,
. . [
] ' . . i . . , [ ‘
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generation on land that had~largély lost its enthusiasm

for the task. Because of the shortage of land peasant

families were forced to push their excess sons and

daughters into thé.growidg pool of landless and
vagrants.é2 Rarely do we see people 'becoming'
peasants: as children they learned how to be peasants

and with any luck they never had to learn not to be.
In New FranCe{ihowever, the situation was quite

{
different. Here were people who were not peasants

reorganising their 'lives and making decisions to become.

peasants. This was part of a dynamic process which

developed in a particular set .of .circumstances: a

peasantry was botﬁ created by itself, as it wéréJ and -
by‘those iq the Church ahd state with the wealth and
power to'determine the ﬁarameters,in which this would
occur .- Thé legal framework of tpelseigneurial_system,

.. the decision to grant seigneuries to ‘'sbme and not

. ‘

others,43 and the amount of aid forthcoming to make the -
t . ‘ . . v N ) -

" land habitap;e, were_all.iargelyléuﬁéide.the power of’

those who would .become peasants to influence. But still

"the Qeal; offered theﬁ had~£b,be suﬁficiént'either to

- attract them from. their former pursuits as engagés or

- .

'soldiers or. to convince theém not to return to France at

“the end of their contracts. . And once they were

" ' ‘established 'on the land the 'negotiations' between -
“ toa L . . Ly . o

them,’the'ﬁtate, the‘éeignéufs and the Church over the-
tdiétribﬁtion,of theif‘prpddctidq continued. In the '

' . - - I
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‘historiography of New E;ance only Louise Dechéne has
made this progess thd/focus of a sustained analysis.

But the extensive literature on the fashioning of a

working class out of a dispossessed peasantry in early

capitalist society does alert (s to some of the issues

that bear upon processes of class formation. The

_emphasis has been upon the particular hardships and

N

work discipline evolving from the imperatives of

capitalist economic organisation: in particular, the

loss of discretionary time, unsupervised working

‘conai;ions and direct access to the means needed to
realise the product of one's 1abour . ¥4 There was also,
however, a particular set of processes ipvolvedkiﬁ the'
creation‘anq disciplining Of‘a peasant;y‘in America.
'fhe‘étate had formulated laws gerrniﬁg land tenure,
and had.decfeed tﬁé Cdmpagnie dés cent assqéies respon-
'sibie for finéing‘peoﬁlé:to g;ve them e;pfession. The
Company<had‘farme§'out thesé.obligations, aﬁa the Church
Baé.taken up the‘pﬁal;egge.- ;h‘l§63 Louis XIV and

Colbért declared themselves displeased with the lack of

progress. ' ) ‘ y
[I]lnstead of finding that this o

colony was populated as it should have Dt

been, considering the long time that it -

has been in the possession of our sub-

jects, we have learned with regret that

not only is the number of inhabitants

very small, but that they were continu-

ally in danger-of being driven out by

the Iroquois, wgggh makes it necessary

to take action.. !
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At this point there were 2,500~pe6p1e,in New France. By

the time of the Conquest the populatiod'waé €5, 000~-~the

1

growth resulting almost entirely from natural increase.

But there had also beeéen a largely state-sponsored

immigration, "une emigration plutéﬁ parcimonieuse, venait

de France: env1ron ‘10, 000 au cours d une perlode de 150,

years."é6 Four thousand were bngages-—lndentured

servants--3, 500 were soldiers, 1,000 were women dés®lned

to become instant ines and another 1,000 or so were .

prisoners--most of them salt smggglers.47

With each kind
of recruitment there wefte particular strategies, offers
and difficulties involved.

Recruitment and Establishment: This task of recruitment

involved those who sought to establish a peasantry, those
upcn whom the obligation devolved, and those potential

recruitsywho subsequently accepted the offer of censives.

‘More’ especially it involved the interaction between them.

" Great ambivalence, second guessing, conflicts of interest

and subterfuge—~-by all parties involved, at certain

points—-attended the recruitment of a peasantry in New

France. 1In 1663, as we saw, the king and Colbert wére for
"it. But as Talon discovered, their ' enthusiasm was not

“boundless. ) B ' .

*~" . "I will no longer write to you [Talon

'~ to Colbert, November 13, 1666] of ‘the
‘great establlshments that I beliéve
"possible in Canada for the glory and

i \utlllty of the King and state, as 'you

~believe that there are not in France
: ‘ PR

. v
[ . . €
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. ~enough surpluses and useful subjects to
.. populate-New France Ve I will give my
.’ care, and all. my appllcatlon, to that - \
’~Wh1ch you have ordered me "until such
I time’ as the matter appears to you- worthy

_f . of grigter 5upport than -accorded thls

. year..

-
s

At the'same time there were'somenstate iﬁitiatives'that
were blocked or dlscouraged by adminlstrators in New
France.' In 1663 Colbert suggested sendlng over colonlsts

but wad convinced by administrators in New,Ffance that P

k)

such peoble:would'be better-off if they first spent'three.

,years as seryants.49 Most would die of huhger if given

land immediately, so they argued. Perhebs.* But the
administrators'were'more likely motivated by the desire

to fill'the labour requirements of those’elréady getting
established on the land. Fot this policy meant the
engagés spent thoese years, of theif life in New France
working directly for others rather than producing for
themselves. Furthermore, once indentﬁred lahour was no
‘lbqge; required for land clearance, the state's quotas
obliging each ship to bring a certain- number begae to be

systematically evaded.so Colbert wanted colonists; the

~people in New France wanted, indentured labour. The

compromise was that the newcomers would be engagés first,
then colonists. léut once the need for engagés dried up,
there were no more sponsored colenists brought over either,
The state's sttategy for turning soldiers into
peasants also collided at times with the interests of
others--this time the soldiers' officers. During long

periods when the soldiers were not needed for military

v

N

T
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service,they were encouraged tbifiil,tne COUntry's(labou;*‘

v

\shortages and, accept wage—work id the country51de-—thls

~_also obv1ated'the‘need‘to 1mport engages. But’ permlsslon

was granted by thelr offlcers only if! they agreed to turn

’

'lover thelr army pay to them. A mandement from the Blshop

'noted thls practlce, and trled to glve guldellnes to a

confessor on how he should "conductrhimself "towards

’ offlcers who withhold the pay of thelr soldlers given

that they.had:"no right byllaw" to do so.

JFrom this it follows that the-
soldiers, K must ,make a free gift of it,
which would protect the officer. If
then the soldier to gain the consent of

"their captains to work off the limits of )
their quarters so that they will have . -
the means of.-earning more than their . - :
Pay, freely concede their pay, the sald

off%cers, in good conscience, may ‘accept

it

~ During the first decade after koyel Government wae
proclaimed the s£ate eponeored ﬁne innigration of nee;;y .
a thousand women .of marriageableveée."Excent for a few
destined for better'things,sg they came from imﬁove:ished
ci;cumstances,‘ufban and rural, whicn ekpiains yhy they

came so far for so little.

Elles échappent sans doute a des
miséres plus grandes que celles qui ont

- o . J -
poussé leurs maris hors de France. .. . , -

Qu'elles soient envoyées par les
directeurs de 1'Hépital général ou par
des parents qui veulent s'en décharger,
elles se retrouvent sur une terre isolée
dans une miserable cabane avec un homme .
. qu 'elles ne connaissent pas, sans avoir
rien. ch0151, mais elles ont gagne uge
certaine securlte dans 1 aventure.

’

. oTum
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¢ . . . . .
. This immigration had no immediate economic pay-off and

'

"c'estﬂpourquoi seuls 1'Btat et les communautés

soucieuses d'affermir le pays s'en préoccupent.".54

‘Their passage was paid; they were parsimoniously dowered;
they married quickly, sometimes within days of arrival;

and, whether because of the staté's pronatalist policies

or not, they tended to have a lot of children.-55 From

all'accounts this seems to have been the least contentious
recruitment that was undertaken. The coﬁflictkabput this

immigration has rested with subsequent generatiops of

[

¥
historians who are still quarrelling abqout the relative

N . 2]
wvirtues and vices of the young women:  in Lanctot's words,

‘ 56

were they "filles de joie ou filles de roi?" Dechéne

has resolved this debate; "[e]lles sont jeunes et leur .
passé ne peut pas étre lourd"l57 - B ‘0 : )

Not so with some of the state's later contributions, .
for in the 1720's the state began a series of experiments
in forced immigration designed to ease the colony's labour
shqrtages. Lunn has shown-thaé'the arrival of the first
;ot-—about one hundredhprisoners——resulted in an outbreak :
of swindling, housebreaking andihighwayfrobbery. They
were foll?wed by some young men ofJgood’family and ill- » ;ﬁi

repute at the end of the  decade whoiwere,also unwelcome.

Between 1730 and 1743 between 500 aﬁd‘GDO faux sauniers, .

who seem to have been more acceptable to the colonial

C s 58 o
authorities, were sent over.

In all these projects designed to populate New

o [ P sl b gy 4,
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France those with privilege aﬁd power played a ﬂey role.
Théy sponsored thpse that did come——Harris'estimaté; . %-
that only about 500 Fréﬁchmen came on their own; khey
manipulated the circumstances under which tﬁe recruits t;
, came to ensure that it suited them; and they blocked and ' ‘o
interfereé when conflicts of interest arose. But the IR
intentions and actions of thqse wﬁo were bersuaded one §
way and another to come to New France, and who‘did décide ,§
to stay also have to be taken into account. Just who .
. were they and why'did they come? . -
\ By and large [t]he "people who settled the country- - .
side came overwhelmingly from the nearly destiéute and |

59

virtually landless." Most of them were engagés or

Tadnhen

soldiers, occupations that "drew if not from the beggars '

60 But éven

at least from the desperat%ly poor of France."
to those with virtually nothing, migrating thousands of
miles away from home--on a trip during which one was

almost as likely to perish as not, to a land where’ the

R R i L

dangers from Indian attack had been well-reported,

©

: ' apparently appeared as R prize. Knowing this, Colbert,

W e el

in Dechéne's judgement,‘masquera@ed his long-term plans

for the regiment of Catignan—Saliéreé in 16G65. The

. 1
operition was presented as purely military in character

until after they had left France. "Il était important de

e Tl s -

dissimuler ces vues avant 1'embarquement mais les ‘lettres

s -
oy
&

T

du ministre laissent entendre, 3 mot couverts, que la
] N '
’, » . ; - O 03 1
décision etait deja prlse."6 And the state resorted

T W s it g it o T
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to a similar strategy--what she has called "un autre

enrolement pseudo—militaire"62 in 1669, sending over 333
soldiers and junipr officers. For it was one thing to go
' 63

to New France; it was another thing to stay there. Some

preferred the security of their present status; some

-

were too old to contemplate the back-breaking work in‘the

'wilderhess;‘many_yished to return to Franee after

finishing up their servipe'or military contrécts; some
few iook up with the fﬁp trade; maﬁy died--which is onel

way of expressing oﬁpositioﬁ, perhaps! It is estimated

that perhabs’fifty per cent of the engagés and tﬁéhty per
cent of the soldiers became permanent residents of the |
colony, and not éll‘of them would have taken up their own
land.64 |

Turning soldiers, ’indentured servants and women from

" Paris poor houses into peasants was no mechanical matter.

N

7

And once established on the land, there wefe many com-—
plaints by the authoriiies that they lacked enthusiasm
fqﬁ the tasks at hand. Even if they had been experienced
French peasagts, nothing would have prepared them fofr the
aréuoqs work of land clearing in an unsafe and hostile
wildernesé. Furthermore, the work of a soldier or servant
is'supervised, often constantly, unlike that of a éeasant;
Acquiring the discipline—-wantiﬁg to acquire the disci-
pline--to work every day, at least in the good weather, to

make a living for themselves.did not, accerding to the

s C 6 .
authorities, come easily. > But, of course, these new




/’Qheir own ideas about this question. This leads us to

.productioi/by others.,

]

- 215 -

t

(X

peasants were not expected to be satisfied with merely .,
producing enough for their families: state, church and
éeigneur were all waiting-in-the-~wings for the day whenq
productivity crept beyond mere subsistence in order that
they might insist upon their share. By that time, }
however, these soldiers'and engagés cum peasants had

the central ’issue in the development of a new world

peasantry: . the question of the exactions made upon its

¥

/

.

Producing a Surplus: In Whose Interests? Many historians

have claimed that the seigneurial system in New France,

though embodied as a legal system, had failed to develop
in practice. As a result of New World conditions it héd
been impossiﬁle to induce peasants to t;rn over any
significant proportion of,their production, as\they did
in France, and, that therefore, the syﬁtem had atrophied.
The habitants of New France were a new social type,
independent, resourceful, aﬁd Yirtually free of feudai
constraints. But it is, I will argue, theoretically
limiting gnd historic&lly disto;ting’to perceive these
New Vorld conditions as having a dissolvent effect upon
the feudal relationship. The discussion in Chapter Two
demonstrated that the étruggle over production between

peasants and privileged was conditioned and informed by

many different and always changing circumstances which

!
3

<>
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affected the bargaining power of everyone involved. But
as long as the main producers continued to hold onto
their land, and ;ﬁe_privileged had a legal right to )

whatever amount of their production they could

appropriate through law and custom, these struggles

continued. _

It sdems reasonably clear that in Harris' words,
66

"seigneurial dues were usually lower in New France." "
Whéf I will do is examine some of the evidence which
bears upon how the rates for these dues, and the tithe,
were actually arrived at--not once and for all--buf as an
ongoing aspect of the history of the colony. From the
point-of-view of the privileged--state, church or ;eigneurs
—w—recruitment of the peasantry was only half the battle.
Once granted the land, the new peasants had to be

provided with the means to put it into production, for

in the beginning the land d4id not, of course, providé

even for its own tenants.

Those engaged in mobilising capital for this égrarian

»

expansion were embarking on a long-term venture.

The seigneurs had to bend every effort
to attract settlers to theiruconcessions; . i
thus they had to make the terms as attract- N
ive as possible in the hope that once the . -
land was brought into ‘production the69odest> '
seigneurial dues could be collected.

1!

It was, as we saw, the Churchpeople who first took up the
colonisation challenge that had been issued--though not

funded-~-by the state. They had a double financial interest

¢




.army of toilers has, in many countries, on many occasions
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in developing the seigneurial system--as a potential source
of tithes and dués. Let us look first at the struggles
in Mew France over tithing. They exemplify the nature of

the relationship between those who produced and those who

"legally had a right, and believed they had a moral right,

to»a share. Now the Church knew as well as anyone that
you cannot bleed a stone. But once settlers became

established, its expectations began to alter. The

. requirements of the Church in an expanding colony were

growing while donations from France were declining. From

the Bishop's point-of-view, why should the population of

New France not contribute to the upke?p of its'own Church o
in ‘the time-honoured European fashion? There was, as it

turned out, at least one good reason. While the Church

"had undoubtedly seen the exemption from the tithe as a

neceséary, but temporary, expedient-—--the newly
established peasantry had perceived it very differently.
5
This experience had provided them with another—-and more
preferable possibility--keeping all the frui?s of their
own labour instead of tur?ing over a surplus to others. '
As we saw in Chapter Two peasants are most likely
to resist those demands which alter the status quo by
increasing the customary rates. That is when the
peasantry rises to revolt, that'is when this resigned

transformed itself into something quite different.68

For peasants and for the unprivileged the ideas of
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'customary rights' or the status quo were -politically
informed concepts that legitimated certain bargaining
positions. From the point-of-view of the peasants in New
France surely a new 'spatus quo' had evolved in Ameéiba
during the early colonising decades. The Church had been
maﬁaging without their contributions and it could continue
to do so. There were two further factors thdt probably
bolstered the peasant claim t%at they should not have to
pay a tithe. ’First, most of them had been soldiers and
engagés—-not peasants--and were, therefore, unaccustomed
to the routine of tithe-giving, at least in the form of.
part of their pfoduction. Second they were drawn from
different parts of France so that the experience 5f their
families, neighbours and communities would have encoﬁ—
paséed many variations. Theré was clearly no consensus

throughout France about the amount that should be given

to the Church and it could vary from nothing or almost

nothing‘(l/SO) to something terribly onerous (1/8).69

Since tithe-giving was not a popular activity in France,

it requires no great speculative leap to imagine that if

a consensus were to form in New France about the accept-

&

able amount of tithing it would gravitate to ‘the lowest
common denominator in their collective.memory——
particularly since they had gone untithed to date.

Not surprisingly then, when the men of the Church
decreed that the time had come for the free ride to end,

they discovered to their chagrin that this newly-created .
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peasantry viewed the 'concessions' as business-as-usual.

- The bishop
calculated

resistance
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made several efforts to have a tithe
upon 1/13 of the harvest levied, but the

with which this demand was continuously met

70

TN
It et

R

forced him to negctiaée one at only half that rate.
. Here Bishop Laval records 3 stage in that process in a

letter "To All Inhabitants."” -

Having had registered in the records
of the Sovereign Council the establish-
ment to the tithes ... by which they .-
were established at 1/13; and having
declared, because of the present state
of the country, that they would be .
assessed at 1/20 for six years ...
nevertheless there have been difficul-

. ties in their payment, Wishing to show
our affection for the inhabitants we
offered to have the tithes continued at
1/20 for our lifetime which, still not
being pleasing, we voluntarily consent

s+ to awalt the return of the vessels of
the year 1665 so that they may present
to His Majegty the reasons for their .
objections. (underline mine) N :

*

According to Jaenan, "the matter of tithes" was never
resolved. In 1705 the parishioners at Beauport and Ange
Gardien "threatened revolt unless their pastors ...

retracted their assertions that the tithe should be

R

computed at the original rate of 1/13." Again the appeal

TRP

was to the status quo--now considered 1/26: [t]he popular

outcry was that the rate of tithing had Been fixed and

B e BFT S e

could not be altered."72 The failure of the Church to
enforce the level of tithing that they wished has been ¢
interpreted in the historiography as evidence that these

peasants were not really peasants, both because they kept
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most of their production and because their tenaciousness
forcéd the Church t6 capitulate. But, if we stop to 4
consider peasants in terms of their relationships with
others we see that they were engaged in the same sets of
relationships as were 014 World péasqnts. Their response
to £hose relationships was, similarly, a mixture of
resignation and resistance. And what tﬁéy resisted
precisely-—-not as successfully as they would have liked,
but certainly with different outcomes than were‘greferred
b; Church, state and seigneurs--were new exactions that
alteréd the existing arrangements.-

Furthermore Dech&ne has pointed out that in contin-

eﬁtal France, in the second half of the eighteenth century,

when the state wished to encourage the cleéring and
cultivation of new land, it allowed a total-.exemption
from the tithe for the first twenty years and after that
a rate levied at 2 per cent of the harvest in perpetuity.
She concludes that "en regard de ces pratiques, les
dégrévements accordés aux colons canadiens sont fort

modestes."73

s

The history of the imposition of seigneurial dues

* . ., . . X
follows a similar pattern to that of tithing with "the

)

generous concessions of land allotted during the founding
of the colony ... quietly replaced by contracts in which
obligations and constraints became increasingly burden-

74

some." Unlike the tithe which was at least formally

uniform throughout the colony,75 seigneurial dues varied

R
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from seigneurie to seigneurie. The systeﬁkoperated as it
did in France: "il n'y aura finalement qu'un seul frein
efficace aux ambitions seigneuriales: 1les usages du
pays que la population va graduellement et tenacement

, 76
créer."

{(underline mine) In other words, peasants
attempted\to retain as much of their production as
possible, while seigneurs attempted to garner what they
could. / |

lAs a regﬁlt of the variations, the resistance to dues

s

had iéss visibility than to that of tithes. But Dechéne's
research and Dubé's study of the Intendan£ Dupuy reveal
cases dealing with disputes over seigneurial obligations.
Indeed, Harris has suggested that "the censitaires were

7 But giveﬁ the out-

at thelr creative best in court."”
comes to these cases it would seem unlikely that peasants
would choose the legal route unless they were quite
desperate. “"Dans l'ensemble, si les seigneurs n'ont pas
A
la sympathie des intendants, ils peuvent généralement
compter sur leur appui dans les conflits qui les opposent
a leurs censitaires.“78 Dechéne's work on the Sulpicians
indicates that the peasants of new France alsc found
other ways to resist paying their dues. Complaints that
they-were "mauvais payeurs" were common; tle task of
ensuring their compliance was clearly onerous.
les habitants se plaignent de la

perception trop dure; ils accusent le

séminaire de s'enrichir & leurs dépens

et jugent providentiel l'incendie d'un .

de leurs moulins tout comme celui du

sémina%ge de Québec, survenu la méme
anneé, ‘
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In 1960 Ryerson justifiably lamented the dearth of

-research on seigneurial revenue in The Founding of Canada. ; N

What the revenues derived by the
seigneurs from feudal exacticons amounted
to is a question that cries out for
research. The weight of "official"
historiography has hitherto been heavily
on the side of efforts to smother the
facts of exploitation; and to present
instead an idyllic picture of an alleged
"rural equaléay" as between seigneurs
and tenants. ,

-

That tendency has been accentuated in much of the recent

historiography, primarily bolstered by Harris' study of
, . 1 . .

the seigneurial system.8 In his words,

¥ ... [rlugfal canada had been a clean

social slate to which immigrants who

settled on the land brought similar
~backgrounds of poverty ... Farm

families lived in rough sufficiency,

their lives dominated by the seasonal

rhythm of the land, not by the more

power ful people who lived in other ways. : .
With the safety valve of [cheap] land,

an egalitarian, family-centred, rural

society would be able to reproduce 82

itself generation after generation.
(underline mine) '

But his own research scarcely substantiated thege claims.
He acknowledgedﬂthgt the Church seigneuries proauced
healthy profits. ?urthermore, at the time of the
Conquest "the Church controlled a little more than a

LN

quarter of the co¢nceded land [and] approximately a third

of the populatién”of the colony lived on this land."83 It

seems very difficult to square this with his insistence

-y
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that farm families were not dominated by those powerful
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people who as he euphemistically puﬁ it "lived in other

ways." Moreover, he also showed that although some lay
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seigneurs completely neglected their holdings, an

undisclosed number could be even more demanding than
84

Ouellet's conclusions also contradicted those of'

Harris.

Ce régime faisait passer dans les
mains du seigneur un pourcentage du
revenu de chaque censitaire pour garan-
tir a long terme, en tout ou en partie,
le dévelopggment du groupe des
seigneurs.

And Dechéne has concluded that "[s]ous forme de cens et

rentes, de dimes et droits de mouture, c'est environ de

10% a 14% du revenu brut de 1'habitant qui est versé au

86 As noted earlier thisd rate has

N

seigneur décimateur."
been described as ‘only' 10-14% of the harvest. what is

more peftinént is that this percentage. effectively \3
-
drained off everything not needed for bare subsistence.

To quote Dechéne again, "lorsque la terre ne produit gqu'

entre cinguante et cent minots de grains, ces charges

ad

absorbent la presque totalité de 1'épargne disponible."87

Do we need to be surprised under these circumstances that,

according to Eccles, the habitants were reluctant "to grow

88

more than sufficed for their own needs," or at Harris'

findings that “agriculture became primarily subsistent,

clearing stopped when a family's .needs were met."?89 In

practice, this presumably meant that peasants were pro-

ducing all tﬁey could, that any surplus was comandeered

by others, and that the opportunity for any capital
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accumulatioﬂ in agriculture did not exist. This wés the

situation that we encountered in France where peasants 3

had retained their land--and not in Engl&nd where many

were being evicted., Harris' argqument that it was gquite

difficult for peasants to lose their land in New France

bolsters the argument that the colony was evolving as

France .itself. And peasant strategies (that he

documents) of delaying payments, and haggling A;er kind

and amount are also consonant with the French préctices.
Although the Church was able to institute a tithe in’

New France, and the seigneurs were able to increasingly

garner a share of surplus production for themselves, the

state's tentative initiatives to impase a direct tax were

never realised. These attempts, to quote Macdonald, "reveal

- i
the hesitancy of the state to exact revenue from the B

colony before it was, in their view, firmly estaﬁllshed n 90 :
And we could say that the ‘moﬁent' for the state to
successfully press its claims never came! There is little
direct evidence for this interpretation for why there was
no taille in New France. But it makes more sense in light

of our study of the Ancien Régime than alternative " \

explanations that have been offered: those that dwell \\ :

N

AN
upon the monarch's paternalism and concern for the . \\\
o

material welfare of his subjects, or those that insist

upon the lack of fit, as it were, between tax-gathering

and the peculiar conditions of America with its available

land and fur trade option. 1Instituting new exactions was




Ee e

L3

S

far more problematic than gaﬁgering those already
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estab}ished.91 Tax—colléhting in New France, therefore,

L]

posed a special dilemma for the state.

In 1733 when the minister recommended
the levy of 1/40 in the countryside and
a taille in the towns, the Governor and
Intendant replied that, since its
application would require an additional |,
600 troops at a cost of 14,000 livres
whereas the tax itself would raise only
40,000 livreg2 it was not a paying
proposition.

A rational position. But perhaps one not unmotivated by
the self-interest of the colony's aninistnafors. Tﬁey
would surely oppose measures$ that would make their own
jobs more difficult. Inttﬂis case it was cléar‘that the
imposition.of a new tax would seriously aégravaﬁe the
population and makeiit more difficult to govern.‘ In 1704
the Governor and the Intendant had dgclared the people

d"93 to a taiile, and we can

, O
assume that nothing in the succeeding twenty years would

were "profoundly oppose

have served to alter this prejudice.

It has been aésumed that because the'state did not
tax directly or because seigneugigi dues or the tithes
were much ldwer than those &ho étood to gain would have
wished, that the system had altered substantially. .It is
true that uncultiéated land could not yield a surplus.
But gradually as land was put into production,’ the
initial 'concessions'--which were hardly concessions but

only reflections of a rather basic material reality--had

given way to the demands of Church and seigneurs. Indeed

-~
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%he interpretation that holds that a society was

developing in America that was increasingly quite
distinct from metropolitan France must be reversed. What
we' sée ‘instead is the growing ability of the privileged

to insist upon their share of production, It is quite true

. to say that the peasants of New France were not producing

endugh to keep its rulers and privileged strata afloat.
But this can only be attributed in part to the particular

costs of putting land into reproduction, of Vsetting up'

v,

in America as it were. Mousnier has pointed out that in

France the peasants would not or could not deliver enough

J °

‘for the privileged to livé as they wished, or for'the

-

monarch to pursue all the palicies that he fancied. And

the bubble burst often enough in the form of state

abankrﬁptcies——until the moment' came when the whole

structure could no longer be patched up. For the whole

‘of French society-was becoming top-heavy with the state

"the giant war—méking machine," 1living off the credit
offered by financiers, who thémsqlvesﬂhad to be protected
. NS
frpm,bankruptcy by a state which depended’ upon theml94
This was‘é mutually re—inforc}ng‘protection racket -that
worked for a good long time. But it was not just the
state that kept comiﬁg up short. s '

The declining fortunes of much of the noble land-

" 6wning class of France sharply attest to the growing gap

between past gléries and a faded present.

[
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p - . theQiglles who had kept their . .
o ﬁ " estates suddenly found that their incomé”_\::> '
| *. ,,//’was no longer enough to cover the cost
SR e T of living. ... the lords who had ceded S .
land to thelr peasants against duties ™'
. cash, continued to collect the same

revenue but without the same value ...

“ : the nobles were belgg impoverished = - . ) -
w1thout knowing ‘it. .

. Panadoxically then, the social relaéions of feudalismf—l

7 foupaea upon a particulér method of surplus‘extraction—f
| were becoming igcfeasingly entrenched in the colony at

“ ~+ the same time as their vulneraﬁility was becoming

. glaringly evident both on the continent and in America.
' . ‘ . - 1:“ -

b

ur

The Establishment and Re-creation of the Privileged

“ '

.o

I have argued that the Zreation of a peasantry‘in
,. , New France was a process engaged'in by the state, the
v church, b& those who wére granted:seigheuries, and bﬁ«
:ﬂ those who chose to become or remain peasants. This
. analysis clearly does not imply that this peasantry lived
independently'or unaffected by the social relations of
metropolitaanrance;. But ﬁust as‘the peasantries of the

| :
various provinces of *France can, and have, been studied as

i ¢ .t ~

! ' peasantries of those provinces so a New World peasantry

developed, living within a particulax and defined socio-
e geographical location. But we cannot reéfer to a ruling )
" -, class or even the privileged strata of New France in the

. way that w?/can speak of.its peasantry. For these people,

straddled the Atlantic, encompassing both colony and

- o ket
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metropolis. It is not just that the relations of state,
power, authority and wealth were initiated in France and

reached over to_ the colony and back again. But also the ’

lives and careers of the privileged--certainly the
we'al't‘nier and more power ful among them--were embedded in
continuous networks that includedcmet‘ropolis and éolony

in 'their scope. Whether such a person resided in the. " {

°

colony, and for how long, depended upon the demands of

~

his economic activities, the oppoértunities for office
and idvgstmént offered on both s,ides of the Atj_lantic,,ar;d
perhaps also upon considerations oyf maz"riag‘e and klinship(.
If the habitants equated the top of their socia’l world
with those they saw around them it is clear tﬁat the top
‘level of seigneurs, traders, merchants, administrators '

926

and churchpeople d4id not. Their fortunes and 'power

depended upon their ability to operate within far broader

‘networks, networks to which the mass of the 'peoplé
" 4

4

”
certainly had no access.
For anyone seeking fortune and status, New France

was first and foremost another arena to mine. In the .

¥

begihning that meant quite simply that there was a new

part of' the world whose resources could be plundered.
When the state-backed compahy began to parcel out its
privileges, however, that terrain, as we saw, expanded in
a way that (honogred normal French financial ;l)ractices.’

The decree that made New France a Royal Province opened

the door further for the privileged strata of France to

!
~
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expand and develop in the colony. There were several
aspects to this: the expansion of the seigneurial class,
the aaministrative network with its system of offices,

and of the farming out system, as well as the‘introduction
of a substantial military presence. Through all these

- , »
processes the state and trade relations of France were

extended to the colony.

°
-

As Boulle and others have'poiﬁted out, the costs of
this expansion were underwritten by the state but the
profit_was garnered by individuals. We must stop to
recall, however, the source of the state's revenue and
what it means to say that 'the costs were borne by the
state. The monarch no longer bankrolied his elaborate
operations through revenue from his own domaines. Most
of the state's income was now derived from the taille-
taxes mainly qn peasant production--and from taxes on the
flow of commodities--which were really taxes on consumers
whose own reveﬁue came ulfimately from the same peasant
source. SO we can say that money was channelled out of
peasant production into thef;;;;;§h"s variou; projects
including the costs of colonisation. The cha}lenge for
Zhe privileged was how to tap into that flow_of resources
both in order to increase their wealth, attain the
revenue necessary to purchase offices,” land, and réntes,
and finally to permit the ;os; successful to purchase a
noble status.

v

At the same time as the state went about recruiting
N y(‘;‘,’
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a peasahtry it took up the task initiated by the Comp;ny
of expanding the éeigneurial class. Whileiit is only in
analytic terms that this class can be studied sepa?ately
from the interlocked networks open to the privileged
strata in the colony,97 the relationship around land and
pr;duction, defined by the legally constituted seigneur-
ial system, shaped the liyes of thé mas; of the peoplé
and the parameters for all economic development. In
approaching the privileged strata of the colony it ié
important then to start wi£h their relationship as
seigneurs to peasants, land and production. That France .
was a society with far more room at the bottom than at
the top, helps explain why the possibilities opened. up on\
Fhe New World were seized upon by those seeking financial

and social betterment, despite the distance, risks,

hardships and inconvenience involved.

The Creation of a Seigneurial Class = °

The argument that the seigneurial system was irrele-
vant in New France rested not just upon an analysis of
seigneurial dues but also upon an examination of its

98 . . y s .
revenue. Harris proved that possession of a seigneurie

-
e

in the colony did not even ‘guarantee a comfortable

income, let alone wealth or noble status. Tﬁat does not

.

advance us very far, however. In France itself, as we

saw, the scarcely genteel conditions of the rural

. - -

I




formed in New France upon the plebeian origin of seigneurs.
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nobility were cléarly distressing the intellectuais of :
the day, not to mention the éenuriouS‘ladies and
gentlemen themselves. But what Harris failed to focus
upon was the significance of the re-creation of the
relationship between seigneur and peasant itself. For
through théf relationship the broad contours of the
economic life of the metropolis were extended into the
colony.

That some seigneurs were poor and that even more

were disappointed, reveals the contradictions of a system

-

" where the mass of the people produced not only for their

own livelihood but!also in order to maintain_ a privileged

class. But it does not signify that the system itself

‘was undone in the New World, or that it did not shape the

conditions of life in the colony.99 Others have based:

their arguments that the seigneurial system was trans-

Trudel, however, categorised 84% of the seigneurs in 1663

as noble, 16% as bourgeois and less than 1% as métier.loo z

Harris has argued that this prejudice for nobles was

confined to the Company period.101 Later on,

... [als long as he was Catholic and . N
French and a bare notch above the ordinary ' -
habitant level, anyone interested in
acqulrlng a seigneurie and able to
convince the governor and intendant tHat
he intended to develop it could usually

. . expect a f@gorable response to a request
*  for land.

This seems to stretch even his own imagination however. ° 5

L
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1

The tone of another statement that seigneurs ranged
upwards from "prosperous habitants"--which by his own

testimony were virtually non—exsistentlo3
]

--to "the leading
merchants in the colony, the most senior government
officials, and wealthy men in France,“104 seems nore
balanced. But even if 'anyone could be a seigneur' what
is relevant to understanding the perpetuation of the
social system is nog that some labourers or peasantg
could become seigneurs Eut rather that the two classes
--peasants and seigneurs were created and contin?ed to be
reproduced in New France. The salient point is not,

that "hébitants, the artisans and.urban labourers ...

for the most part did not aspire to rise in the social

scale."lo5

(underline mine). What is more relevant is
that, whether they wanted to or not, mast of them could
not. Some social mobility does not indicate that the:
peasantry as a"whole could have marched on to greater
things with a little effort.
© Clearly; certain kinds of people were offered éeién-
euries and other sorts of people were granted censiyes.
Eccles noteg that wpile the solaiers sent by Colbert
"provided a sorely needed pool of labour for the colony

, .
... most if not all the officers held seigneuries."lo6
Seigneuries were part of the package of inducements

‘provided to encourage officers to remain in the colony--

along with cleared land, help in putting that land into

cultivation, marriage bonuses and dowried wives. "Comme

¢
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les filles de bonne condition sont rares dans le pays,

1'Etat en fait venir quelques-unes a grands frais et les

3
107

dote généreusement." The sponsored immigration of
g g

women was of two sorts--~-some were to be wives of peasanté,
a few were to wed prospective seigneurs--and as Dechéne

noted, "les contemporains ne [les] confondent pas.“108
Clearly the expectations of officers were much higher
.than the average soldier's for despite all this, mos£

declined the offer of permanent residencelo9 to

Colbert's apparent chagrin.
On avait espéré dﬁvantage, comptant

sur les officers pour donner 1'exemple

aux soldats. Ils pouvaient, s'ils

insistaient, revoir la France, mais y -

couchera}?Bt sur la paille, menace

Colbert. ™.

‘The creation of the seigneurial system in“the colony
shaped the lives of the inhabitants, and provided the
.parameters for economic life. Alone it did not procure
wealth and status. But it did not hurt either. Profits
could be substantial--~even in Harris' conservative (and
reluctant!) judgement, and,’gg*ge pointed out, it put one
in touch with other possibilities, both large and small.
"Seigneurs often applied to the king for small cash
presents which, for one reason or another, they thought
they had earned, and the king frequently lQoked favorably
on these petitions and accorded the requested gratifi-

112 ’ N

"cations. Peasants were not in line for these . L

royal treats. But the route to wealth and privilege did
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not begin with land. Investments in land could consol-
idate wealth, and provide a ﬁecessary preconditi;m' for
ennoblement. As in France, wealth had to be first
generated through trade, and in the colony that, of

course, primarily meant the fur trade.

Tfade, Wealth and Social Mobility

' . 4

Participation in the fur trade contributed to the

process through which a privileged stratum came to include

1

Néw France in its repertoire during the period of Company’

112 As Armstrong argued, far from being a drain on

rule.
the colony's economy, "furs proved to be the only product \f
in which New France was able to establish a clear com-

wll3 They were important for wages
and profits, 'and thei/ were- also largely responsible for

what economists call "international factor migration":

that is, they attracted European labour, skills, and

~capital to the St. Lawrence and also raised the demand

for "export services such as shipping, and public goods

such as policing of corntracts and military protection."114
The iegal right to cash in at any stage of the
trading process could only be granted ’by the monarch.
These rights he was pleased to lease out for a price-—-and
tré\ding posts, gathering taxes, and the licencing rights

were all farmed out. To clarify this process let us look

at 'a transaction made in 1674 by Charles Aubert de la

-
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Chesnaye, described by Zoltvany as )New France s most

powerful and most prestigious bu51nessman for over forty

PR TOR S AT

years." But to digress briefly we should first note that

P2

for six of those years--at perhaps the heiéht of his

success~-he lived in La Rochelle returning to New France

P i L € e

EICEN LNy

in 1678 because of the death of his Canadian associate.

Men like La Chesnaye inhabited a world that reached

2Dy

comfortably from one side of the Atlantic to the other

- xS e
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and they cannot be categorised simply as businessmen of

New France.lls In any case,

«+»+ in 1674 a group of French finan-
ciers ... known as the Company of the
Farm agreed to pay Louis XIV 350,000 <
livres annually for a cluster of
commercial and financial privileges in
Canada and some of the other French .
colonies.”

The Compahy turned around and "leased its Canadian rights

T LA W

to La Chesnaye for 119,000 livres annually."” This was

)

%

a move they took, according to Eccles "just to get it off

its hands"116 having been obliged by Colbert to purchase

it in the first instance.ll”. Although La Chesnaye had

clearly overshot his mark with this transaction, and

would have lost his shirt, he was rescued by "several

powerful financiers ... who injected fresh capital into

the enterprise.“118
Whether his credit was good, or the financiers did

not want the responsibiiity themselves is unclear. But -

these transactlons were far more complex than portrayed

herei thelr success depended upon the extenSLOn of

- .
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B credit, one's reputation and contacts, the capacity of

the Crown to annull debts, the favours of others, th?e
developmeﬁt of the market, the warding éway of compet- \
itors and many unknov}r;mand uncertain factors relating to
trading conditions, transportation and weather. But La
Chesnaye's route to success--starting with the fur
trade--was clearly the most viable in New France.

His career, howéver, tells us a good deal moz"e about
the process of class formation in the colony. "For he did
‘not simply plough all his profits back into the fur trade:
among other investments he purchased seigneuries, urban
property and rentes. Zoltvany interpreted his
acquisition of land as a search for "social prestige

w119

connected with seigneurial status .and, indeed, he was

granted letters of nobility by Louis XIV in 1693. But
'Zoltvany also described him as a failed b’usinessman‘ ’
because he was deeply in debt with lit}:le more than his
seigneuries, his home and 282,000 livres of rentes and
accounts rteceivable at the time of his death. But would
he have been a failure in his own terms or those of his
\conf:emporarie;s? That seems less clear. Seigneuries and
rentes were a\means to secure wealth and to shield capital °
.from +the high I"iSkS of transatlantic trade and the ‘,
. caprices of commerce. For men like La Chesnaye being
in debt was a norm/al moment in the business cycle. Their

'creditors—-whether the state, the financiers or their

associates ofteri had good reason to continue to prop them
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up, extend more credit and wait to see if they could
recoup and once again be useful to them. The state
L

itself was profoundly and perpetually in debt--at least

if it had been possible to keep modern-day accounts, that o

. would surely be the conclusion. To stay afloat it had to

keep its creditors solvent--and this it did, often by
annulling their debts, just as it did in the Affaire du
Canada with its own. The name of the game was to stay in .
the game; losses had to be distributed, and who was in a
gosition to blow tﬁe whistle? La Chesnaye was surely, I
would surmise, in a position to continue to make deals, ,
borrow and loan money, and continue to move within the
monarch's diverse networks of patronage.

The deépription of La Chesnaye as "merchant, fur trader,
seigneur, financier, member of the Sovereign Council of
New France, founder of la Compagnie du Nord ... enobled
by Louis xyn120 reveals, at the level of the individual,
the fusion of the economic, social and political networks
in Ancien Régime France and its colony.121 In Bosher's
words, a typical Quebec merchant in the eighteenth century
"was part of a large trans-Atlantic circle including
perhaps royal officials, minor noblemen and other:
1andownefs, military or naval officers as well as bankers

and merchants."122

And while wealth made in trade was
Ehe route into this charmed circle, the fur trade was also’
an area to be mined by those whose primary public and pol-

itical responsibilities were ostensibly located elsewhere.

-
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aFor\although the monarch ul;imateiy held muéh of thq\con-
" trol over access to trade, it was his officials further

down the ]line who made many of the recommendations if not

actual decisions. Not surprisingly, thé& féund reason to “ 4“““H\

¢ favour themselves, their relatives, those on whom £ﬁgy

-

A , wished to bestow favours, and those to whom they were
indebted. A discussion of the role of the state in £he
process whereby the privileged strata of France branched
out to include the colony in its purview has been *
threaded througﬁout this chapter. But at this point it

requires some further consideration.

The Role of the State

! r
The monaf&h‘s’decision to declare New France a Royal
Province, and, therefore, to bankroll it directly,
created the conditions for the prigileged strata of the
colony to deveiop as a‘thoroughly integrated part of the
class structure of the metropolis. There were several
inter-related aspects.to this: first there were the ' -
continuing efforts, as ;e saw, to create é.seigneurial “ f
class. Second, the advantages of the fur trade were
enhanced, elaborated upon and extenaed through the
state's decision to offer military protection to the
co;bny and the fur trade. This policy not only increased
123

the amount of revenue flowing to the colony and . 2

v

the direct profits f;om'furs, but also the possibilities
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'of diverting capital and materials from military to

, trading functions. As a result, both those already in
the trade, and the new militéry,and state personnel stood

to benefit from these primarily military operations.

- .
According to Eccles the military posts were leased to
military commandants rather than to mef&hants becauseiit X
was believed the latter had nothing in view but’profits;125 é
7, nonetheless, some of these post commandants were reputed 1?
R to have made vast fortunes out of the fur trade.126 . Here, . ’ :ﬁ

as elsewhere, the distinction between public expense and 'g
private profit had not been clearly drawn. While the

trade did poty(probably) provide the raison d4d'étre fon}
these military and state officials it certainly sweetened
what might otherwise have been the taré, if not ungenerous,

conditions offered by the state, the location and the'

, climate alike. But this private pay-off from the mifitéry

b >

intervention was simply part of the broader procésses . ' .
through which state involvement and the pofgntial for:
individual social and econofnic mobility proceeded .

hand-in-hand in Ancien Régime France. This point needs

some elaboration. ‘ ‘ . ' ,

The decision to create a Royal Province in America ’ =~
©

v

s
\

v was largely responsible for creating, consolidating and
extending the privileged strata of France in the codlony.
Through assuming directnpolitical power and increased
e _ ' Y financial commitments, ﬁew Ffance was increasingly
integrated into gfghch sogiety--a new arena in which-
. e RS
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N ‘ IR political power. could be wielded, money made and. losk, .+

. and social status enhanced or diminished. Orn the one
« A

.
*

hand, appéintmenté_and offices could now be made

in the New Vorld on a wider and grander scale. Plum
) ' \

-~ postings they were not, but. in a society with limited

room in its’ 'privileged sanctuaries, and many claimants,

“
" N .

epenings in the coioﬁ& didﬁnot usﬁ;lly go unfilled. They
also provided the poséibiléty of access to state-held
,;; : ' tré;ourceézaﬁd state-initiated projects. Paradoxically o
, ‘ enough, the grow}ngfpower°of the king and the potential

for individuals to increase their private earnings at the

37cr
‘
'

v state's expense wereniﬁtrinsically linked. The greaté}
the state investments in the colony; the greater the
w\ampun; Oof c¢apital available for private aépropriation-—a,m~’

private appropriation that was, if done with discretion
and moderation; not generally considered inappropriate.

Such tapping into the flow of goods and capital was,
e — o ,

after all, often in lieu of direct salary or wages or as
compensation for modest remuneration. For the -state did’ LT

o

nbt encompass within its networks, as we saw in Chapter .

¢

T Three, the direct means for collecting revenue or for

+ undertaking most.of its projects. All the activities”

-

expected to garner a profit-—~including £ax—collecting-—~

were farmed put to those with the money, appropriate

‘goclial credentials, and the correct attitude towards
.t

favours and the return of favours. e . oo

. -

» Here we see both the limitations and strengths-of - -
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absolutism. On the one hand, there is "the deficit

economy so characteristic of French kings"127 and their

lack of direct centrol over the financial system.128 But,

on the other hand, large numbers of people, everyone with

money, social status or aspirations to both, were

y necessarily drawn into thg*intripate and proliferating

Ed

networks of dependency relations that ultimately led back

to thé monarch. * Appointments to governorships, intendancies

(2 N

and, indeed, to all the humbler'offices were not just valu-
" able for themselves. They also provided the incumbents

R with the opportunities to structure access to the other X

Q

economic opportunities in the colony: the many aspects

-

of the fur tréﬂe, the 5t. Maurice Forges, shipbuilding,
csmmissions in the military, all the minor state offices
and pensions as well as to the granting c>f‘seigneuries.‘129
At fhe same time access to all these blessings was
ﬁltimatéfg‘lodgeduback in France with the kiﬁg and his
approprig;e ministers. Eccles"deScription of how.

‘ appointments were made to military office illustrates

-

this process.

Entry into the officer corps, and F
promotibn, was dependent on the recom-'
mendations of the governor-general

' ' and the intendant to the minister of
marine.y The annual report of the
intendant on the state of the troops
contained terse comments on the
character, ability, and economic
circumstances of each officer. ’ *
Petitions for Canadians for commission ‘ )
for their sons were forwarded with . . ,
critical comments. Without the n

\ [ -
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’ ‘ \
recommendation of these two officials
appointment and promotion stood little
chance. But in the final analysis, the
commission and promotion came from the
king through the minister. This meant
that the Canadian leading families
looked first to the 'senior officials, \
who were the creatures of the metro- ,

- politan government, then to the <
senior officials in the Ministry of :
Marine for the realifﬁﬁion of their
hopes and ambitions.

-

The crucial importance of the networks of,c%éss,

!

- gtatus and especially kiﬁship in the appointments of .
Canadian intendants has been strikingly revealed in
Dubé's research. In particular he ﬁas shown the in-
fluence that family connéctions with Colbert had in such

. appointments--an influence he even appeared to exercise
from the gravel! "Des 15 personnages gqui ont été nommés .

& Québec, aucunqui échappe 4 1'emprise de Colbert

w131

ou de, son clan. Dubé traced these inténdants to

priﬁarii& three families who had followed the normtal

route for advancement in Ancien Régime France.

A peu prés simultanément, “zes.trois
familles et d'autres qui s'y rattachent
passer de,la marchandise (la soie en
général) & 1'echevinage puis émigrent
partiellement & Paris, pour y réussir .
soit dans les charges, surtout de132 ' .
finances, soit dans les affaires. ’

These kinds of families could expect prestigious '
appointments to be made from their ranké, particularly

" when they also had fémily or marriagé links with an
importaht minister, as did these families. These&#links
of clientage and favouritism which originated yitﬁ the
kingvor a minister continued down thearanks with each

. .
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incumbent giving the nod to those with whom he had

P similar relationships.

" 8i Talon pouvait & étre)) & Mazarin

puis & Colbert, on pouvait aussi étre

a Talon 4 Bégon. Le premier intendant

demanda pour son cousin, Mathieu Talon de

Villeneuve, une place dans l'administration
» de la colonie; il plaga son neveu, Frangois-

Marie Perrot au gouvernement-de Mantréal.

Le cas de %égon, ou de Beauharnois, est

sem?lable. v

‘
-

Cléarly in terms of its privileged eli£e; tﬁe colony
developed‘as an integral part aof French society: the
kinds‘of appointments were the same; they were available
to the same kinds of people who came by tﬁem in the same
. Qay. The "further up the hierarchy one was, the more
geogréphical mobility. For these people, all of Ffance
., including the colony was a potential area for appoint-
ment, advancement or in%eed demotion. Further down the
ladder offices wouldﬂbeiavailable to the mére pefmanent
members of the provincé who also came by them through the
same networks of privilege and patronage.
Appoinfments to and purchases of state o%fice
provided the opportunity to integrate one's private

| interests with the affairs of state.134

It is true that.
some governors and intendants have enjoyed good 'clean'
reputations with latter day historid&ns, while others have
been castigatgd for contributing to the colony's downfall
through t£ei; 'cor;ﬁpt"practiées. But it seems clear

that the differences between them were more a matter of o7

degree, and more especially perhaps of circumstance. In

!
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parti‘cular the more the war machine was gééred up. the
greater the possibilities for personal enrichmént:la'5
Eccles has shawn how Frontenac attempted to monopolise

the western fur tradé through setting up himself and his
‘associates iﬁ opposition to the Montreal fur traderg. His

access to state resources made him a formidable opponent.

But indeed it is belfeved that he was appointed governor

précisely in order to shore up his sagging fortune and

-

repay his debt,s.136 Even Talon, the great Intendant

himself, used his privileges to import goods for his own
\\

use on the king's ships free of duty and freight charges
: A 19

—

in order to build.a 1ar§e warehouse in/ﬁaébeé. As Eccles

remarked, it is unlikely that he used the 420 barrels of
wine and brandy he ordered in 1669 just for his own.

7

household--and "if he did, then it. would explain the poor

137 Bosher has’concluded that "it

state of his h;alth"l
seems likely that a careful investigation would show the s
great majorit} of government officials to have used tﬁeirv'
power or positions fof promoting their own private money-
making ventures.'.'138 ' ) !

Those who were successful could use their position
and caﬁitai to advance their relatives and friends. And . N
these people knew no geographical--or even national
boundaries. Frontenac, for example made money on the

SRR 139
contraband trade to Albany.

My interest here is not
to fuel the discussions about corruption in France or its

* «olony but ratheg to emphasiée how these opportunities

¢
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social mobility had to start in. trade. But once some
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contributed to the production and reproduction of the
privileged strata, to the processes of class formation

and consolidation’. The highly uncertain road to upward

- capital had been amassed there .were safer ways to

codsqlidate and increase it: through the purchase of

seigneuries and rentes, and through the bﬁrchase of
7

increasingly prestigious offices which provided access to

the resources controlled by the state. This was a fluid
system; money could be made and. lost but, as in France,
the safest way to consolidate and advance was through

breaking into the networks of patronage and privilege

‘o
ultimately controlled by the monarch. But here too, as we

noted, and as Bigot and his associates discovered to their

regret, there could be grave risks. A monarchy teetering
constantly on the edge of bankruptcy and public sanction

because of its almost permanent wartime economy had few

loyalties that could not be undercut when circumstances

\
[ >

were sufficiently .pressing.

Fof the privileged, New Franée was another arena in
which to operate, in which to make of incregse fortunes,
buy offices, secure the careers of £heir sons and the
marriages of their daughters, and general}y become 6r
remain entangled within the patronage possibilities of
the French sﬁate. That their stamping ground was not

just the colony but France itself is clear not just from

’
B < 'y
’ s
* i
» l}
.’

! N L

/ .

o

S O A vy v e e g s g:,‘f . . ! - - mam L - e e aphrd e A S .y
L L Fo, - N o PR o SRR s a T e

2



4 - 246 - o .

' /

the post-Conquest exodus but from the ‘career pattéfns of .

\ admiﬁistrators, traders, merchants, bishops»and priests

throughout -the ‘history of the colony. The arguments .

R F £ LA

about whether the metropolis drained the colony or - A
whether the colony was a deadweight on thé’metropolisx . o
obscure these relationships and certainly fudge the class

question. The problem was not that capital that might

have been invested in the colony was spirited out by

P I A s

those without a civic consciousness. For the flow of money
did not depend upon metropolitan or coloniai identifi- : i
cations or 'loyalties' but upon where it suited those - '
with money ioﬁma%e‘ihbestments given the particular ﬁangév o

of possibilitiés available., 1In France and in fhe colony

the most likely investments for profits made in trade - )

were in land, rentes and office--not in the infrastructure ]

-
-

for capitalist development--let alone in projects that

ety

.might have ameliorated the life of the peasani-producers.

. . i
Neither 'their well-being nor the possibility of trans-

’ forming them into wage-labourers was on the conscious s

h;storical agenda of those with access to some capita1.14q

" The attractions- of trade and the interventions of

the state had gradually drawn the privileged strata of

s
i
i
<
]
!
+
.
i
;
3
¢
§
i
i

France--merchants, traders/ and government officials into
the_affairs of the colony. Slowly these ﬁeople made it
part.of their economic, political and social world: For
' —-clearly--it was their world. The mass o€ the péople

had no access to the growing networks of privilege and

I
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ﬂﬁp C . patronage; no possibility of being granted or being able ¢
. ‘ o to purchase a /seigneurie, no hope of purchasing office,

) . no chance of/state pensions for themselves or military . .

" appointment for their sons, and no access to the more ‘ ‘

N . -

. lucrative aspects of the fur trade. As in France, the

great divide was between the privileged and everyone‘else.

e
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] ‘CONCLUSION

4 ) The historiography of New, France has been the site

of many debates andgéontroversies. They result in part

from the normal processes through which interpretations

are developed, refined; overturned and replaced. But

there has been an additiona} difficulty that is more

specific to the subject itself. To put it succinctly,

New France has appeared to many analysts as something of

‘an anomaly.‘ The colony has been compared unfavourably to

the English American colonies, or, alternatively, it has ’ - -

been made to resemble them £5JMUC£ as possible. But in
» bétb cases, the English colonies have beén perceived as
‘ the norm. New France doés not look the way it should.
The question is, why has that been so?’

| I think the problem resides with an insufficiently

reflexive approach. When historians reach back to the

e -

past they inevitably carry with them present-day ¢
interests, questions and assumptions. That can work
rather well; using their own prisms they tease out and

- _hold up-for--analysis that which most -interests them-and- - -

their own society. Yet clearly the usefulness of this

approach varies with the periods and societies studied. ) : :
o . o
- : i3

And indeed it can be quite problematic when the society ' L
encountered appears familiar. In this thesis I have

argued that the colorjisation ventures of England and

o . ‘ - 248 -
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France do appear similar but were, in fact, quite different.
Moreover, the English colonisation of Am;rica ;as been

m§re accessible to almost all historians than the coloni-
sation of New France. That is their own assumptions about
why people would have migrated to America carry them a

good deal furtheér in under;téndiné the English colonies
thén the French. )

. ' For the English colonisation of America was part of
the initial ;rocesses‘éf capitalisation that created and
continue to animate contemporary soéiety. Historians--
indeed most of us--understand why the people of England
colonised America in the seventeenth century bec;use they
went on doing it into the twentieth, with all the other
peoples of Europe, and then the world, joining in, all

o contributing immigrants seeking a 'better life' in
America. The early colonisation of America was both the
. ﬁarbinger and’ the creation of our modern sOciéty and,‘as
such, it looks ;§ﬂ feels.familiar. Nearly four ‘centuries
after that initial colonisation society seems n&iurally
divided into those who must find jobs and those who can
offer them and, we take it for granted that Qevwill bhy
everything we need, that is everything we want and can
. afférd,'in the marketplace. When Appleby writes‘that
"under the sway of new tastes people had spent more, and

in spending more the elasticity of demand had become

apparent"1 she speaks not'about yesterday, or about the '

‘post war boom, but about seventeenth century England. The

B et
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‘growing number of life's 'necessities',
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everyday experiential link between production and

qonsumption'héd been irrevocakly shattered and in the

resulting shock to the world j:g>system thousahds‘of

wage—earners—cum-consumers had been cast onto tﬁe double
¥

market place to sell their labour power and to buy the
’

But that was not all. For thoroughly implicated

‘with a new economic existence, in which/one was bound

only by limited contracts, were the 1déas that expressed
p;lltlcal and religious aspirations and demands: the
ideas that insisted upon limited contr%cts with monarchs
v
and churches as well. These were idgaslthat motivated
people to replace’'kings with parliamenéékand state s
religions with individual consciences. People came to
America seeking religious and political freedom as well
as economic opportunities.

The colonisation of New France simply did not
exemplify thiS‘patterA; it pre-dates what now appear as
two inter-locked and interdependent processes--capitali-
sation and colonisation. It can only be accommodated in

o
the more ‘'usual' understandings of colonisation if the

’

words, meanings and analysis are stretched out of all

recognition and if overlapping activities are taken as

congruent. Indeed, understanding this process would have

been a good deal easier if England had not had a capitalist

revolution in the seventeenth century. As it is, to
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.+« colonisation from those of capitalisation, or te put it
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«

understand New France we must unshackle our minds about
what is 'natural' and retupﬁ to m period when production
had not beensuncoupled from consumption, when economic
life and categories had not been lifted out of their
social and political context, toéa time when the "tradi-
tional iﬁtergenetration of economic and social concerns“2
haé not yet been shattered by new imperialistic economic
imperatives. Thé underlying assumptions about the.world
that pre-dated the vicéory of £he bourgeoisie gave
expression to a different social order: guaranteés fqr
privaté éroperty had not superseded those of feudal
tenure, questions of religious freedom were not hére
important than the security of the faith itself, and the
traditional rights and obligations of different classes'
were tho@ght to be properly ﬁrotectéd by kings not
parliaments. Through‘analysing.the central relations of,‘
state, capital and production prevailing in séventeenth
and eighteenth ¢entury France, it has been possible to

'séparate——at least analytically--the processes of

another way, it has permitted an analysis of the specific
relationship between colonisation and feudalism.

The more easily apprehended history of the English
golonies has not posed the orly extraneous difficulty to
understanding the historiography of New France. For the
post-Conquest history has also cast ité own particular

and distorting shadow over the historiography of the
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colony. There has been one special problem. The

explanation for the fate of the French majority under the :

English Regime has been sought, rather consistentlz, o -

through an analysis of the histéry of New France. The

question posed has been quite simple: why did the - .

military defeat of thé French in America result iﬂ their | |

economic and ﬁolitical subordination? The Parkman-Ouellet

answers are clear; they a?tribute it to the resigned and ”

retarded mentalité of the people. The English trquphed ' 1

because, in the game-of-life, they had the psychological
" attributes which enabled them.to dominate the economic

life of the society. WNow this mentalité is a curious

phenomenon. Not only is it unsuitable to capitalist f

society but its problematic nature is projected backwards

in time--it is even inappropriate in the feudal society

which pgesumably first sponsored it. Pe;éants, merchants, §

nobles, and kings were all similarly afflicted, and those

PR

who stayed in Quebec after the Conquest contipued to be )
plagued with it for Eenturies. ' .

- Historians sympathetic to Quebec's national : ,
aspirations do not, of course, share Ouellet's judgement o
that the French 'got what théy deserved, ' if only for

failing to behave more like the English. But because they

o . ‘ N : . R
& .do share his commitment’ to capitalism as progress they §
j‘g:’ \ 11
3 ]
. were faced with a dilemma. Their resolution was to.argue

' | . ' . K
‘§: that, contrary to the views of its detractors, New France

was like New England, and that it ‘did have a capitalist

N
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bourgeoiﬁie. In’ this interpretation the Congquest was

’

responsible for the decapitation of the society and,’
[4

therefore, for its failure to develop towards economic
independence and political autonomy.: The colony had lost

° ‘vits dynamic and growing bourgeoisie. .
The re-interpretation of the his?oriography offered

2

in this thesis ‘'suggests different reasons for the
’ economic and political subordination that followed

military defeat. For the Conquest of Quebec did not
» ' , .
- represent” just another in the long line of defeats and

victories that punctuated French histfory through its
centuries of state-bqilding. For feudal New France was
ceded to England--the world's first capitalist country.

’ The Amerindians had already fouﬁd out the difference. ,
For the English line ofmsettlemeht had grown by leaps and
bounds, pushing and shoving them ever furﬁher into the '

interior. The French were to find out too. Led by iand

. speculators, the growing population of the eastern

seaboard spilled out into tﬁg/zhio Valley and, as chles
put it, headlong into the French fur trade and military
fronj:ier.3 The rulers of England took stock and offgrgd“

to reimburse their colonies for eliminating the French

from the area once and for all.

The point is that two very different societies were,

-

now clashing. Whereas once the victories and defeats o

i
%
i
L
S
A
a,

between them--and the'other European states--seesawed

back and forth, this time England had the decisive

R R e ) o,
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advantage. Its final military.victory in Quebec was
followed d§‘in the next decades by a new sort of
invasion--of men with capital backed by an increasingly

supporﬁive state. Indeed, the English Conquest of Quebec

Wa; just the second cgiitalist takeover in history--only

e Ireland preceded Quebec to that ‘particular privilege,
though many more would follow, with the military victory
often becoming redundant. To Igartua's question, "did

the [English] newcomers gain their predominance from .

< .
economic conditions created in post-Conquest Quebec?"4, ’

the answer would surely have to be a resounding--yés!

previous experience with the sort of political. and !

)

But not juét their experience counted; it was also their

‘% . : . '
- capital and their connections.

o

. :
The newcomers also came prepared tqQ fight to retain

_and extend their "British liberties". Some have assumed,

> * ° '
therefore, that democracy, if not economic opportunity,
: s . ® . .
should have been the legacy of the Conquest to the
= t

oo

. , French--if only they had known how‘to use it. But we
H o, !

, must remember that British liberties were never given;,
they were always won. What they represented aftler the

- En?lish Civil War were the freedoms won by a rising

»
0

bourgeaisie from an aristocratic and monarchical state.

They were extended to differéent parts of the population,

b

throdgh their own strugg@es, over thé next two hundred:

and fifty years. And the history of state-making in

Canada from the Conquest to the most recent constitutional
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¢risis has been, in large part, the histdry of manipﬁlating
those British liberties in a way that ensured that the’

L ‘ " French would never have the required majority to be able

to impose-tﬁeir political will on the English. The'/////f

interpretation developed in this thesis does haveé

N

k ‘ impiications then, for post-Conquest historiograbhy
althougn these remarks have onlyvbeen intended to outline

what appears to be a promising line of inquiry.

There are, as I have argued, several competing
interpretations dftNew France: that New France was a
feudal society, a promised land, an embryonic bourgeois 2

society and a new society. ’'Although the interpretation

Lo

developed in this” thesis borrows from eac? it has also
depayted in significant ways from all of them, and this

R " has primarily been a'resq1t of its particular theoretical

LI * “

and historical approach.

. With Parkman and Ouellet this.thesis has argued that

: NI -0 P I
o New France was a feudal society-—a legitimate extension

. s 2! 3

of the Ancien Régime. This: agreement, however, turned out

to be quite- superficial. For them feudalism was synonomous

~

X i .
. with a set of values and Ybehavior that, in turn, produced

, & reactionary and static society. Like a tree--almost as

obliging ang¢ with a's giﬁtle aifficulty-— Ancien Régime
. I4
France had been successfully transplanted in America. The
. A

PN

analysis in this thesis has takem serious issue with this
b' .
formulation. It has”demoﬁstrated that feudal society was

» dynagic, carried its own seeds Jf ‘transformation and its

< «
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own possibilities for di'sinteg’ration. For the "hidden
A/mode of production" was embedded

reality of the feuda
within the continuously contested relationships between

. AN
peasants and privileged over the distribution of

-
SO —»”-w:k deada S

production. These relationships were npt’transplanted

but had to be re-created. in New France through the

&
o Rdeian Ly en

Lid

interaction of State, Company, Church and those who were

g s,

'recruited' as seigneurs and peasants in the colony.
The strength of the promised land perspective lies
! in its appreciation of the importance of the reldtionship

betweenn people and land. Unlike the others, these writers

o S N

~--in however an idealised fashijion, and it was——d;\d
N\ -
comprehend the reasons why people would fight to keep

B
PRI R

‘their land, given all that that meant for their survival

et
L]

and way—of‘life(. But they failed to attend to the cén-
_text in which people held their land in, New France, to

the relationships of economic exploitation and politi)iét\a .

. and social subordination that also defined their relation-

»

T g e 2

-
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ship to their 1land. They failed to appreciate that s

1

\

N i

N - people struggled.to retain their land in spite of these

power relationships, and that they sought to minimise their -

impact through open and covert resistance.

: The embryonic bourgeois perspective has played an
; !

«
AATEAR 0 e

M, N ' . limportant role in the history of the historiography of
i ’ P .

New France. The research undertaken from this perspect“:ive‘ 'j"

v
d}:ew attention to the range of economic a\d political
act1v1ty in the colony and to the inter-relgtlonshlps ‘
W ) :
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‘ ' /7
between the privileged in all spheres. But in the
attempt to prove that New France was'a 'normal' societw,

like New England, its authors interpreted their evidence

“ithin an inappropriate model of development. After

interrogating‘their findings with the questions-: posed by'
the theoretical and historical debate on the transition
ﬁrom feudalism to capitalism, it was possiblé to identify
iheif embryonic bourgeoisie as part of the ﬁfivileged
sérata'of French feudal society.

As a response to Aqst of the brevious historiggraphyl
of New France, the development of the new society per-—
spective was quite promising. The particular conditions
“of the New Vlorld--its climate, location, resources ana‘

!

previous; tenants—--were all taken seriously. Society in

%

New France was not simply clqned——it was‘created‘ Up to
this poiné its argument 1is consdnant with that ofgered'in
this thesis. This perspec¢tive went on to argue, ho&éver,
that the inaigehous conditions preseﬁted by‘Ame¥fca haé&
had audissoivent effect upon the social relationships*gf\\
the 0l1d World, and that a dramatically different society
had taken shape. This stage in the argument constituted
é huge theorfetical and historical ieap that remains
unconviﬁc;ng. That there, were fur~bearing animals in
Canada_anﬂ[not in Virginia, winter freeze-ups in the
St. Lawrence and not in the Huggon, a shorter growing
season in New France than in the southern plantation

]

states, more miles between the Antilles and Quebec than

» B
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the Caribbean and New York are all true, and not insigni-
ficant. But these conditions and situations were all
encountered and had to be managed within particular

social relationships, within a particular socio-economic
context. n : ' \
The 1nterpré§at10n in this thesis is not intended toiw *
‘supersede the kind of research that has been done from a
new society perspectlve. ‘But that research--which rlght;y
attends éo the indigenous and specific conditions\of the
St. LaQrence Valley, its‘eﬂvirons and its location vis a
vis the ﬁetropolis and other colonies would be more dse—
fully appyehended in the context of the particular though
dynamic set of class and state relations tha£ were gradually
linking the New World with the Old. If France had been pre-
dqminantly-capitalist in 1700 the climate andgthe locatioﬁ
of its colony.would étill have been a proﬁlem for markets i
and transportatipn: How great a problem is an interesting;
if hypothet?cal gquestion. Cleafly; however, they would
hﬁve posed Obstacles not facing those colonies further soﬁth; -

But the development of trade ﬁetween France and MNew France

was not just impeded by environmental factors. For their

e Sebnie e "

condtraining effects were underwritten by .the absence of

markets themselves, the absence of the expanding mass . “

P

e

markets of Englénd;s capitalist society. Why and how
4

that was so has been an important focus of this thesis

"

.
.
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and the answers have been located in a comparison

between Erigland and Fygance in the sevente%hth ceﬂbu£z.

Ay
. . ) . .

. 1
Many historians have declared that ié was impossible
for the social relationships of feudal Frﬁnce to be re-

&

produced in the American wilderness. But the st;ucturel
of opportunities and constraint; that gévernéé people's
lives in Europe arrived with them in America. Unless they | | ‘F
were prepared to break with their society—;as some few
éid——they responded to. similar circumstances, to the

exercise of the saﬁe kind of political power, to the

claims of the same Church and to the same system of land
tenure. If people were to live--whether as subsistence :
peasants or as part of a privileged elite——they had to
negotiate their way through the particular relationships -
they sfﬁultaneously encountered and reproduced.‘ That
sometimes evoked responsés of resignation and subserviencé.

™
But it also provoked manipulative behaviour and resistance '

[y I

tactics. The officials of New France éonsistehtly

overlooked the monarch's injunction not to eng#ge in
trade; merchants, érédé}s and officials, with ﬁi#e
support from the population, engaged in the contraband
tradé with Albany; young men slipped into the forest to {
join trade expeditions instead of‘working.their father's
iand; inhabitants openly and covertly fought against the

exactions of seigneurs and Church. But, at the same time,

l
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thgvsgigneurial system itself was not challenged; the

»

state'd farming out system was never attacked; men

competed for the chance to purchase an office, but they

- !

did not seek to undermine the system itself. The weight

of political power, the economic interests and social

considerations of the priﬁileged, the £enaciousngss of
the peasant hold on land all contributed to the repro-
duction of feudal social rélatioﬁship§ in New France.
Only a revolution would eventuéliy topple this system in

France, while in the colony it would co-exist with, even

while being undone by, the English capitalist newcomers.: .

In spite of their contradictions the feudal relationships
of the Ancien Régime had weathered the ‘crossing of the
Atlantic and were re-created in the Royal Province of New

France.

)
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