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Translator’'s Preface

This is a story of the relationship between the Jesuit Mission in New France
and the attempt by a number of people to establish a native Reduction on Montreal
Island. It is a story of spiritual heroism and generosity on the part of people like
Jeanne Mance, Marguerite Bourgeoys, De Maisonneuve, La Dauversiére, Pierre
Chevrier, Madame de Bullion, the Hospitalers, the Sulpicians, the Montreal
Society — the list goes on. It is a story of heart-breaking errors of judgement on
the part of some key players, of struggling in an atmosphere of tension between the
Iroquois and the French, partly due to the complex relationship between the
Iroquois on the one hand, and native tribes such as Hurons and Algonquins on the
other.

The translation oMontreal: fondation missionnair&ras begun by Fr. George
Topp, S.J. a number of years ago and completed by the undersigned. In general,
the translation is fairly close to the original French, with due regard for producing
an easily readable English version. Occasionally, a word or two were added,
usually in the form of footnotes, to clarify a passage -- these additions are always
put inside curly brackets { }. Any errors in the English version resulting from the
translator s efforts to make the story more accessible to the general reader are
entirely the responsibility of the final translator and publisher, WL.

The spelling of nhames follows the original volumes, even for most places-
names, such as Trois-Riviéres rather than Three Rivers. Personal names keep the
same spelling as found in Campeau’ s texts. There is some variability in these
names; rather than attempt any harmonization of spelling, we simply repeat the
spelling as found in the French texts. Names of tribes, however, are usually
expressed by their English equivalent, except that North American English usage
seems to favor Algonquin rather than Algonkin.

A special remark is needed regarding the translation of some words such as
sauvage, paien, civilisation, etd simple rendition bysavage, paganand
civilization brings along a connotation in English that does not necessarily appear
in the French. The wordauvage,as used in the Seventeenth Century, will be
uniformly rendered byative or person.The word is based on the Lasglvaand
denotesforest-dwellerwith no manifestly pejorative connotation. Although the
translation could have usddrest-dwellerto generally translateauvage English
usage today is such thaative or person appear to be sufficiently accurate
renditions. In any evenbluets sauvages not translated asavage blueberriés



The same kind of thing could be said about the wmatbare, -- ostensibly a
synonym forsauvage- if we recall thatBarbaros,for the Greeks, denoted a non-
Greek -- a stranger -- and perhaps potentially a hostile.

To solve the matter within the purview of our translation, “problem” English
words are italicized and the reader is invited to make whatever adjustments appear
appropriate. Dates are in the context of the Gregorian calendar unless otherwise
indicated.

Since a good part of the story pertains to funding, we recall that in those days
a tradesman was paid about 100res (L) a year; a surgeon about 200. Thus, in
2002, assuming that a typical medical doctor is paid about $100,000 US before
taxes, then — as a very rough estimate + ifh the middle of the Seventeenth
century would be equivalent to about $500 US in 2002.

Some names, such as Jeanne Mance, La Dauversiére, Dollier de Casson,
Faillon, De Maisonneuve, Montreal Society, etc., appear on almost every page, so
that short of compiling an analytical Index --beyond the purview of this translation
-- those names do not appear in our basic Index of personal names.

Acknowledgments: Many thanks to Huguette B.-Fortin, editor \divre en
Eglise,Montreal, for permission to publish this English translation. Also, to Frs.
William Addley, S.J., former Provincial of the Upper Canada Jesuits, and Jacques
Monet, S.J. Director of the Institute of Jesuit Studies, Toronto, for providing
secretarial help to Fr. Topp in the early stages of the project. Finally, to Mr. Steve
Catlin for proof-reading the penultimate version of this book. Last but not least, the
Jesuits of Halifax for continued support.

William Lonc, S.J., Professor Emeritus in Physics

Saint Mary’s University

Halifax, Canada

December, 2002

Note to third printing. The book has been reformatted, but the text remains the
same. March, 2005.
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INTRODUCTION
The Beginning

Montreal, known by the French as Ville-Marie at the beginning of our story,
was born of the dynamic fervor that inspired the people of France after the other
Catholic nations of Europe, in a movement of religious reform under King Henry
IV and King Louis XIIl The Edict of Nantesin April 1598, was essentially a
Catholic “charter of restoration” resulting from the civil war and subsequent
conversion of Henry IV to Catholicism. This religion, which had been traditional
in France, was reaffirmed with renewed vigor and found itself in a climate that
enabled it to develop throughout the kingdom without hindrance.

The tolerance granted to the Huguenetsa unique example of European
religious rights of that era -- was a political concession to the power still held by
these dissidents although that power was already in a decline. The Catholics were
not at all happy with the edict. However, religious peace would have been
impossible without the guarantees accorded to the Huguenots, but these guarantees
were becoming a prison for them. The tolerance was enshrined in an officially
Catholic legislation and limited to privileges already gained by the so called
“reformed religion”. A law by way of exception, rather than by way of the natural
law of the kingdom, it would be interpreted rigorously in accordance with the letter
of the edict, without going beyond it.

The initiative for future development now rested with the Catholics. The
religious future of France henceforth depended on the vitality of national Catholic
feelings. The intense desire for reform which was already inspiring French
Catholicism would assure the full implementation of the decree. As long as the
generally favorable attitude of Europe towards religion remained what it was, it
was inevitable that the steady growth of French Catholicism would one day seem
to have rendered useless and unintelligible the concession made by HémithedV
Calvinistsin the agreement of 1598. Legal toleration, not the Act of Catholic
restoration, would be revoked in 1685. France would then become once more just
as exclusively Catholic on the juridical level, as England was -- and would still be -
- exclusively Protestant on the same level up to 1829.

Henry Brémondhas outlined and abundantly illustrated the history of this
religious renewal that took place among the Catholics of France at thatthme
revival of piety among the faithful, especially under the direction of Francis de
Sales the reform of older monasteries of women and men, the foundation of

! Brémond Histoire littéraire ....



2 CampeauThe Jesuits and Early Montreal

Orders and Congregations stressing contemplation or various educational and
social objectives, the movements for the reform of the secular clergy, improvement
in the choice of prelates and in popular preaching, emergence of asceticism and
mysticism at every level of society, among the laity as well as among religious and
clerics, and enthusiastic interest among the same people -- and no less at the Court
-- for spiritual reading, works of piety, and in apostolic and charitable projects.

Zeal for the foreign missions was only one aspect of this vitality. France, prior
to 1600, had not as yet carved out any field of missionary endeavor for itself. New
France at this period seemed to suit its destined portion. It was to this land that the
mother country directed its efforts for the first time, as early as’160dn though
the Constantinople missiomas also asking for its help in 1609. Up to 1653, North
America would have the highest priority in its missionary aspirations.

We must note that apostolic zeal at that time was not a fire that burned only in
the hearts of the Catholic hierarchy. Apostolic initiatives were undertaken at all
levels of society: lay, clerical, and religious. The evangelization of New France
would not be an enterprise undertaken by the French clergy alone, but rather by the
Church of France and all its members. It is well for us to emphasize the fact that
the apostolate in non-Christian lands, where the Church did not as yet have any
regular organization, was traditionally a function reserved to the exeetigious
Orders who possessed the pontifical powers needed in such a situation. Thus, the
Recolletsand the Jesuits were the first to be called to this work. Their efforts had
such an impact in France that fervent and active Catholics were inspired with a
desire to emulate and share the task with them. The Montreal Society was born of
this virtuous passion.

This kind of association — the Montreal Society -- did have some predecessors.
For example, the first organization created for the evangelization of our continent
was the Company of New France, also known as the Hundred Associates begun by
Cardinal Richelieuin May 1628, and composed of one hundred members.
Consisting of a few ecclesiastics and religious military men, a majority of nobles
of the “robe and sword”, about one third middle-class men, merchants and
overseas out-fitters or ship-captains, the Company espoused the plan drawn up in
Quebec by the missionaries.

As early as 1616, the Recolletsd recognized the need of establishing a
French and Catholic colony in New France as a nucleus of integration with the
native and nomadic people whom they wanteciviize and christianize.

" Perhaps alluding to the Acadia project. SeeRsamiéreMission d’Acadie.
" In the sense of not being fully under the jurisdiction of the local Bishop.
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In 1625, the Jesuits borrowed this strategy from the Recollets, and one of
them, Fr. Philibert Noyrotconvinced Richelieto adopt it in 1627. A shareholding
company along seigniorial lines, endowed with an initial capital of 30Q,G0%
in possession of a commercial monopoly expected to sustain it, the Company of
New France assumed that part of the program that fell within the competence of a
lay society; that is to say, colonization aimed at promoting the conversion of the
native peoples. The religious organizations kept for themselves the specific task of
evangelization.

Thus, the Company would undertake overseas expeditions, handle all the
commercial activity, and create and support the framework of the new society:
appointments and wages of public employees, construction of public buildings,
defense, navigation on the St. Lawrence River, and the establishment of
administrative institutions.

Within this framework, the public -- seigneurs and rent-payers -- would bear
the cost of their own establishments, but be supported and helped at times by the
Company. Even if public worship was, at least for a while, an economic burden on
the company because it was a public activity, the evangelization of the natives, a
strictly apostolic activity, remained the special burden of the ecclesiastical
institutions: Jesuits, Hospitalers, and Ursulines, for whom the Company created
very favorable conditions. That is how the Hundred Associates -- the Company of
New France -supported the missionary project.

This differentiation in responsibilities was not, however, as clearly marked in
the Montreal Societya vassal of the Company of New France, even though the
general intention of converting the natives was shared by both organizations. In
Montreal, the Montreal Society had evangelization as its immediate aim. But the
apostolic strategy was identical in both cases which the Jesuits developed and
described in their firsRelations to create native Christian Reductionfse to
French establishments, which would act as a support for the natives. A Reduction
of this kind, quite different from the Spanish communities from which it borrowed
its name, was a native village built around a French Jesuit mission capable of
protecting and o€ivilizing the native inhabitants.

Another association that had the greatest influence on the Montreal Society
was the Blessed Sacrament Socidtiie latter actually gave birth to the former.
Most of the members of the first group also belonged to the second, such as Jérdme
Le Royer de La Dauversiére himself. The Blessed Sacrament Society was a

" Short form for Société de Notre-Dame-de-Montréal.
" The word denotes a re-gathering of a people.
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Catholic Action society, founded in 1630 by Henri de Lébisc de Ventadour
who had acquired the vice regal office of New France in 1625 to bring the Jesuits
back to this country after they had been earlier banished from Acadia

The Blessed Sacrament Society was a private association; that is to say, it had
no official status defined by Letters Patent, and consequently its existence was not
legally recognized by the parliaments. This absence of legally formal recognition
was deliberate, even though the Society was known to Richatiéuouis Xl
and approved by thenHence, the Society did not exercise any activity as a
collective and public entity nor did it have any capital shares, except for a common
purse to which each member made voluntary contributions. In sum, it gathered
together a number of people of rank and means from all over France and undertook
to set up works of charity or Catholic action, to give a Catholic spirit to already
existing institutions, and to obtain from public authorities the measures deemed to
be most suitable to a Christian society.

The Society had its head office in Paris, with branch offices in the principal
cities of the kingdom. Each branch enjoyed autonomy in its activity, but
maintained a frequent correspondence with Paris, which continued to supervise the
activity of its branches. In its meetings it examined needs, projects and the
effectiveness of existing works and stated its opinion. But it did not, we repeat,
exercise any work as a legal entity. All implementation or realization was left to
individual members who voluntarily assumed the expenses.

The Society has been called a secret society; on the contrary, it was discrete,
like any private association not wishing to exercise political power. It was always
extremely respectful towards the King's authority and submitted to the laws. A
mere frown from Mazarin who was so jealous of his influence, was sufficient for
it to disband of its own accord in 1660. Its activity had only the notoriety that the
individual members gave to their works. It is incorrect to look upon it as a center
of intrigues and suspicious influendes.

See Campeau’s first volume in tivonumenta Novae Franciaseries for a
history of the Jesuit mission in early Acadia, available in English, as cited in the
Other Books in this Series at the end of the book in hand.

" Presumed to be Cardinal Mazarin.

> Two books concerning the history of the Blessed Sacrament Seaetywritten
with a very different spirit. The first is by Dom Henri Beauchet-Fillgenales
de la Compagnie du Saint-Sacrememhe second is by Raoul Alliel,.a
Compagnie du Trés-Saint-Sacrement de I'Autel a Maresille, Documants,
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The Montreal Societymay be considered as an offshoot of the Blessed
Sacrament Societyissuing as a project of one of the members of the Montreal

Society and assisted by many other people who were exercising important
functions in France. It has some traits similar to those of the Blessed Sacrament
Society. It did not have capital shares, leaving it up to the generosity of individual
associates to defray the expenses of its operation. It did not have any royal
commissions that were required for its existence to be publicly recognized. It
resembled the Blessed Sacrament Society through the unselfishness of its members
who invested in an annuity in the enterprises of the Montreal Society, and
renounced all repayment, all interest and all profit, even the very ownership of
their contributions, and they went so far as to remove these sums from the
entitlements for their heirs.

Furthermore, the members of the Montreal Society acted with firm resolve to
disband when the work which they had undertaken was accomplished, abandoning
all the rights acquired in the course of the project’s realization. It would be difficult
to imagine a more complete selflessness.

However, the legally informal character of their association was going to
become a serious disadvantage in an organization possessing a patrimony and
properties, and becoming public — willy nilly -- by being involved in the
establishment of a French colony -- because that is where historical evolution led
it.

Such are the principal historical and social conditions that influenced the birth
of Montreal. The chapters which we will add successively to this general
introduction will help us to see, with the critical attitude it deserves, the unfolding
of events and their vicissitudes.

*k%

interpretation that over-emphasizes the role of the laity, is secularistic, and fails
to do justice to the religious motivation of the associates.
" La Société de Notre-Dame-de-Montréal.



Chapter 1
The Historical Sources

As the historian approaches the history of Montreal’'s beginning, so clearly
religious, there is the problem of “pruning” the available material. The history lies
buried in the abundance and the jumble of pious legends that have grown up
around this event. People argue about the authenticity of supernatural visions and
marvelous deeds presented in belated testimonies, at unlikely dates, and in
circumstances that are both divergent and contradictory. The pious outlook of
seventeenth century France had an extraordinary craving for this kind of thing and
provided the environment in which legends proliferated and produced abundant
fruit in circumstances that were held to be providential. According to the accepted
hagiography of the time, sanctity was conceived as accompanied by these amazing
and miraculous phenomena.

During the reign of Louis XlliImoreover, piety was fashionable. It was held in
esteem if it was adorned with spangles and fanciful trappings which were thought
to be jewels of heavenly origin. We have not the least doubt that beneath all this
there were many outstanding spiritual realities. But all this scintillation and
theatrical luster and this glitter -- more characteristic of carnivals and circuses --
was certainly not the healthiest part of the piety of that age. The first duty of the
historian is to get rid of all this debris because it hides the substance of events that
in themselves were truly admirable.

The sources of the early history of Montreal belong, for the most part, to two
traditions that were fostered and preserved by two religious communities: the
Sulpicians and the Montreal Hospitalers of Saint-Joseph. Each, without positively
excluding the other, tends to emphasize its own Founder and to concentrate its
floodlights on him or her. We know very well that a tradition is established not
only on a historical foundation but on interpretations and mental constructions that
tend to conceal, or to distort, the “objective” truth of the testimonies. We need to
overcome partiality, to reach the equilibrium of history.

In the history of Ville-Marie, everything seems to begin with visions: those of
Rev.Olier and La Dauversiére. We would have no quarrel with visions if they
were historically well certified. However, no one can give an authentic report of a
vision except the person who has experienced it, but only on condition that he or

" In French, the Sulpicians are usually addressédeasieurswe think that
Mister would be a misleading translation for the modern English-speaking
reader. Hence, we use Reverend.



Chapter 1The Historical Sources 7

she provides, at the same time, solid guarantees of his or her moral and
psychological credibility. Was the “vision” misunderstood? Was it an
interpretation? An invention?

The vision becomes all the more questionable when the testimonies are
separated in time from the event itself, which is usually the case. We also need to
realize that a vision is a psychological phenomenon subject to all the complications
of psychical order which have not yet been clarified. Under these conditions, it is
very difficult to maintain that a vision is a historical fact, that is to say, as having a
verifiable relation to the sequence of events and a true influence on them.

The same can be said about miraculous encounters and other amazing facts,
completely enveloped, moreover, in a narrow, interventionist and discredited
conception of Divine Providence. Even if the sacral cannot -- in our opinion -- be
exorcised from history, the latter is still a reconstitution of the natural order of
events. Religion is a fact of the historical order, and the most important fact, in our
opinion.

Far from hindering or creating confusion in history, religion enters into
history’s very constitution. But if history cannot exclude the Act of religion from
its consideration, it still retains its own legitimate rules, which are of a different
order than those of theologyand which owes nothing to the latter, except on the
higher level of a global wisdom on which theology is no less dependent than
history.

The La Fléche tradition is the one which traces the origin of Montreal to its
earliest beginnings. It is represented by two documents. One of them is the
Histoire de l'institution de la Congrégation des Religeuses hospitaliéres de saint
Josephpy Mother Péret This document goes back to 1740.

The other isLe Petit Mémoireor Ecrit autographeby La Dauversiére’'s
grandson, collated in 17fF his latter gives an account of a vision dated February
2, 1630 in which Jérbme La Dauversiére is said to have received his inspiration to
establish a Hospitalers Institute at La Fléche; he is supposed to have had dictated to
him word for word the first chapter of its Constitutions. Histoire states that in

" Religion and Theology appear to be synonymous here.

' We shall often refer to the excellent biographical and bibliographic study by
Marie-Claire DaveluyLa Société de Notre-Dame de Montréaland also to the
rich documentation gathered together by (Soeur Marie Mondbdx@)el-Dieu,
premier hopital de Montréal, d’'aprés les annales manuscritée.Annals,in
manuscript, by Mother Péteire contained in this second work, pp. 313-314.

? Daveluy,La Société de Notre-Dame-de-Montréap. 98.
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the course of a similar ecstasy — apparently in 1631 -- the same person received
instructions to establish a Congregation of Hospitalers and to establish the Hotel-
Dieu at Montreal in New France.

The belated appearance of these two documents, along with the implausibility
of the contents and assigned dates, dispense us from prolonging a discussion about
them, especially because Pierre Chevrier de Fancamp, a contemporary and friend
of La Dauversiére, has him setting out on his spiritual journey in 1632 at the
earliest’ There is no reason to take any serious account of these visions. And still
less for Montreal than for La Fléche because the Montreal project did not become
conceivable -- without divine intervention -- until after the foundation of Sillery
envisaged in 1637 and implemented in 1638, since the former was modeled on the
latter.

One other episode takes on a certain amount of importance at this point,
because a great fuss has been made of it. We refer to the first meeting between
Olier and La Dauversiéere. On this occasion, the La Fléche tradition and that of the
Sulpicians coincide in some ways, but they are still quite different. The latter
tradition is represented by the Sulpician, Francois Dollier de Casson, iri H&72.
situates the interview in Pierre Séguier’s residence in Ratlse beginning of La
Dauversiere’s legal proceedings to obtain possession of Montreal Island; that is to
say, in 1640.

The La Fléche tradition, represented by the documents we have already
mentioned, puts the meeting at Meudon, at the home of the same chancellor. La
Dauversiere's grandson gives the precise date of 1635 and makes the business of
Montreal the subject under discussion. The contradictions would tend to dismiss
this incident were it not for a testimony that goes back to Qiimself, one of the
protagonists. It is not a firsthand account, but one that was compiled by Louis
Tronson after the death of the two memased on Olier's noteassembled by De
Bretonvilliers Here is what remains of the account:

“We can still” add here what happened to him with another person of well
recognized piety. About 18 or 20 years ago, both these men were at the Chateau de
Meudon to visit Fr. Bernigrand were waiting in the vestibule. Suddenly, through
some interior impulse, they threw their arms around each other, even though they
did not know each other, and embraced with such tenderness and such great

® Ghislaine Legendrdiistoire simple et véritablep. 108.

" In the S-W part of today’s Quebec City.
* Francois Dollier de CassoHjstoire du Montréal

" The French hasorr. de présentemeim parentheses.
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cordiality that they seemed to be of one and the same heart, expressing a certain
passage from the Scriptures which had been put on their tongues. Subsequently,
Olier celebrated Mass at which he gave Communion to his new-found friend. After
their thanksgiving,they went into the park where they remained for three full
hours discussing with each other the question of the next life, the Spirit of God, the
zeal that filled them. This close relationship was so strong and enduring that it
endured until death. The same thing happened to another servant of God who is

n5

still alive”.

According to this document, the date of this meeting could not have been prior
to 1640-1642, and since La Dauversiere died on November 6, 1659, the copy must
have been made about 1660. The man with whom Edigversed has always been
identified as a citizen of La Fleche, even though he is not named. Nothing in the
text contradicts this idea. Moreover the whtdnsieur which was a correction in
the text, and the fact that he received Communion indicate that he was a layman. It
is certain that Oliewas a very close friend of La Dauversiére, a layman. This
testimony provides us with some useful information on the historical level.

The meeting took place at the Chateau de Meudon, and it could only be the
chateau of the Lorraine-Guise, the principal edifice in that city. Fr. Claude Bernier,
Jesuit,was well known, and at that time he was considered a very competent
spiritual director. He was the confessor for Catherine-Henriette de Bqurbon
natural daughter of Henry Nand the wife of Charles Ibf Lorraine, Duc
d’Elboeut The penitent kept him in her Chateau de Meudon, despite his Jesuit
Superiors, from 1633 to 1637. This was the last year in which the meeting could
have taken place. Since this was the occasion on which the friendship between
Olier and La Dauversiere was born, some writers explain that Rev. Blier
speaking about La Dauversiére and his Jesuit confessor, Fr. Francois Chauveau
a letter at the beginning of 1639.

So much for the historical reconstruction allowed by the text. But, this does not
necessarily mean that the two men talked about Montreal. It is even less likely that
there could have been any question about theldil§ which Olier according to
Dollier, is supposed to have been the first to provide at that time for the realization
of that project.

" The custom of saying some prayers of thanksgiving after the Mass.

® The last person mentioned is perhaps M. de Fancamp. IrMémoires
autographes de M. Oliersee Daveluy,La Société de Notre-Dame de
Montréal.., 110.

" 24L.
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Therefore, there could not have been any discussion of Montreal between the
two men in 1637 because Oligid not even hear about the project until several
years later, according to his own statement. In the matter of a bishopric being
offered to him, he wrote in his spiritual notes:

“l thereby understood that | had to be ready to give an answer to this prelate,
who approached me through one of my superiors; for Our Lord had made me think
about it. Afterwards, | heard these wordi®u must be a light of revelation to the
Gentiles words that | did not understand at all because | said that this diocese was
already in the midst of Christians. | did not even know why these words were sung
so frequently that day in the Church. It was only several years later that |
understood the phrase. After learning about the good deeds being done in Canada
by some kind people, | had felt bound by a somewhat miraculous bond to the man
in whom Our Lord had inspired this movement, and to whom he had entrusted the
project and the enterprise of Ville Marie, the city that was to be built in Canada on
the island of Montreal. | have always felt a desire to complete my life in that
region, with a continual desire to die there for my Master. May He grant me this
grace, if He is pleased to do so. | shall continue to ask for this grace every day of
my life. Blessed be God forevet”.

What was this Episcopal See, whose incumbent was offering it tot®Ilier
his successor, a title which was linked to the passage from Simeon’s Canticle
recalled on the Feast of Candelmas, February 2, and which led him to speak about
Canada? It could only be Royethe only diocese that extended as far as New
France. Francois de Harlay fact, had ruled that See as Coadjutor from 1613 and
as Archbishop from 1615, and he was looking for a successor. He found one in the
person of his 25 year old nephew, also named Francois de Harlb1.

The suggestion made to Olieould have taken place between 1645-1650. At
this time it was not public knowledge that Rouead jurisdiction in New France
and it was not publicly announced until August 15, 1653. It was several years later
that Oliergave some meaning -- of interest to himself -- to the whnien ad
revelationem gentium

We know that in 1653 he offered himself to Jesuit Fr. de Rhimdgs as a
missionary to Indochina. From 1649 up to that time, Olier had been the director of
the Montreal Society, and had been working in close collaboration with La
Dauversiére. It was in 1654, on February \ery likely on orders from the

® Mémoires de M. Olier.. 1 17.
" Light of revelation for the people .
" Feast of the Purification of the Blessed Virgin.
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Montreal Society, that this feast-day began to be celebrated as the patronal feast-
day of MontrealLumen ad revelationen gentiwvas also the motto he gave to his
priests being sent to New France in 1657. He assigned to them “ministry to the
native people” as their primary apostolate. Similarly it was in 1654 that the design
for the city of Montreal was determined and began to be implemented. Prior to that
date a seigneurie had been started in 1648 when the project of establishing a
Reduction there had failed. But 1654 was the year of urban organization: “the city
that is going to be built on the island of Montreal”.

This gives us to understand that Oldid not play any early role in the
establishment of Montreal as some people have claimed for him. The generosity of
the Sulpicians certainly conferred inestimable merit on themselves from 1650 on,
but the silence of their Founder is all the more amazing in the first few years.
There is no need to be surprised at this. In 1640 and 1641, while preaching in the
diocese of Chartres, the future Founder of the Sulpicians was afflicted with a
serious and depressing illness. He recovered in 1641 and immediately started a
seminary for priests, suggested to him by Fr. Charles de Condren

At the end of 1641, he began this work on rue Vaugirard to bring it closer to
the church of Saint-Sulpice when he became its pastor the following summer. This
means that he was very sick or very busy at the time when La Dauversiére and
Chevrier were launching their project. He did not yet enjoy the prestige which he
would later gain from rebuilding his parish. In fact, those two men with whom
Olier was to be later associated in such close friendship, are the only ones whose
names appear in the records of that period in Montreal. La Dauversiere and
Chevrier were legally the sole owners of the Canadian island up until 1649; there
was no mention of Olies name.

The Véritables Motifs written in the autumn of 1643, clearly states that La
Dauversiere was the king-pin in the Montreal enterprise until the foundation of the
Société de Notre-Dame-de-Montréal -- the Montreal Society -- in Paris, February
27, 1642. The thesis proposed in Metifs is not that the clerics along with the
religious, but rather that the “laity ... can be called in their rank ... to spread the
name (of Jesus) and the knowledge of the merits of His blood among the non-
Christian nations”. The claim made by Olier priests, when they were eventually
invited there, was that the secular priests had a mission vocation identical with that
of religious priests.

" Marie-Claire Daveluy’s editionin La Société de Notre-Dame de Montréal..,
19 of the original.
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The significance of this contention did not yet appear at the timéétimbles
Motifs was being written. The first fellow worker whom the same pamphlet adds to
the name of the Founder is that of Chevrier “for whom he is thankful to God, who
provided him at this time with a companion through the same paths of His graces,
to help him shoulder his burden, for he could not even begin it afofteg.second
was Maisonneuve, and then Jeanne Mance, both of whom were enlisted in 1641.

It is true that they produced a document presented to the Hundred Associates
as a request to obtain the necessary concession of Montreal Island and outlining in
a summary fashion the plans of the Montreal Society that would own it. If the
document was as they said, it would have had to be composed before December
17, 1640. Faillon published it in its essential forWe give a resume of its
principal dispositions, drawn up by the same author:

“... the founders of Montreal intend to set up three communities at Ville-Marie: one

composed of lay ecclesiastics, another composed of Sisters devoted to instructing the
young, and the third composed of Hospitalers for the care of the sick.”

Thus, before December 17, 1640, someone had foreseen the establishment at
Montreal of a seminary for priests which -- in fact -- did not exist in Paris at this
time, an institute of teachers 13 years before the arrival of Marguerite Bourgeaois,
and 19 years before that of her companions, and finally a Hoétel-Dieu to which
Madame de Bulliofnad not yet given any thought!

If this document were authentic, it would indeed indicate the participation of
Olier at this early stage, but it is too obviously apocryphal because it could not
have been conceived in the stated terms until 1660. The document is plausibly a
request made in 1664 at the royal chancellery to obtain Letters Patent that were as
yet non-existent. We shall speak of these Letters Patent later in our story.

Marie-Claire Daveluywho was certainly devoted to Rev. Olieecognized
that it was a fake documefitWe cannot therefore invoke this document as
evidence of Olier’s influencein the first period of the work at Montreal. Much
could be made of Dollier de Cassdhaccount which makes quite a fuss about the
intervention of his Spiritual Father and Founder at this same time. But, we must be
on our guard against the large number of interpretations and large amount of

® Ibid., p. 27 of the original.

° (Etienne-Michel Faillon)Histoire de la Colonie francaise en Canadap. 401-
403.
 Daveluy,La Société de Notre-Dame de Montréap. .49.

“ Flenley, ed.A History of Montreal.. pp. 64-66.
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confusion that Dollier has caused. At the time he wrote, the legend was alive and
well.

*kk



Chapter 2
Initiators of the Montreal Project

Jérdbme Le Royer de La Dauversiére was born at La Fleche and was baptized
on March 18, 1597. He was the son of Jérbme Le Royer and Renée Bedias
one of the first students at the Jesuit College, founded in that city by Hemmy IV
1604. He could not have avoided knowing several Jesuits who were later destined
for the Canadian mission: Charles Lalemaatprofessor at the time, Francois
RagueneauClaude QuentinCharles Dumarchénd Jacques Buteukr. Enemond
Massé Jesuit, who had returned from Acadia in 1613, also lived at La Fléche from
1615-1625 and again from 1629-1632. Heir to the Manoir de La Dauversiére and
the office of Receiver of levies and taxes around 1620. Jérobme married Jeanne de
Beaugéin 1619 and she presented him with six children, according to the
Véritables Motifsfive according to others.

In 1632, a serious illness was the occasion to devote himself to piety and good
works. He was the Trustee for the La Fleche RecollBtsasurer of a Blessed
Sacrament Confraternity, and Founder of another confraternity consecrated to
Saint Joseph. It may well be that he derived his devotion to Saint Joseph from his
contact with the Recollets who came from Spain and propagated it in France -- it
was new at that time. Jérbme also organized two branches of the Blessed
Sacrament Societyne at La Fleche in 1635, the other at Lavdl644.

In an era when the practice of zeal and of piety was undertaken personally by
celebrities, La Dauversiere soon gained a reputation for being a spiritual man. He
showed a certain amount of originality in his forms of devotion, but no great depth.
He seems to have been one of the first to promote the modern devotion to the Holy
Family: Jesus, Mary and Joseph. Previously, the Holy Family was more
genealogical: Saint Anne, the Virgin, and Jesus.

Father of a family, Jéréme made imitation of the Holy Family of Bethlehem
and Nazareth the driving force of his own piety. But, he was first and foremost a
man of action. He multiplied his works of charity and apostolic zeal; these were
marred, however, by some disorder and rashness on his part.

The dominant characteristic of his activity was improvisation. He seemed to
have had a marvelous talent for giving his pious impulses the traits of heavenly
inspiration. In this matter he was like his friend Rev Jacques.@lisrtrue that at
that time, religious discernment operated within narrow limits and people often let
themselves be carried away by enthusiasm, producing some strange results.

Because of his reputation for holiness, La Dauversiére was entrusted with large
sums of money. His administration of it, however, gave the impression of being
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not only somewhat irregular and lacking in prudent foresight, but also of a dulled
moral sense which came to be the source of much suffering for innocent people
and difficult to reconcile with the rules of enlightened charity. However, it is still
true that the two great projects pertaining to Montreal -- the Hospitalers of Saint
Joseph and the Montreal Society -- were the result of his energetic activity.

Two series of events enable us to track both of the projects and to follow their
separate histories without any undue confusion.

The first series begins with his spiritual conversion about 1632. Along with his
uncle and brother -- Florimond Le Royde Chantepieand René Le Royer de
Boistaillé -- he found himself deeply involved in the rebuilding of an almshouse or
hospice for the poor, and of a Maison-Dieu, a sort of clinic for the poor. This latter
house had existed at La Fléche from the end of the 15th Century. In 1634, Jérbme
undertook its restoration and enlargement on a larger property. As early as 1624,
efforts had been made to involve the Hospitalers of Saint Augustin in the project,
but without success. The house was maintained by three voluntary helpers: Anne
de Lépicier Catherine de Ribérand Anne Letendre

During the restoration work, La Dauversiére met a pious young lady, Marie de
La Ferre very involved in helping the needy. On May 18, 1636, she and Anne
Foureay her companion, came to live in this primitive hospital with the three
servants mentioned above to take care of the sick. The hospital was only a lay
institution, the five “nurses” forming an association of charitable persons who
devoted themselves to alleviating human misery.

They were not opposed to entrusting this house to qualified nurses because in
1639, the administrators and the Bishop of Angers, through the good offices of La
Dauversiere, invited the Dieppe Hospitalers to come and take charge. These nuns
expressed their willingness to do so and the bishop gave them a prescript of
approval on the first of August of that year. But they did not come.

Had Jérébme de La Dauversiére, in the meantime, changed his mind and
produced a different solution? On July 15, 1639, once again it was he who
addressed a request to Mgr. Claude de Rthel Bishop of Angers, in the name of
the administrators of the Hotel-Dieformerly the Maison-Dieu. This time he was
asking the prelate to approve consolidation of the shelter for the Poor and the
Sainte-Marguerite almshouse that had been granted by its titular bishop, Philippe
Boisricher This move guaranteed the financial future of the charitable work.

At the same time, La Dauversiere announced that the approbation of an
institute of the Daughters of Saint Joseph was on the point of being approved. The

" A hospital.
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year 1639 then can be considered as that of the establishment of the La Fléche
Hospitalers, the first of whom were the women living in the Hétel-Dieu since
1636. On December 23, 1639, the City Council definitively entrusted the house to
these women. That was the start of the “Confraternity of the Holy Family of Our
Lord Jesus-Christ under the name and intercession of glorious Saint-Joseph, the
husband of the Blessed Virgin Mary”, or more simply the Saint Joseph
Hospitalers Once their constitutions had been drawn up, revised and corrected,
Episcopal approval of the institute was granted on October 25, 1643.

It is to be noted that the Saint Joseph Hospitalers were not nuns strictly
speaking -- the Council of Trent's only authentic category for religious women --
but seculafilles,” constituted according to the example of other approved institutes
which were coming into existence in France in the same century to meet social
needs.

The second series of events concerned Montreal and needs to be supported
first of all by historically valid support from thééritables Motifs “The plan for
Montreal owed its origin to a virtuous man whom Divine Goodness was pleased to
inspire, seven or eight years ago, to work for the native people of New France,
concerning whom he had no special prior knowledg&his little book was
written at the end of 1643, when people were still waiting for the ships from New
France. “Seven or eight years ago” dates La Dauversiére’s interest in New France
back to the end of 1635 at the earliest, and to 1636 at the latest; the 1636 date is
preferable. To be inspired to work for the native people, however, does not mean
to have in mind a plan for Montreal.

In 1636, La Dauversiére could have read the J&6@i# Relationeven today,

a work of basic importance for knowledge of the nomadic native people in New
France. But, before beginning to implement the project, there was a long period of
hesitation and waiting for approbation from Fr. Francois ChayvbisuJesuit
spiritual director, living at the Jesuit college in La Fléche.

It was not before 1639 that La Dauversiére received permission to put his plans
into execution. He thereupon sent tools and provisions in 1640 to Fr. Vithent
Jesuit Superior in Quebec, while he himself was busy trying to obtain the

" Or La Fléche Hospitalers.

" Perhaps in the sense of celibate women .

' On this first history of the Filles de Saint-Joseph, see (Soeur Monttdidel-
Dieu, premier hopital de Montréal, 25-40.

> Edition Daveluy, inLa Société de Notre-Dame de Montréal p. 26 of the
published edited text.



Chapter 2The Project Initiators 17

concession to Montreal. Hence, as of 1636, La Dauversiére could have learned
much about New France from tRelations

In 1637 it was announced that there was some hope of gathering the natives
into one area and to give them religious instruction; this was something people had
not even dared to think about before this time. In 1638, it was an accomplished
fact, and in 1639 there had been some excellent results, despite the epidemic
raging among the native people that same year. La Dauversiére could have found
all this in the JesulRelations

The Jesuits, to be sure, were not totally indifferent to the island of Montreal,
certainly a very important feature of navigation on the St. Lawrence. Jesuit
missionaries would pass by the island every year on their way to and from the land
of the Hurons. It was on January 15, 1636, that the Company of New France had
decided to grant the neighboring island to the north to the Jesuits, even giving it a
name which it did not have as yet: lle Jésus. The grant occasioned a trip by
Montmagny, Governor,and Fr. Le Jeune, Jesuit Superior, to familiarize
themselves that same autumn with this concession.

The following year the Governor had Jean Nicodlatd Jean Bourdosurvey
Montreal Island. They made a detailed map which was sent to the office of the
Hundred Associatei Paris, where La Dauversiere examined and initialed it. All
this is relevant to the initial preparations of the Montreal project.

Jérbme de La Dauversiére was not a rich man, despite the opinion the Jesuits
in Quebec had of him. However, he had a rich friend who undertook to be the
financier for his numerous works. He was Pierre Chevrier, Baron de Fancamp, a
young gentleman who admired La Dauversiere’'s charity. He is said to be of
Norman origin, but that is about all we know about him.

In 1634, Chevrier was already in La Fleche, living with La Dauversiére and
contributing a 1,00Qivres to some transaction. Born during the first decade of the
century, he died in the final decade. He may have been introduced to La
Dauversiere by Fr. Chauveathe latter’s spiritual director. In 1636 Chevrier had
made two loans to La Dauversiere for a total of 14]44fes.

The following year, Chevrier bought a house which he gave to the Maison-
Dieu which his friend La Dauversiere had been looking after. He was known to be
preparing to send tools and provisions for Montreal in 1640, and was probably
contributing to the project. Chevrier accompanied La Dauversiére on his first
voyage to Dauphiné that same year.

It was to both of them conjointly that Montreal Island was granted on
December 17, 1640. Chevrier was present at the departure of the first expedition to
Montreal from La Rochelle in 1641. He held part of the Hotel-Dieu foundation
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fund in 1648 and his part is the one that brought in revenue from the fund most
regularly. He became a priest in 1652 and assisted the dying De La Dauversiéere.
Chevrier continued to be actively involved in the development of Montreal by the
solicitude he had for the Hospitalers and by several donations and presents. One of
the presents was a statue of the Virgin Mary, given to Marguerite Bourgeois in
1672, and a bell for the parish in 1683. He died at an advanced age some time after
May 30, 1690.

Here then are the two men who were the well documented initiators of the
Ville-Marie colony. It is difficult to explain the main reason for their “obsession”
with Montreal. For one thing, the JedR#lationsdid not contain much mention of
this island at the time. For another, there were no native people living on it, or
anywhere else on the entire canoe route traveled between Trois-Rivieres and Long-
Saulf. It was strictly a “no man’s land” that the Algonquins, who were attacked
periodically now and then by the Mohawks, traversed “on the run”. The two tribes
were irreconcilable and traditional enemies.

Montreal Island offered no military advantage to the French on the St.
Lawrence, and none against the other Européatisat part of the continent, since
those nations were not as yet a threat to the French. In the later wars with the
Europeans, the island was the area most exposed to attack, and it was the first to
fall. Neither was it of any advantage against hostile natives: on the contrary, a
French colony on the island weakened the defense of Trois-Riviéres, making that
post an even better target. Military considerations, however, exerted no influence
on the thinking of La Dauversiére and Chevrier nor did the economic. In this
respect, lle d’Orléans, unoccupied and more accessible, and just down-river from
Quebec, would seem to present much greater advantages over Ile de Montréal.

Hence, a final possible motive remains to be considered and it is constantly
mentioned by the sources: the apostolic motive. The Jslationsshow that the
nomadic Montagnais of Trois-Riviéres, Quebec, and Tadoussac, were beginning to
come together and settle at Sillery, near Quebeaddition to the Montagnais,
there was also a nomadic population base made up of Algonquins, sometimes
visited by the Jesuits on their trips westward to the Hurons. Thus far, however, the
Jesuits had not worked much with these Algonquins.

*Ibid., 103-108.

" Long-Sault or Long-Saut; on the Ottawa River, some 50 kilometers west of
Montreal.
" Mainly English and Dutch.
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The Algonquins, as nomadic as the Montagnais, inhabited the shores of the
Ottawa, called the Riviére des Prairies at that time. They were composed of seven
bands: the Onontchataronomisiroquets living in eastern Ontario between the St.
Lawrence and the Ottawa, the Ouaouechkairamishe Algonquin Little Nation
whom travelers encountered on their way up the river, the Kichesipoimis
Allumette Island, the Kinounchesipirinjswhose name is preserved in the
Kinonche River, the Mataouchkairinipadawaska), the Sagahiganirirasd the
SagnitaouigamasThe existence of these nomadic bands was already known
through theRelations and Fr. Le Jeune mentions every one of them by name in the
1640Relations’

We are not speaking here of the hinterland farther west, where several
Algonquin-speaking bands had already been noticed, nor about the Algonquins
living on Lake Huron, beginning with the NipissiriniankLake Nipissing. These
western Algonquins were prevented at that time from coming down to the French
by the jealous hostility of the Kichesipirinaf Allumette Island At that time
precisely, the Jesuits of the Huron mission were beginning the evangelization of
these Algonquins, thanks to some new missionaries who knew the Algonquin
language. It was hoped that these natives also would settle down at Montreal,
without excluding the Hurons. There we have the essential reasons for the
attachment which Le Royer de La Dauversiére and Pierre Chevrier showed for
Montreal.

From their European location, the two founders of the Montreal project did not
as yet see the difficulties of the enterprise they were planning, nor were they able
to calculate the real cost in terms of financing and physical dangers. But, they did
have a lively awareness of the apostolic advantage Montreal’s location presented:
the possibility of gathering together all these hunters who were continually chasing
game, of forming them into a stable aaidilized Christian community, and of
turning this island -- fertile and abounding in game -- into the kind of native
society the Jesuits had begun at Sillerythe Montagnais.

*k%k

" On today’s Ottawa River near Pembroke, Ontario.

* 1640 Relationl 129-130. For references to tRelations we use the original
edition, indicating the part of the volume and the page, which are also indicated
in later scientific editions.



Chapter 3
Acquisition of Montreal Island

The departure from France of two communities of religious women for New
France in 1639 had significant repercussions. This was the first time that women
became involved in an evangelical enterprise among non-Christians and which
presented dangers at sea which their sex was not accustomed to facing. The
cloistered life of women’s convents of that era rendered this type of expedition
inconceivable. Like all the French, La Dauversiere and Chevrier could not avoid
being impressed by what they saw. Dauversiére had expressed his desire to
participate in evangelization to Fr. Frangois Chauyve@aprofessor at the Jesuit
college in his city and his spiritual director. The Jesuit at first felt that the young
man’s aspirations were not in accord with the social standing of his family. But,
when the plan became more and more precise in the mind of this man of action, the
confessor was eventually won over. This is how Dollier expresses the permission
Chauveau gave: “Have no doubt, sir; devote yourself to it once and for all”.

The first step was obviously to acquire the ownership of Montreal Island. The
promoters knew that it belonged to Jean de Lgubenintendant of Dauphiné at
the time. Lauson had a long-lasting contact with New France and he was already
conducting the business of this colony under the vice-royalty of the Duc de
Ventadour. When the title was given back to Cardinal Richeligbrand Master,
head, and superintendent of navigation and trade in France -- in October 1626,
Lausonstayed on as the Cardinal’'s business representative for whatever concerned
New France.

Cardinal Richelieuwas really the first shareholder of the Company of the
Hundred AssociatesLausonwas not a shareholdérbut was the Company’s
Intendant as well as the Cardinal's personal representative. Meetings were held
under his presidency and in his residence. He fulfilled this function at least until
1635. After that Richeliemamed Lausons Intendant, first of all in Provence, then
in Guyenne, and then Dauphiné.

Lausondid not lose his interest in the French colony, however, and his
administration of New France, where he brought his three sons, Jean, Louis, and
Charles, shows the interest which he had always had for its development. On
January 15, 1635, he had granted his son Francois the La Citiere fief, extending

! Flenley,A History of Montreal.. 62.
? Contrary to what Jacques Monet has written inRieionnaire de biographie
canadiennel 439-441 ...
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from the Saint Francis River to the Chateauguay River, although actual possession
took place later in July 29, 1638.

On January 15, 1636, he made a request through Simon Lemaistre
attorney, for the Lauzorfief and gave it to his son Jean. The same day another
attorney, Jacques Girard de La Chausséss asking for Montreal Island but
withdrew on April 30, 1638. Jean de Laudwad no time to develop any of these
fiefs prior to 1640. The Company contested his title to Montreal in 1640. The
Lauzon fief was later the object of a similar dispute, but he managed to retain it,
but the La Citieravould be abolished as a fief in 1663.

When he became Governor in 1651, Jean de Laasdnhis sons showed
courage and initiative, despite the Iroquois blockade. Dollier de Casson would
attack Lauson’sreputation and would be the principal source of Laisson
unfavorable place in history. Be that as it may, Lausas the man whom the
Founders of Montreal had to approach.

La Dauversiére’s ardor impelled him to act quickly. If he had been able to do
so, he would have sent his first team to New France in 1640. Chevrier de Fancamp
had bought some tools and provisions for the trip. It was certainly in the first
months of that year that La Dauversiére and his associate Chevrier made the trip to
Vienne in Dauphiné. They arrived there, unknown and without any authorization,
promoting a difficult and questionable project. They met with refusal even from
Lauson, a man who was as devout and open-hearted towards apostolic enterprises
as they were

The two travelers returned to La Fléche, but without admitting defeat. Chevrier
kept himself busy sending the packages that had already been prepared, to Fr.
Barthélemi Vimont the Jesuit Superior at Quebec. Vimdmd not yet heard
anything about their plan, and he was astonished by their confidence in him when
the packages suddenly arrived. La Dauversiére took the road to Paris to ask for Fr.
Charles Lalemant’s interventiorAs Jesuit Procurator in Paris for the Canadian
mission, Lalemant had been visiting Lausimce his first return to France in 1626
and had strengthened his friendship with Lausioce the mission’s restoration in
1632.

Charles Lalemardeems to have been delighted with La Dauversiére’s project
and gladly consented to making a trip to Dauphiné with him. The trip was a
success. De Lausamgreed to divest himself of Montreal Island in favor of La

" The French hasrét-nom
" The year New France was returned to France.
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Dauversiere and Chevrier, who had given power of attorney to his friend. The
contract was signed at Vienne on August 7, 1640.

Contrary to what has often been shitljs was a gift, pure and simple, not a
sale. We only need to be able to read to learn:

“who willingly, purely, simply and of his free will has given and transferred purely

and simply, without any exception or withholding anything or making any

reservations, to Pierre Chevrier, knight Sieur de Fouancan, and to Jérébme Royer, Sieur
de la Dauversiére residing in the city of La Fléeche in Anjothat is to say, the island

of Montreal, situated in New France, on the Saint Lawrence River above Lac Saint-

Pierre, just as it was given and conceded by the Gentlemen of the Company of New

France.”

The suggestion that it was a sale can only be due to malice or ignorance,
because a concession that did not cost a cent in the French colony had no
marketable value other than that of the work that might have been done on it. But,
Jean Lausohad not done any work on it.

It was the entire Island of Montreal that Laus@d just given away. When La
Dauversiere showed this document to the Company of New France the following
December, they refused to honor it, saying that it was invalid because Lzadon
not performed any of a vassal's duties at the seigneury and therefore did not have
the right to dispose of it.

The Company could therefore exercise its right of repossession and it did so. It
was not opposed to the project as it was being promoted; it simply wanted to make
the concession under its own conditions. A first Deed, which has now disappeared,
no doubt did not suit La Dauversiére. The Company then drew up a second Deed
on December 17, 1640/e need to pause briefly to consider the juridical status of
Montreal in the context of the whole region of New France.

This time around, it was not the whole island that was being given away, but:

“... alarge part of the island of Montreal situated on the Saint Lawrence River between

Lac Saint-Pierre and Lac Saint-Louis, to be the said part of the island at the point

which looks to the north-east and continues towards the south-west up the Montreal

mountain, which gave its name to this island, and on this side of that mountain, four
more French leagues or so and up to the mouth of the little stream which is on that
island at the said location of the same four leagues or so, and empties into the channel

® Modern copy in the Baby Collection, Université de Montréal, cote B2/1
microfilm 947.

* Some have even given the price -- 150,000 livres tournois -- demanded by
Lauson. (see the article by Monet in DCEI39).

® FréchetteEdits, Ordonnances Royaux, pp. 21-24.
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separating the island of Montreal from another island called I'lle de Jésus; the rest of
the said island to be taken from the mouth of the said stream to its source, which is
towards the south-west, is reserved to the said company. From the mouth of this
stream a line will be drawn as far as the other shore of the same island which is on the
aforementioned Lac Saint-Louis as it is already drawn on the map and plan of the said
island, which was sent from New France by Monsieur de Montmaleysovernor of

the said country, which plan was signed by the directors of the said Company and by

the said Sieur La Dauversiere at that place, to determine the boundaries of the present

concession and to be kept in the hands of the Company’s secretary for future reference
if the need should arise.”

The little stream serving as a boundary to the north-west might well have been
the Saraguay River. From its mouth a straight line crossing the whole island
between the Riviére des Prairies and Lac Saint-Louis forms the boundary between
the Montreal concession and the preserve at the end of the island. We do not know
why this preserve was made; perhaps this western end of Montreal Island
commanding both Lac Saint-Louis and the entrance to the Riviére des Prairies
could have become useful for the protection of trade. The other details contained in
this quotation clearly prove that it was not some unknown territory that the
Company were giving away, and that the grant had been made after much
discussion and reflection.

In any event, to compensate for this retention for itself of this part of Montreal
Island, the Company showed its great generosity:

“Besides, an area of land six milagide along the Saint Lawrence River and eighteen

miles’ in depth on the same lands starting from the north shore on the same side where

the Assumption River empties into the Saint Lawrence River; it is to begin at a

boundary which will be determined on the same shore for a distance of two leagues

from the mouth of the said Assumption River, the remainder of the said two leagues of
frontage to start by heading down to the Saint Lawrence River.”

Sieurs de La Dauversiere and Chevrier certainly did not need this extension at
that time, but one day it would be very useful for the Sulpicians and it was actually
to become the seigneurie de Saint-Sulpice, which starts two leagues from the
mouth of the Assumption River and extends downwards on the shore for two
leagues of frontage. It is thus the earliest concession above the Jesuit fief at Trois-
Rivieres on the north shore of the Saint Lawrence River.

Faillon seemed to have had some difficulty in admitting that the seigneurie of
Montreal had been a vassal of the Company of New France. However there is no

" Two leagues.
Six leagues.
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other way in which the wording of the documents can be interpreted, since they
have the same wording that we find in other concessions of fiefs:

“To be enjoyed by Sieurs Chevrier and Le Royer {La Dauversiere}, their successors,
and their heirs, of those things granted to them above in full ownership, justice and as
a perpetual seignory, as it has pleased his Majesty to give the land to the Company ...
and to hold these possessions in homage and trust, which the aforesaid Sieurs Chevrier
and Le Royer, their successors or their heirs are bound to bring to Fort SaintALouis
Quebec, in New France, or some other place which might be designated by the said
Company. They will be obliged to declare, at every change of owner, this trust and
homage and to pay with one ounce of gold, on which the image of New France is
engraved as imprinted on the seal which the Company uses on its correspondence,
over and above those duties and rents which can come due for this kind of fief;
likewise to furnish their consent and census, and all this according to and in
conformity with the provostship and the vicountship of Paris, which the Company
intends to be observed and preserved by the whole of New France.”
This dependence appears again on the juridical level:
“And the offices and titles of judges who will be appointed by the said Sieurs Chevrier
and La Dauversiérgtheir successors or heirs, in the places presently conceded, will be
clearly under the jurisdiction of parliament or the sovereign court which will be
established later in the name of the said Company in Quebec or elsewhere in New
France. In the meantime the said titles will be issued before the Governor of Quebec to
be recognized as sovereign following the commissions of the King and of
Monseigneur le Cardinal-duc-de Richelieu
Justice is a royal prerogative. Even though high, middle, and low seigniorial
justice was granted fully in the fief to Chevrier and La Dauversi@gpeals for
the time being would come under the governor who was invested by the King
because of his commission, or if such should be the case, under the parliament or
the sovereign court which will be created in the colony. Even in France, the
Company of New France was not under the jurisdiction of the parliaments, but
immediately under the Royal Council.
It was on the military level that the seignory was principally a dependent. The
Company of New France had the right to have a citadel; a rare privilege, since it is
the essence of royal power, which could not be conferred on subjects:

® There would be no judges appointed in Montreal during Maisonneuve'’s
government. The latter always retained as his personal power, even on the
judicial level, the seigniorial authority that is here invested in Chevrier and Le
Royer.

" The French text has Fancamp.
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“... that is why the Company does not intend whatsoever that the said Sieurs Cheuvrier,

La Dauversiére, their successors, or heirs or others, who may come over to New

France to become occupants of the places conceded them, can build any fortress or

citadel there.”

“Nevertheless, they will be able to entrench or fortify themselves to the extent that this

iS necessary to protect themselves, but only from raids by the natives. The Company

however reserves to itself the right to build forts or citadels, if and when it judges this
to be fitting in future, to house its captains and officers. In such a case, and from the
first request and summons which will be made to the Sieurs Chevrier and La

Dauversiére, or their successors or heirs, they will be obliged to allow the Company to

have the said forts or citadels built and erected in such a place, on the aforesaid island,

and the said expanse of land on the said St. Lawrence River, as the Company shall see
fit, either on the shores of the said island or places adjacent to the said river, or in the
interior of the said island, even on the said mountain of Montreal, if the Company so
approves. And for that reason they will be bound to give the officers of the said
company as much land as may be needed for the said forts and for the food that will be
needed by those who settle there for its preservation.”

“Furthermore, in case it should be advisable to build the said forts on some lands

which might have been cleared, their owners will be reimbursed by the said

Company.”

Richeliey who was the head of the Company, had the full authority of a
viceroy as Grand Master and Superintendent of Navigation and Trade; he had good
reasons at that time for abolishing the feudal offices of Constable and Admiral to
reserve the powers for himself.

A customary clause for these kinds of Deeds, i.e., those which deal with the
obligation to populate the fief, says:

“To begin to develop the lands that have been granted to them above, Sieurs Chevrier

and La Dauversiére are obliged to bring over a number of people to New France on the

next crossing made by the Company; they are to provide the provisions needed for
nourishment and to continue to do so, year by year, so that the said lands may not
remain uninhabited, and in this way the colony can be increased in its numbers.”

“And, so that the Company may be assured of the energetic attention that they are

devoting to this task, and that this may serve as quittance for those whom it has to send

over for the colony, the said Sieurs Chevrier, La Dauversiéere, or others who will bring

the people to the port of embarkation in such numbers as the Company will be pleased
to welcome them, will be bound to put the lists into the hands of the secretary of the

said company, all in conformity with the regulations of the said company.”

One very interesting clause of this Act is the following: “with the permission
to fish and to sail on the St. Lawrence and on the other lakes of New France, apart
from those which have been granted as private property to others”. Jérébme
Lalemant, Jesuit superiorwould wonder in 1647 if he had the right to grant
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fishing rights on the St. Lawrence River to his tenants. It was explicitly granted to

him in 1651. If he had been aware of the concession of Montreal, his doubt would
have been well founded. We have no knowledge of any reserved navigation or
fishing rights on the river or on important lakes except for the waterways or lakes

contained within the boundaries of particular fiefs.

Fishing and navigation on the river were the general rights of the people who
lived on the shorelines. Moreover, the seigneurs of Montreal could not restrict
these rights for the others:

“The Company intends that the present concession may not move to be prejudiced to

the freedom of navigation, which is to be common to the inhabitants of New France

and on all the places conceded above. And to this end let there be a great royal road of
twenty fathoms wide all around the said island, from the shore right up to the lands,
and an equal distance on the Saint-Lawrence River from the shore of this river to the
lands that have been granted. All this is to help navigation and travelling that is done
on land.”

Hence, here is a restriction which is unique to Montreal and flows from its
particular character:

“Neither the Sieurs Chevrier and La Dauversiére nor their successors or heirs will be

able to make any concession or transference in whole or in part of the things conceded

above for the profit of those who are already living on the lands, either in Quebec or

Trois-Rivieres or elsewhere in New France, but only to those who clearly express their

desire to go there, so that the colony may be increased by their arrival.”

This regulation was not observed nor was it enforced. The first person to do
some considerable clearing on the island was Jamet Bourguignenof the
Habitants of Quebec, and the first concessionaire of a piece of land was another
Habitant, Pierre Gadaig he following prohibition, concerned with trade, affected
all the seigneurs and it contained, at the same time, one of the best descriptions of
the privileges of the Habitants which the people of Montreal enjoyed along with
the rest:

“Besides, neither Sieurs Chevrier and La Dauversiére, their successors or heirs,
nor anyone else who comes over to this country to join them to cultivate or to live
on the land will be able to trade in furs and hides with the natives or others in any
manner whatever, except for their own use and for their personal needs only, after
which use, they will be bound to return them to the representative of the said
Company; and all this under pain of confiscation and a fine which will be
determined by the Governor against those who violate these conditions.”

This was a consequence of the fur trade monopoly, reserved in perpetuity for
the financing of the colony, and mentioning the privileges of the Habitants --
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which those people of Montreal would possess like the others -- in the Company’s
charter.

The vassal status of Montreal is once more underlined by this communication
of a privilege belonging to the seigniorial Company:

“And in case the said Sieurs Chevrier and La Dauversiére wish to bring to the said

lands that have been granted some more honorable name or title, the Company will

have letters sent to them so that these letters may be presented to Cardinal duc de

Richeliey Peer of France, Grand Master, head and superintendent-general of

navigation and trade in the kingdom, and on their presentation to obtain the

confirmation of His Majesty, following the edict of the Company, without this being
able to detract from the rights and duties reserved by the present concession.”

Finally, the Company pronounced a formal annulment of the contract signed
with Jean de Lausomn August 7, 1640, and it enjoined on Governor de
Montmagnyto limit the boundaries of the seignory and to put its beneficiaries in
possession of it, sending the official reports of this ceremony to the office in Paris.

Two glaring omissions will be noticed in this document -- that of Giieal
that of the Society of Notre-Dame-de-Montréal. We have already expressed our
thoughts about the former. Later on we shall examine the Montreal Society’s
foundation, which at this time had not yet been funded, despite what some people
have said and keep repeating. The only legal owners of Montreal Island in this Act
-- and for many years to come -- are Pierre Chevrier Baron de Fancamp and
Jérébme Le Royer de La Dauversiere. The result of all this is that the Act of
concession of Montreal is one of the most studied and the best of its kind that has
yet been drawn up.

From all that precedes it is very evident that the two seigneurs of Montreal
were vassals of the Company of New France by the same title as were the
seigneurs of Beauporthe associate seigneurs of Beaupré, or the Jesuits at Notre-
Dame-des-AngesThey were vassals by a particular, nominal and conjoined title,
and not in any way like a community -- by a contract of association. For a long
time this Act of concession would remain the sole legal title to the possession of
the island of Montreal explicitly in the names of La Dauversiére and Chevrier.

There would be some talk of royal confirmation, but no authentic document
can be produced. We have already ruled out an alleged “Plan of Montreal” which
is claimed to have been presented to the Hundred Assoeciaitbg time of the
concession. There remains no trace whatever of any document that says anything
about La Dauversiére's apostolic intentions. The area of competence for the
Company of New France remained colonization; it did not engage directly in
evangelization. *xk



Chapter 4
Two Important Auxiliaries

La Dauversiére and Chevrier, having been provided with land in New France,
now needed some leaders to head up their expedition. There was no question of
their setting out personally, especially since they were needed in France to manage
the affairs of the enterprise, and these would turn out to be more burdensome than
they had expected. Fortunately, they found two persons who presented themselves
in the nick of time and in an unexpected manner.

What was needed first of all was an officer to lead the expedition. Once again
it was the Jesuit, Charles Lalemawntjo found one in the person of Paul de
Chomedey Sieur de Maisonneuve. Born at Neuville-sur-Vanne, February 13,
1612, Maisonneuve was the son of an ancient and noble Champagne family. As it
befitted a young nobleman, he was sent to the army at the age of thirteen and
served the King in Holland. One day, in the home of one of his friends’ lawyers he
happened to read a Jesielation in which it was mentioned that Charles
Lalemanthad returned from New France in 1638. He arranged a visit to offer his
services, as a soldier in the new country, for the defense of the missionaries and
their converts.

The Jesuit, who had recently returned from Vienne where he had accompanied
La Dauversiére, listened to him with interest but without making any sort of
commitment. When La Dauversiére, the energetic gentleman from La Fléche,
returned and asked Lalemant whether he knew of any nobleman capable of leading
the expedition that was expected to set sail in 1641, the priest mentioned
Maisonneuve and gave La Dauversiere the name of the inn where he was staying.

La Dauversiére went there for a meal, during which he brought up the subject
of Montreal with Maisonneuve and some other people. The military man showed a
keen interest, then went to speak to La Dauversiére in private and offered himself
and his money without asking for anything except to serve God and the King in his
profession, that of arms.

Thus, a commandant was found, and Maisonneuve cooperated with La
Dauversiere and Chevrier to train a contingent of hired men. There was no need of
outfitting a fleet because The Hundred Associates their own fleet and offered
passage to thirty men and thirty large casks of cargo free on board. Any excess
cargo would be carried at the expense of the island’s seigneurs, along with the
wages, the tools, and the provisions for the next year. The passengers were
expected to embark at La Rochelle, from where two of the ships were leaving, and
at Dieppe where there was only one ship.
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La Dauversiere recruited some men from around La Fléche and La Rochelle
and someone very likely did the same in Normandy for those who were to sail
from there. Chevrier and La Dauversiéere, as Seigneurs of Montreal -- they had no
other title --gave Maisonneuve his mission. But Providence had in reserve another
even more unexpected recruit, and one who was just as valuable: Jeanne Mance.
We now speak of her at greater length.

Jeanne Mance was baptized at Langmethe church of Saints Peter and Paul,
November 12, 1606. She was born into a family that was firmly established among
the gentlemen merchants society, that of Charles Mance, the Procurator for the
tribunal of Langres, and of Catherine Emonrmg wife. The second daughter of
parents who had four more daughters and six sons, Jeanne received an excellent
Christian education at a time when the Faith was undisputed and piety was very
much alive among the Catholic middle class.

Moreover, in general, religion was the foremost social value. Jeanne’s personal
piety prompted her to make a vow of chastaythe age of six or seven. At the age
of seventeen, she lost her mother and so stayed with her sister to manage a
household of twelve chil