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Abstract
This study closely examines three judicial trials from the sénéchausée of Ville-Marie: the 1678
case against Anne Lamarque for breaking tavern laws, another trial involving Anne Lamarque in
1682 in which she was accused of adultery, abortion, and witchcraft, and the 1689 case of
Madeleine LeBlanc which started as a complaint against her employers for torturing her, but
became an investigation against Jean Boudor and Réné Godefroy for blasphemy. The original
intent of this study was to examine certain cases from the 1680s which were unresolved; why
did the court of Montréal appear so ineffective in cases involving witchcraft and blasphemy
accusations? How did this failure to prosecute those who were accused of these crimes
contribute to the royalization of Ville Marie’s courts in 16937 In attempting to answer these
questions, | pursued not only a deep inquiry of the cases themselves, but an extensive network
analysis of the individuals involved in these trials, expecting to find individuals who have been
conventionally linked to the early history of Ville-Marie — merchants, missionaries, filles du roi.
What | actually found was a large colonial population with families that were well-established
in New France, who were second or third generation colonists in the Saint-Lawrence river
valley, and whose ancestors had oftentimes migrated from France as a part of large family
networks. These networks feature prominent women who played a role in forging strong inter-
family kin networks, and many were protestant in origin. In fact, the protestant origins of many
of these networks far outweighs the evidence for Huguenot colonization of New France
presented in past historiography. This study uses these three specific trials as a window into
the power held by Huguenot family networks, the women within these networks, and the root

causes of the failure to prosecute sacred crimes in the Ville-Marie court.
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Chapter 1 S. Pettigrew

Chapter 1:

Introduction

In August of 1658, Pierre Gadois and Marie Pontonnier were married. Pierre’s father,
also named Pierre Gadois, migrated to New France from St-Martin-d’Igé in Perche,
France, as early as 1636. The family first resided in the Québec region before moving to
Montréal island in 1646 or 1647, where Pierre the elder became the area’s first French
farmer. Pierre the younger, born in 1634, trained as a gunsmith.! Marie Pontonnier’s
background, in contrast, is somewhat less clear; she first appears in the records of New
France when she married Gadois, so it is likely that she arrived in the area not long
beforehand. Born in 1643 in Anjou, she would have been 14 when she married the 26-
year-old Gadois. Age difference notwithstanding, all external appearances indicated
the marriage would be productive: Gadois was successful in his trade and had a large
extended kin network on which he could depend for support, which was especially
critical for a young wife who had just arrived in the colony without any such ties. If
anything happened to Pierre, Marie would very likely have had enough support within

the family to see her through, an important consideration in Ville-Marie, with all the

! peter Moogk, “Gadois, Pierre,” Dictionary of Canadian Biography (DCB); Jean-Jacques Lefebvre,
“Gadoys, Pierre,” DCB; Marcel Trudel, Catalogue des Immigrants 1632-1662 (Montréal: Hurtubise, 1983),
55.
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challenges and uncertainties of a recently founded colonial town, including,
Haudenosaunee raids.?

Despite the auspicious signs, the marriage only lasted for three years. In August
of 1660, the newly-arrived bishop of New France, Francois de Laval, annulled the
marriage due to “I'impuissance perpetuelle causée par maléfice.”? The reputed cause
of Gadois’s impotence was said to be the 32-year old Réné Besnard. Besnard arrived in
Ville-Marie in 1653 along with approximately 100 other settlers who Paul de
Chomedey, governor of the island, recruited to better secure the area against
Haudenosaunee raids. Besnard’s title on his immigration record is “corporal of the
garrison.”* He was accused of having impeded the marriage of Gadois and Pontonnier
using a magic spell referred to as “nouement a I'aiguillette.” The preamble to the
interrogation named Gadois and Pontonnier as the accusers, but two other women are
also named as accusers on the complaint. Jeanne Godard, wife of Simon Roy, a
habitant, and Marie Bédard, wife of Honoré Danys, a carpenter, both accused Besnard
of “infringing on their honour.”> However, the interrogation focuses almost entirely on
the accusation involving the use of magic to render Gadois impotent, and it is unclear if

the complaint came directly from the newlyweds themselves, or if the court is dealing

with a series of complaints arising from the community. The nouement involved

2 The Gadois family were a part of the Perche immigration group and were likely recruited to settle in
Québec by Robert Giffart. (See references in chapter 2).

3 “Annulation de marriage," Pierre Gadois et Marie Pontonnier. Programme de recherche en
démographie historique (PRDH), https://www.prdh-igd.com/.

4 PRDH; Roland J. Auger, La Grande recrue de 1653 (Montréal: Société Généalogique Canadienne-
Francaise, 1955), 10.

5> “Interrogation de Réné Besnard dit Bourjoly," 1658-11-02. Bibliothéque et Archives Nationales Québec
(BANQ): Vieux-Montréal, Fond bailliage de Montréal 1664-1693. TL2-01-0017.
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chanting an incantation over a piece of string while tying it in knots. If performed
during the wedding ceremony of a rival, the spell reputedly rendered him impotent and
therefore unable to consummate the marriage, thus the reference to “impotence due
to malefice” on the marriage annulment. This particular spell was so widespread, and
so feared, in early modern France, that some young couples would purposely marry in
secret in an attempt to avoid it. They might get married at night or in the middle of the
woods to avoid potential rivals and the danger of magically-induced impotence.® Ville-
Marie’s first court officials, including Charles D’Ailleboust, its first judge, Beigne Basset,
its greffier or clerk who almost certainly took down the written record which has been
preserved to this day, and Paul de Chomedey, the governor, took Besnard in for
questioning in 1658, but never formally charged him with witchcraft; instead, Besnard
left Ville-Marie and later appeared in Trois-Rivieres, where he married a widow, Marie
Sedilot, and had six children. Gadois and Pontonnier also remarried; Gadois had
fourteen children in his subsequent marriage, while Pontonnier had eleven.’
Historians have frequently related this colourful incident in their histories of
Ville-Marie and New France, but as a descriptive flourish about witchcraft rather than
as an incident that might offer insights into the colony’s lived experience. So what
might it tell us about the history of New France and the French Atlantic? Historians

have itemized cases of witchcraft in New France and the Besnard case is mentioned

6 Kevin Robbins, "Magical Emasculation, Popular Anticlericalism, and the Limits of the Reformation in
Western France circa 1590,” Journal of Social History 31, no. 1 (October 1997): 70. Natalie Zemon Davis
examines a similar case of magically-imposed impotence in The Return of Martin Guerre (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1983).

7 PRDH.
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quite often; even Pierre Gadois’s entry in the Dictionary of Canadian Biography opens
with the descriptive (and rather evocative) identifiers of “Montreal Island farmer,
armourer, gunsmith, witchcraft victim.”® But historians offer little, if any, analysis
focusing on the links between a case like that of Gadois-Pontonnier and witchcraft
beliefs in early modern France, where the nouement a I'aiguillette was often associated
with anti-clerical sentiment. Does it matter, for example, that in 1658 the Sulpicians
took over administration of Ville-Marie from the Société de Notre Dame?°

Initially, | intended this study to be a series of microhistories using four
witchcraft cases from the 1680s in Ville-Marie and positioning them within a
transatlantic context of witchcraft rather than just a North American one. When
historians write about witchcraft cases in New France, they almost always discount
their relevance for understanding the socio-economic context of the colony by noting
that there were far fewer cases than in Salem Village, Massachusetts, where, it is
implied, the real story of witchcraft occurred.’® Thus, | began this study, in part, as a
qualification of the scholarship on witchcraft in New France. Using microhistory
methodologies, including reconstituting the families and social network of the

individuals involved in the cases, | anticipated that theses cases would open windows

& peter Moogk, “Gadois, Pierre,” DCB.

% See Robbins, “Magical Emasculation,” John A. Dickinson, “The Sulpicians in Canada,” in The Sulpicians of
Montreal: a History of Power and Discretion, 1657-2007, eds. Dominique Deslandres, John A. Dickinson,
Ollivier Hubert, trans. Steven Watt (Montréal: Wilson & Lafleur Ltée, 2013), 33-87.

10 Even Puritan New England accepted magical practices and rituals to a certain extent. Folk magic made
its way across the Atlantic to both the English and French colonies, as it served many purposes —from
finding lost objects to curing simple ailments. Magic came into conflict with the law when it caused
disruption to the community, was meant to cause harm, or was an element of “ecclesiastical magic,” the
forms of ritual practiced by Catholics and abhorred by Protestants. See Richard Goodbeer, The Devil’s
Dominion: Magic and Ritual in Early New England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 17-18,
27-30.
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onto aspects of the social life of seventeenth-century Ville-Marie that often only
appear in moments of social upheaval of the sort that a witchcraft legal case can
expose: social divisions, the fears of living in a frontier community, and the success of
the colonial state in addressing and quelling those fears.

In working through the trials, | came to focus on three individuals involved in
three different cases. The first individual is Anne Lamarque, a tavern keeper, against
whom the court brought charges in 1678 and again in 1682, with the latter case being
the historically prominent one in which witchcraft was one of the accusations leveled
against her. The other individual, Jean Boudor, was charged with blasphemy, and, at
the same time, charged his stepson with torture of a servant. The archival record on
these cases is substantial, particularly the 1682 case against Anne Lamarque in which
33 witnesses testified, and the social contexts — a businesswoman, tavern culture, the
place of carnival in the seasonal culture of New France, and charges of torture —
promised to make engaging microhistories. What | did not expect to find were large
networks of Huguenots, within which both Anne Lamarque and Jean Boudor were
embedded, which significantly widened the focus of the study and challenges accepted
understandings about seventeenth-century Montréal and New France, more generally.

In qualifying, if not directly challenging, significant bodies of scholarship about
New France, | am also aware of how much this study benefits from the
historiographical shifts of the last half century, most particularly, the important trans-,
cis-, and circum-Atlantic dynamics that Atlantic history emphasizes, the new

methodologies of social and cultural history that make microhistories possible, and the
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new online resources, such as the Programme de Recherche en Démographie
Historique (PRDH) that made it possible to reconstruct Huguenot networks.
Scholarship is collaborative, and the challenges that this study poses to older
scholarship on witchcraft and Huguenots in New France does not detract from the fact
that it also benefitted from those earlier studies and their interpretation.

Scholars of New France began taking an interest in colonial witchcraft cases in
the late nineteenth century. While both Québec and Acadie have a rich folklore of
witchcraft and supernatural beliefs, the creation and exploration of archival
repositories revealed existing judicial records of witchcraft trials which had occurred
under the French regime. The earliest attempts to catalogue witchcraft cases in New
France can be found in the Bulletin des Recherches Historiques (BRH), launched in 1895
to be the official publication arm of the Québec archives. The archival projects of the
province were largely influenced by the Québec Nationalist movement at the time,
which, in turn, were influenced by the Catholic church and prominent ultramontane
clerics like Lionel Groulx.! Their influence has had far-reaching consequences, one of
which has been to marginalize, if not ignore, archival evidence of religious non-
conformity in New France; mentioning the odd Huguenot, for example, only
emphasized their irrelevance to the broader history of New France. In 1933, E. Z.
Massicotte published the first article in the BRH describing the Besnard case, part of a

larger work focusing on witchcraft cases in the Ville-Marie judicial archives. He also

11 See chapter 14 of Marcel Trudel, Mythes et Réalités dans I’histoire du Québec (Montréal: Hurtubise,
2001).
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includes a short description of the Anne Lamarque case from 1682 and the case against
Charles Havard in 1742. Most subsequent works which mention these cases, cite
Massicotte rather than the archival record.'? Nearly twenty years later, another
scholar, Fernand Lefebvre, took up the issue of witchcraft in the BRH, focusing on the
nouement a I'aiguillette case of René Besnard, but analyzing it as a psychologist might.
He considered Gadois’s three-years of impotence as a psychosomatic response to
witchcraft; Gadois, Lefebvre argued, thought himself rendered impotent by malefice,
therefore he found himself impotent.!3

Discussions of witchcraft trials in New France generally include a passing
comparison to Salem, Massachusetts, where an intense period of witch hunting started
in February 1692 and ended in May 1693, resulting in accusations against
approximately 200 people and the execution of nineteen. The Salem witch trials are a
cultural touchstone in North American history, and have become the standard by which
we judge other North American witchcraft trials, including those of New France.'* W. J.
Eccles, in Canada under Louis XIV, 1663-1701 (1964) is dismissive of witchcraft in New
France; while he acknowledges beliefs in witchcraft and the supernatural in New
France, his closing words discourage any further enquiry:

Nothing ever occurred in New France to compare with the wave of witchcraft

hysteria that swept through New England in the 1690’s and died out only after

12 E 7. Massicotte, “Sacrilege, magie et sorcellerie,” Bulletin des Recherches Historiques 39, no. 8 (ao(t
1933): 452-456.

13 Fernand Lefebvre, “Notes sur la sorcellerie en la Nouvelle-France,” Bulletin des Recherches Historiques
58 (octobre 1952): 172.

14 Mary Beth Norton, In the Devil’s Snare: The Salem Witchcraft Crisis of 1692 (New York: Vintage Books,
2002), 7.
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nineteen men and women had been tried, found guilty of being in league with

the devil, and hanged. [...] All in all, despite the frequent complaints of the

clergy concerning morals, there is no evidence to indicate that the Canadian
people were skeptical in matters of religion.®

In France in America, Eccles again touches the topic of witchcraft when he
references the case of Pierre Gadois and René Besnard, but without mentioning any
names, and again invoked the comparison to Salem, stating that New France never
experienced the terror of New England. This time, however, he makes an interesting
comparison between the legal systems of both colonies: “Fortunately, in New France,
unlike in New England, anyone suspected of sorcery or witchcraft was not left to the
mercy of a credulous jury. Instead the charge had to be thoroughly investigated and
convincing evidence produced before the courts could convict.”!® This offhanded
reference to the differences in legal systems hints at the need to understand the
broader sociopolitical contexts of witchcraft, rather than to engage in problematic
comparisons, but neither Eccles nor other scholars pursued this insight.

Marcel Trudel also mentions witchcraft in his diverse historical works. Born and
raised in Québec, Trudel intentionally set out to correct what he saw as deficiencies in
the national history of New France. In a chapter on “religious life” in his classic
textbook, Introduction to New France (1968), he discusses the strictness of religious

observance as being so rigorously enforced in New France that “superstition eventually

15W.J. Eccles, Canada Under Louis XIV, 1663-1701 (Toronto: McLelland & Stewart, 1964), 229-230.
16 W.J. Eccles, France in America rev ed (Markham: Fitzhenry & Whiteside, 1990), 144-145.
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became intermingled with religion. Not only did the religious rites themselves take on
the values of religion, but sometimes the mysterious forces of nature became
manifestations of the Divine.”!” He cites the case of Pierre Gadois but without analysis;
he simply uses it as an example of witchcraft intermingling with religious practice in
New France. He cites the same case in his 1974 study, Montréal: La formation d’une
société, 1642-1663, in his discussion of early marriages in Montréal. Noting the
monopoly held by religious institutions over Montréal, Trudel opined that a society
with such a strong moral mentality as New France often has a tendency to produce,
either in compensation or in reaction, a parallel religious expression, usually witchcraft,
an oblique reference to what happened in New England. That pronounced reaction,
however, did not seem to be the case in Montréal, but he leaves the question of why it
remained unexamined.8

Researching and writing in the same era as Trudel and Eccles, R.L. Séguin was
the first scholar to write a full-length book on the subject of witchcraft in New France.
Originally published under the title Sorcellerie au Canada Francais du XVile au XiXe
siecle in 1961, it is the edition cited by both Trudel and Eccles; and was reprinted in
1971 under the title Sorcellerie au Québec du XVlle au XIXe siécle. Séguin spent the
majority of his career as an archivist and published prolifically, producing more than

300 works on topics in French Canadian culture.'® Seguin’s work is critical in helping to

7 Marcel Trudel, Introduction to New France (Toronto: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1968), 256.

18 Trudel, Montréal: La formation d’une société (Montréal: Fides, 1976), 219-220.

19 The original edition is now extremely difficult to acquire, but the name change is very apt, as the only
cases cited in the book are in Québec; nothing is mentioned about Acadie, Louisbourg, the Pays d’en
Haut, etc.
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track down archival material, but, like those who came before him, his work on
witchcraft is more descriptive than analytic in nature. Some of the cases described by
Séguin were rumour and surmise and did not involve the courts at all.?® A much more
complete source is Raymond Boyer’s Les crimes et les chdtiments au Canada frangais
(1966). He discusses what may be every single judicial procedure used during the
French regime. The chapter dealing with witchcraft begins with a discussion of
Indigenous practices before talking about the New England crisis and then moving on
to events in “Canada.” It includes all the cases discussed by his peers, and a few
overlooked by them —including Jean Campagnard, the witchcraft trial in Beaubassin,
Acadie, in 1684. He presents the details of the cases as narrative, without analysis,
except to state that the cases of Anne Lamarque, Catherine Gemier, and an unnamed
woman brought before the conseil supérieur in 1757 were “unimportant,” giving scant
details for each.?!

When taking into consideration all of these secondary sources, there exists an
archival record of about twenty individuals who underwent judicial action after being
accused of witchcraft during the French regime, but these records are scattered across
different archives, recorded by diverse greffiers, and tried by local courts. Historians
have almost uniformly justified discounting these twenty trials as irrelevant to the
history of New France simply with a short comparison to New England. Twenty cases

spread over a century in New France do not come close to the scope of the 1692-93

20 R L. Séguin, La sorcellerie au Québec du XVile au XIXe siécle (Montréal: Editions Leméac, 1978).
21 Raymond Boyer, Les crimes et les chdtiments au Canada francais du XVlle au XXe siécle (Montréal:
Cercle du Livre de France, 1966), 305-306.

10
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Salem witchcraft trials, yet the Salem cases when compared to other contemporary
New England witch trials were anomalous. Richard Godbeer examines how a witchcraft
case in Connecticut in 1692 saw town officials proceeding cautiously, treating
accusations with skepticism and judicial rigour.?? Mary Beth Norton notes that even in
Salem, those who had a role in the witch trials were quick to reverse their opinions,
expressing regret for having had a hand in allowing such a protracted panic to develop,
and even arranging for compensation for families who had been affected.?® Historians
of seventeenth-century New England are cautious about using the Salem witchcrafts
cases as a standard of comparisons, and historians of New France should be similarly
cautious.

New France had nothing approaching a witch hunt or witch panic, but it did
have its own ways of dealing with those who were accused of witchcraft by the
community, and the twenty identified cases offer windows into the social, economic,
and political character and tensions of New France. Thus, while a hefty body of
scholarship exists for witchcraft trials and witchcraft belief both in the British and
Spanish colonies, the analytic study of New France has only begun recently.?* Peter
Moogk analyzed witchcraft beliefs of New France and linked them back to the early

modern French Atlantic world, but he does so by examining supernatural beliefs rather

22 See Richard Godbeer, Escaping Salem: The Other Witch Hunt of 1692. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2005).

2 Norton, In the Devil’s Snare, 10.

24 Love magic also had a large role in witchcraft accusations in the Spanish colonial world; see Ramodn A.
Gutiérrez, “Women on Top: the Love Magic of the Indian Witches of New Mexico,” Journal of the History
of Sexuality 16, no. 3 (September 2007): 373-390; Maria Helena Sanches Ortega, “Sorcery and Eroticism
in Love Magic,” in Cultural Encounters: The Impact of the Inquisition in Spain and the New World, Mary
Elizabeth Perry & Anne J. Cruz, eds. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991), 37-57.

11
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than individual trials.?® Leslie Choquette analyses the transatlantic transference of fear
to New France in “From Sea Monsters and Savages to Sorcerers and Satan: A History of
Fear in New France,” juxtaposing Jean Delumeau’s work La Peur en Occident XIVe-
XVllle siecles Une cite assiégée onto a colonial context. Choquette leaves the
comparison between New France and New England aside in favour of a comparison
between New France and early modern French witchcraft belief, stating, “Witchcraft
accusations took the same form in New France as in Europe. At the popular level, they
involved personal animosity, fear of malefice, and, often, feelings of guilt on the part of
accusers.”?® Like Moogk, individual trials are not analyzed, but rather described in a
narrative form to illustrate the types of witchcraft belief that existed in New France
during the French regime. Mairi Cowan closely examines how French demonology
crossed the Atlantic and how it was applied in the colonial mission field by the Jesuits,
and discusses the possession case of Barbe Hallé in Québec City in 1660 in close detail,
but the accused in Hallé’s case, Daniel Vuil, never faced a formal judicial trial.?” This

study examines the judicial context of Ville-Marie’s trials, the individuals involved, and

25 peter Moogk, La Nouvelle France: The Making of French Canada — a Cultural History (East Lansing:
Michigan State University Press, 2000), 235-264.

26 Leslie Choquette, “From Sea Monsters and Savages to Sorcerers and Satan: A History of Fear in New
France,” in Fear and the Shaping of Early American Societies eds. Lauric Henneton & Louis Roper (Leiden:
Brill, 2016), 43.

27 Vuil’s case never gained the notoriety of Urbain Grandier, who was accused, tortured, and burned at
the stake for causing the mass possession of Ursuline nuns in Loudun, France; it remained in shadow,
mentioned barely in passing in the records. Mairi Cowan, “Jesuit Missionaries and the Accomodationist
Demons of New France,” in Knowing Demons, Knowing Spirits in the Early Modern Period, eds. Michelle
Brock, Richard Raiswell, & David Winter (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2018), 211-238; Mairi Cowan, “A
Deliverance from Demons: Possession and Healing at the Seigneurie of Beauport” in French Connections:
Cultural Mobility in North America and the Atlantic World, 1600-1875 eds. Robert Englebert & Andrew N.
Wegman (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2020), 11-34; Robert Rapley, A Case of
Witchcraft: The Trial of Urbain Grandier (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1998).
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the legal frameworks which shaped them, exposing a different side of Montréal’s
colonial society in which family connections were much more powerful than the judicial
system.

There are several reasons why New France never had a situation like Salem.
Most importantly, the French legal standard, which was well established by the time
French witchcraft accusations began appearing in the records of New France, had much
stricter evidentiary standards than did seventeenth-century New England. The 1658
case of René Besnard was the first recorded accusation of witchcraft, a half century
after the founding of Québec. French witchcraft law was strictly prosecuted by the
secular courts of the country. In 1624, the Paris Parlement ordered that anyone who
was accused, prosecuted, and found guilty of witchcraft was automatically permitted
the right of appeal to the highest court, namely their provincial parlement. While some
regional parlements only slowly adopted these measures, they were mostly
cooperating by the 1640s. Alfred Soman tracks these appeals carefully in his article, “Le
role des Ardennes dans la décriminalisation de la sorcellerie en France," demonstrating
not only how many appeals were making it through to the higher courts, but how few

convictions the courts confirmed once they got there.?® By 1682, Louis XIV

28 William Monter, “Witchcraft trials in France,” in The Oxford Handbook of Witchcraft in Early Modern
Europe and Colonial America, ed. Brian P. Levack (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 218-231; Alfred
Soman, “La décriminalisation de la sorcellerie en France,” Histoire, Economie et Société 4, no. 2 (1985):
179-203; Soman, “Le role des Ardennes dans la décriminilisation de la sorcellerie en France," Revue
Historique Ardennaise 23 (1988): 23-45; Soman, "Sorcellerie, justice criminelle et société dans la France
moderne," Histoire, Economie et Société 12, no. 2 (1993): 177-217.
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decriminalized witchcraft entirely, stating that those who pretended to be witches or in
league with the devil were either guilty of fraud or blasphemy.?®

Witchcraft law, along with the rest of France’s laws, were extended into New
France along with French witchcraft beliefs. Beliefs varied significantly across France, so
when groups of colonists from different regions of France settled together in one area
of New France, their regional beliefs converged, if not collided. For example, Montréal
was densely colonized by settlers from the Aunis, Normandy, and Perche regions.
Normandy had a distinctive belief in using the eucharist to protect their flocks from
wolves, a practice which got both shepherds and priests charged with witchcraft.3° In
Aunis, people had a heightened fear of the nouement a I'auguillette, with a dash of
anti-clericalism thrown in.3! The history of witch hunts in France show that the sex
ratios of individuals accused of witchcraft near parity between men and women, with
slightly more men accused. The ratio is even more skewed in New France; of the
twenty trials still retained in the judicial records of New France, sixteen of the accused
are men, four are women, or a ratio of 4 to 1. Love magic, a common form of magical
belief in France and a subject of the notorious “affair of the poisons,” also made its way

to New France, and is the subject of a number of these trials, leading to the

2% For more on the affair of the poisons and its impact on how witchcraft and blasphemy were
prosecuted see Lynn Wood Mollenauer, Strange Revelations: Magic, Poison, and Sacrilege in Louis XIV’s
France (University Park: Penn State University Press, 2006).

30 Wwilliam Monter, “Toads and Eucharists: the Male Witches of Normandy, 1564-1660,” French Historical
Studies 20, no. 4 (Autumn 1997): 563-595.

31 Robbins,”Magical Emasculation," 62.
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prosecution of three soldiers in Trois-Rivieres in 1699 when they are caught possessing
scrolls said to make a girl fall in love with them.3?

As windows into the social, political, and economic character of New France,
what might be learned from these trials? Seventeenth-century Ville-Marie presents a
fascinating setting for analyzing some of these cases and compiling microhistories. One
important reason was the nature of Montréal’s judicial court. While French law
required witchcraft trials to be tried in secular courts, Ville-Marie’s court existed in a
grey area. Outwardly secular and staffed by secular officials, it was overseen by the
Sulpician seigneurs of Ville-Marie. The Sulpicians (or the Society of the Priests of Saint-
Sulpice), was a counter-reformation order founded by Jean-Jacques Olier in 1642, the
same year Ville-Marie was founded by the Société de Notre-Dame, or SND. The SND
was co-founded by Olier, the founder of the Sulpicians, and originally intended to focus
on missionary activity on Montréal island. Paul de Chomedey and Jeanne Mance, the
founder of Ville-Marie’s hospital, became members, and concentrated their energies
on raising funds and attracting French colonists. However, the SND found it difficult to
raise the necessary funds to maintain both colonization and missionary goals; they
faced an enormous amount of competition in the Jesuits, who controlled much of the

Canadian mission field and garnered most of the donations solicited from the French

32"Ordre au premier huissier du Conseil, Guillaume Roger, d’écrouer et de faire registrer en la
conciergerie de ce palais Frangois Jarret dit Beauregard, accusé de s’étre trouvé chargé d’un billet ou il y
a de la magie, et Ignace Marenne dit Saint-Louis, soldat de la compagnie de Degrais, accusé d’avoir
blasphémé le saint nom de Dieu et d’autres jurements exécrables et d’avoir gardé pareillement un tel
billet; et que les nommés Spenard et Beaufort demeurant présentement chez les Péres Récollets seront
assignés pour étre entendus sur le cas en question," 1699-02-09. BANQ Québec: Fonds Conseil
Souverain. TP1,528,P2555.
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aristocracy. Unable to pay the contracts they had promised to the engagés they had
brought to Ville-Marie from France, the SND declared bankruptcy in 1658, and handed
administration of the colony to the Sulpicians. Although the Sulpicians were a new
order to both the Canadian mission field and the counter-reformation orders of France,
they had powerfully rich benefactors, giving them perhaps more sway than they would
have otherwise held.3®* When the French crown began discussing the appointment of a
bishop in New France, the Sulpicians were determined that their man on the ground,
the superior of the Ville-Marie seminary, Abbé Gabriel de Thubieres de Levy de
Queylus, would be appointed. The Jesuit missionaries, however, who were the majority
in New France, wanted someone friendly to them, and petitioned hard for Frangois de
Laval. There were concerns in Rome about this appointment; the Jesuits were not
favoured by Rome, and a candidate strongly allied and associated with them would not
necessarily be seen as favourable. But Louis XIV eventually sent letters supporting Laval
as candidate for Bishop of New France to Pope Alexander VI, and he was appointed by
papal bull in June 1658.34 Laval’s appointment led to long, bitter disputes among the
Sulpicians, Laval, and the Jesuits, which resulted in the Sulpicians being given
concessions —one of which was their own religious and political jurisdiction in Ville-
Marie. The Sulpicians were given the authority to run their own separate sénéchaussée,
or bailiwick, a seigneurial court of justice with the authority to execute all levels of

justice, where they could retain a monopoly on who had the right to serve the religious

33 See Dickinson, “The Sulpicians in Canada.”
34André Vachon, “Laval, Francois de,” DCB.
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needs of the community. This isolation of Ville-Marie had a direct impact on its court
system; while the rest of the Saint Lawrence settlements were royalized in 1663 and
subject to royal courts and royal jurisdiction, Montréal was not royalized until thirty

years later, in 1693.

How did the Sulpicians manage their court differently? Curiously, it is one of the
few seigneurial courts for which an abundance of records survive, what is thought to be
a nearly complete record. Yet surprisingly little scholarship has been done using the
records. When describing the application of French law in New France, prominent
historians such as André Lachance and John A. Dickinson go into great detail describing
the whole of New France, but do not mention how the Montréal courts under the
Sulpicians might, or might not, have been an exception.?®> Much like the witchcraft trials
themselves, this context is largely overlooked. How did Montréal deal with social
deviance, such as witchcraft cases, and how do these cases reflect on the colonial
society of Ville-Marie?

In examining the cases of witchcraft and blasphemy in Ville-Marie, two
individuals in particular stood out. The first is Anne Lamarque. Past studies mentioning
the accusations against Lamarque focus solely on the court case of 1682, in which she
faced accusations of witchcraft, adultery, and abortion. There is barely any mention of

the fact that her case ended without a conclusion; she was not acquitted, or convicted,

35 See John A. Dickinson, “Réflexions sur la police en Nouvelle-France," McGill Law Review 32, no. 3
(September 1987): 496-522; John A. Dickinson, "New France: Law, Courts, and the Coutume de Paris,
1608-1760,” in Canada’s Legal Inheritances, eds. DelLloyd J. Guth and W. Wesley Pue (Winnipeg:
University of Manitoba Canadian Legal History Project, 2001), 32-54; André Lachance, La justice
criminelle du roi au Canada au XVllle siecle: tribunaux et officiers (Québec: Presses de I'Université Laval,
1978); André Lachance, Crimes et Criminels en Nouvelle-France (Montréal: Les éditions Boréal, 1984).
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the case simply does not have any sort of decision at all. A massive file that includes
depositions taken from 33 members of the Montréal community, the 1682 accusations
against Lamarque do not follow any of the judicial procedures detailed by André
Lachance and John Dickinson; she is not arrested after being accused, nor is she
interrogated at any point, despite being accused by the same Sulpician priest twice
within a few months. One of the largest judicial files in the Ville-Marie archives, it
contains simply the accusations of others, nothing more. Once | began digging into this
case, | found that not only does this case have multiple layers, it was not the first time
Lamarque had found herself in trouble with the law. In 1678, she contravened New
France’s tavern laws and Ville-Marie authorities raided her tavern. But this first case is
never discussed in conjunction with the second. Through an analysis of these two
cases, by treating them as separate yet connected by the same networks and
community which are present in each one, we can see how Lamarque escape all
consequences for the charges laid against her both times. This combined analysis
reveals Lamarque’s ties to the economic, political, and social networks of Ville-Marie,
and builds upon the work already done by Léon Robichaud and his analysis of
Montréal’s fur trade network, as those networks were heavily involved in Lamarque’s
1678 trial .36

The second individual to really stand out was Jean Boudor. In 1689, he found

himself in trouble with the Ville-Marie court after holding a dinner party in which he

36 See Léon Robichaud, "Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle: structure et exercise du
pouvoir en milieu colonial." PhD diss, Université de Montréal, 2008.
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mocked the funeral mass by getting one of his servants black-out drunk, and then laid
the drunken servant on the banquet table to re-enact the resurrection of Christ,
achieved by dousing him with a bucket of cold water.3” While the case of Boudor is one
of the lesser-referenced legal cases in the historiography of New France, those who do
mention him completely omit the circumstances which led to him being accused in the
first place —the beating and torture of his wife’s maidservant, Madeleine Leblanc, by
his stepson, Réné Godefroy dit Tonnacourt. Both Boudor and Tonnacourt end up facing
accusations for their blasphemous acts and the mistreatment of their servants, but
both end up acquitted. In other trials, individuals selling wares during mass, objectively
far less serious acts than those committed by Boudor, were found guilty of blasphemy
and served with a punishment. Why was Boudor acquitted?

Along with escaping punishment, Boudor, Tonnacourt, and Lamarque all shared
something else in common: they were all a part of the same kin network, reaching back
to Trois-Rivieres, and back to France. They shared common ties to a greater Huguenot
network which had begun establishing itself in the Saint Lawrence River Valley in the
1620s and wielded considerable influence in Montréal. These cases also illuminate
transitions in colonial societies, transatlantic connections, and the forging and severing
of ties in other parts of the colonial world. For all of these reasons, | have chosen to

focus on these two individuals, their interactions with the law in Ville-Marie, and what

37 "Nicolas LeBlanc dit Labrie, pour Madeleine LeBlanc, vs le Sr J. Boudor & le Sr Tonnacour, pour
tortures,” 1689-02-02. BANQ Vieux-Montréal, Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1664-1693. TL2-420-11573.
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their particular cases tell us about Ville-Marie’s colonial society in the late seventeenth
century.

The methodology | used to study these cases is similar to that applied by Mary
Beth Norton in The Devil’s Snare. Rather than examining just the legal documents, this
study closely examines the accusers, who they were, where they were from, and what
could have motivated them to make accusations. It also looks deeply into the accused,
their families, social networks, their backgrounds, and how they fitted into the
community. This study therefore became a window into French Canadian society.

A few things became almost immediately clear in studying the networks which
were a part of these trials: first, there were far more Huguenots in New France than the
scholarship heretofore has indicated. In particular, it became clear that Ville-Marie was
closely connected to Trois-Rivieres, which appears to have been a landing place in
many ways for Huguenot families such as the Godefroys and the Sauvagets. Between
the 1666-67 censuses and the 1681 census, Trois-Rivieres experienced an almost
complete turnover of population, with only thirty-two percent of the families present
in 1666-67 still present in the area by 1681.38 Those who departed appeared instead in
places like Champlain, Boucherville, or Montréal. The community at Trois-Rivieres

helped move Huguenot families into the larger structure of New France. While this

38 This percentage takes into account the fact that Trois-Riviéres and Cap-de-la-Madeleine were counted
as one place on the 1666-67 census, and so the residents of Cap-de-la-Madeleine are counted with Trois-
Riviéres in the 1681 census data. PRDH; “Recensement du Canada, 16660/ Census of Canada, 1666,”
Library and Archives Canada (LAC), Fonds des Colonies; “Recensement du Canada fait par I'intendant du
Chesneau (1681)" LAC, Fonds des Colonies. MG1-G1, vol 460.
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study explores some of those families, | am quite certain that | have only examined a
few layers of what is a more complicated story.

This study picks up and expands upon the research done by scholars such as J. F.
Bosher and Leslie Choquette on Huguenot settlement of the Laurentian Valley. The
majority of secondary sources concerning New France that speak to the experience of
colonial French Huguenots concentrate on the sixteenth-century expeditions from
France to establish colonies, particularly Huguenot Florida in the 1560s.3° Pierre DuGua
de Mons is also frequently mentioned as the Protestant founder of Acadia; only
recently have works begun to mention Samuel de Champlain as a probable Catholic of
Huguenot heritage.*® Beyond these basic facts, the presence of Huguenots in New
France becomes questionable according to sources. The opinions of scholars on
Cardinal Richelieu’s 1628 banning of Huguenots from settling in New France is
fascinatingly varied. Lucien Campeau, a Jesuit historian, points out that it would have
been illegal to actually block the access of the Huguenots to the New World, as the
Edict of Nantes granted them tolerance in all things. Nationalist historians such as Guy
Frégault and Gustave Lanctdt simply ignore the question of Huguenots altogether.*

Several historians, such as Marc-André Bédard, Cornelius Jaenen, and Charles W. Baird,

3 Gilles Havard and Cécile Vidal, Histoire de ’Amérique Francaise (Paris: Flammarion, 2003), 31-32; Frank
Lestringant, “Geneva and America in the Renaissance: The Dream of the Huguenot Refuge 1555-1600”
Sixteenth-Century Journal 26, no. 2 (Summer 1995): 285-295.

40 David Hackett-Fischer, Champlain’s Dream (Toronto: Vintage Canada, 2008) is an excellent example of
a source which brings into question Champlain’s religious affiliations, although he does acknowledge that
by the end of his life, there was little doubt Champlain was a staunch Catholic.

41| ucien Campeau, Monumenta Novae Franciae Il: Etablissement ¢ Québec (1616-1634) (Québec: les
Presses de I'Université Laval, 1979), 85-86; Nothing is said about Huguenots, whether they were present
or not, in Guy Frégault’s La civilisation de la Nouvelle-France 1713-1744 (Montréal: Fides, 1969); and
Lanct6t’s collective histories are entirely absent on the subject except to say that they were excluded
from the colony of New France.
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lament the closing of New France to Huguenots as being the downfall of the colony;

had France opened colonial borders to its religious dissenters, it would not only have

solved the population issue, it would have brought a wealth of trades which were

desperately needed.*? Marcel Trudel denounces this idea, saying,
L’exclusion des Huguenots a été, dit-on, fatale a la colonie. Cet argument est
congu dans la perspective de la revocation de I’Edit de Nantes (dont les résultats
pour la France peuvent, eux, étre mésurés); il se fonde sur ce que les
protestants anglais ont fait en Amérique: ce qui est une fausse vision des
choses, la lenteur et la faiblesse du développement de la Nouvelle-France étant
dues a un ensemble fort complexe de facteurs. Les Huguenots avaient déja eu la
liberté d’exploiter la Nouvelle-France: rappelons-nous La Rocque de Roberval,
Coligny et sa Nouvelle-France du Brésil et celle de la Floride, Chauvin de
Tonnetuit, Du Gua de Monts, le de Caen. De 1541 a 1627, ce sont eux, bien plus
que les catholiques, les responsables de la colonisation, mais parce que les
résultats sont nul, les Cent-Associés doivent commencer a pied d’oeuvre; les
Huguenots auraient-ils fait mieux aprés 1627 qu’auparavant?*3

Trudel further opines that Richelieu had no choice but to make the colony a Catholic

monolith, because the early experience of Acadia, which involved both Protestants and

Catholics, had taught the authorities that the two groups could not live peaceably

42 Marc-André Bédard, Les Protestants en Nouvelle-France (Québec: |a Société historique de Québec,
1978), 35; Cornelius Jaenen, The Role of the Church in New France (Ottawa: Canadian Historical
Association, 1985), 12.

43 Marcel Trudel, Histoire de la Nouvelle-France Ili: La seigneurie des Cent-Associés 1627-1663 Tome 1 Les
évenements (Montréal: Fides, 1979), 12.
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together, and if the conversion of the Indigenous peoples was to be successful, they
must not bear witness to such religious infighting between the French. Besides, this
disunity imperiled the colony.** However, Trudel qualified this point with an article for
the Revue de I'Université Laval acknowledging that Protestants were unofficially
tolerated in New France so long as they presented publicly as Catholics. This article also
documents Protestants who were already present in New France when the colony was
ceded to the British in 1763, and who started attending Protestant services offered by
English ministers. He entitled the section, “Revenge of the Protestants.”*

One of the few mid-twentieth-century historians to go against the grain of his
contemporaries is Marc Bédard in Les Protestants en Nouvelle-France. Published in
1978, it enumerates all the Huguenots that could be found in New France, both before
and after the Edict of Nantes, by tracking down the birth records of colonists in French
archives, abjurations, adult baptisms, and references in missionary accounts of heretics
converting to Catholicism. He documented 859 residents of Protestant origin who were
converted by the French regime, with only 256 of those identified converting by
abjuration.*® Leslie Choquette explored a similar avenue when studying the

demographics of immigrants colonizing New France for her book Frenchmen Into

44 Marcel Trudel, Histoire de la Nouvelle-France lll: Les événements, 13. Trudel was possibly referring to
the endless civil war between Charles de la Tour and Charles de Menou, one of which was allied with the
protestants of Boston, and the other of whom was the nephew of Isaac de Razilly, an important figure in
the 1629 siege of La Rochelle led by Cardinal Richelieu. See Gregory Kennedy, "A la recherche de sa
propre voie: Charles de Menou, sa famille et sa carriéere en Acadie," Revue d’histoire de ’Amérique
francaise 66, no. 2 (automne 2012): 147-176.

4> Marcel Trudel, “Le protestantisme s’établit au Canada,” La revue de I’Université Laval 10, no. 1
(septembre 1955): 17-20.

46 Bédard, Les protestants de la Nouvelle France, 39, 67.
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Peasants and would arrive at very similar numbers, stating further that the true
numbers are possibly even higher as the archives used by herself and Bédard are
incomplete.*” Cornelius Jaenen points out in his Role of the Church in New France that
the lack of church and state support for the Huguenots would have led to the eventual
assimilation of these Huguenots; if not of the first generation, then at the very least of
their children through the education system, as the only educational options in New
France were schools run by Counter-Reformation orders.*® Bédard notes similar
difficulties, and concludes that the continued numbers of French Protestants in New
France are therefore not from natural increase or continued practice due to the first
generation of Protestants to have landed in the colony, but from a continued influx of
colonists arriving from Europe throughout the French Regime.*®

Recent publications on the history of New France are somewhat equivocal in
their opinions of Protestants in the colony. In La Nouvelle France: The Making of French
Canada, Peter Moogk explains how Louis XIV’s vision of New France clashed with the
earlier vision of Henri IV; both kings saw the New World as the possible fulfiiment of
their own dreams for France; while Henri IV dreamt of religious tolerance, Louis XIV
envisioned a perfect Catholic state.>® Moogk goes on to discuss the presence of

Huguenots in the colony, such as the Petits -- the most well-known Protestant

47 Leslie Choquette, “A Colony of ‘Native French Catholics’? The Protestants of New France in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries” in Memory and Identity: The Huguenots in France and the
Atlantic Diaspora eds Bertrand Van Ruymbeke & Randy J. Sparks (Columbia: University of South Carolina
Press, 2003), 258; Leslie Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants: Modernity and Tradition in the Peopling of
French Canada. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997), 131.

48 Jaenen, The Role of the Church in New France, 16.

49 Bédard, Les protestants de la Nouvelle France, 86.

0 Moogk, La Nouvelle France, 60.
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merchant family to have been prosecuted by Governor Denonville in the wake of the
revocation of the Edict of Nantes -- and the Melanson clan in Acadie.’! In his chapter on
religion in the colonial world, Moogk discusses the “crusading zeal” of the counter-
reformation orders who were sent to the French colonies, particularly at the beginning
of the colonial era; as the colony grew in population and became more secure, there
was a decrease in piety among the laity.>? Even articles as recent as 2020 acknowledge
the presence of Huguenots in New France while at the same time decrying the
impossibility of recognizing clandestine Huguenots in archival records: “Quelques
Huguenots étaient certes notoirement connus, mais ils ont toujours été collectivement
invisibles. Et ils le sont restés lorsqu’ils auraient pu se manifester et sortir en force de la
clandestinité aprés la conquéte du Canada.">3

The sources most likely to acknowledge Protestant settlement of New France
during the entire French era rather than only acknowledging the presence of
Protestants during the colonization efforts in the early seventeenth century are sources
which concentrate on the international reach of the Huguenot diaspora during the
French wars of religion and the periods immediately preceding and following the
revocation of the Edict of Nantes. Scholars who have closely studied the dispersal of
French Protestants around the Atlantic world are not always as dismissive of New

France as a potential haven for fleeing Huguenots as those who study the history of

New France in and of itself. For example, in his article “Between Eden and Empire,”

51 Moogk, La Nouvelle France, 61, 142.

52 Moogk, La Nouvelle France, 257.

53 Robert Larin, Bréve Histoire du peuplement européen en Nouvelle-France (Québec: Septentrion, 2000),
125.
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Owen Stanwood discusses the evolution of what he calls an international post-Edict
revocation Huguenot “senate” whose main purpose was to find a territory suitable for
colonization by those who had fled France. This objective required that certain criteria
had to be met; the right to maintain their religious and language freedoms were
primordial, of course, as was their goal to eventually return to France. However, after
the end of the War of the League of Augsburg (1688-1697), the Protestant countries
neighbouring France saw these refugees as more and more of a burden — even as
competitors for jobs — and so the Huguenots found themselves facing an imperative to
assimilate in order to fit in. Living under covert circumstances in New France might
have seemed like a more suitable option as time went on, as compromises had to be
made by the Huguenots in what they held so dearly — either between keeping their
religion or keeping the rights granted by subjecthood.>*

Huguenots had been fleeing France long before the revocation in 1685, and
families and merchant networks disseminated information concerning possible safe
areas to settle. J.F. Bosher in his articles “Huguenot Merchants and the Protestant
International in the Seventeenth Century” and “The Imperial Environment of French
Trade with Canada, 1660-1685" studies the Protestant merchant networks in New
France in depth. He examined the Protestant merchants arriving in New France from
areas such as La Rochelle and Bordeaux. Although there were technically impositions

on how long these merchants were permitted to stay in New France, many of them

5 Owen Stanwood, “Between Eden and Empire: Huguenot Refugees and the Promise of New Worlds”
American Historical Review 118, no. 5 (December 2013): 1319-1344.
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stayed for several seasons, even years, and many of them, if not residing in the colony
themselves, had agents representing their companies who remained there in order to
protect their business interests.>® Didier Poton’s article “Protestantisme et captialisme:
de I'invention d’un capitalisme atlantique Huguenot: 'exemple de La Rochelle (XVle-
XVlle siécle)” traces the history of these financial networks among Protestant
merchants back to the beginning of France’s colonial enterprises in the sixteenth
century, and examines the continued Huguenot involvement in transatlantic merchant
trade right up to the revocation of the Edict of Nantes.>® Mark Greengrass
demonstrates the strength and surprising reach of these informational networks in his
article “Informal Networks in sixteenth-century French Protestantism.”>’ Huguenots
involved in these extensive merchant networks published pamphlets on the
possibilities presented on emigration to America; one pamphlet, discussed by Everet C.
Wilkie, extolled the virtues of living in the Antilles as being the hope and salvation of
the Huguenots.>®

Considering these vast information networks and the extensive research done
by Bosher into Protestant merchant networks operating in New France, it is remarkable

that there is such a lacuna when it comes to Protestants living in the colony. So far,

55 J.F. Bosher, “Huguenot Merchants and the Protestant International in the Seventeenth Century” The
William and Mary Quarterly 52, no. 1 (January 1995): 89.

56 Didier Poton de Xaintrailles, “Protestantisme et capitalisme: de I'invention d’un capitalisme atlantique
huguenot: I'exemple de La Rochelle (XVle — XVlle siécle)," in Genése des marchés: colloque des 19 et 20
mai 2008 eds. Frangoise Bayard, Patrick Fridenson, & Albert Rigaudiére (Paris: Institut de la gestion
publique et du développement économique, 2015), 133-155.

57 Mark Greengrass, “Informal Networks in sixteenth century French Protestantism” in Society & Culture
in the Huguenot World 1559-1685 eds. Raymond A. Mentzer & Andrew Spicer (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002), 78-97.

58 Everet C. Wilkie, “The Authorship and Purpose of the Histoire naturelle et morale des iles Antilles, an
Early Huguenot Emigration Guide,” Harvard Library Bulletin 2, no. 3 (Fall 1991): 27-84.
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examination of the subject from the mercantile angle (as opposed to the religious
perspective) would appear to lead to the most extensive information concerning
Huguenots in New France. For example, in Business and Religion in the Age of New
France, Bosher devotes an entire chapter to the counter-reformation in France and to
tracking important Protestant merchant families active in New France during the
French regime, as well as a discussion of how these networks were impacted by the
ceding of the colony to the English in 1763.5°

In many ways, the experiences of the Huguenot diaspora in New France mirror
those of the “New Christians” or crypto-Jews in the Spanish American colonial world,
right down to the debate over how prominent the converso community actually was
and the best way to study its impact.?® A large number of scholarly works have been
published examining the number of crypto-Jews and “New Christians” who settled in
the Spanish colonies, the motives for doing so, and the methods used for remaining
clandestine. While New Christians were officially banned from participating in the
Iberian colonial effort by both Spanish and Portuguese law, colonial officials turned a
blind eye to their settlement and economic participation in Iberian colonies. Much like
the Huguenots, the crypto-Jews and New Christians had vast merchant networks which
spanned the European Atlantic credit system. Preventing their participation in the
colonial project would have seriously inhibited the profit of other merchants. When it

came to colonial survival and prosperity, the religion of the merchant mattered less

59 J.F. Bosher, Business and Religion in the Age of New France 1600-1760: Twenty-Two Studies. (Toronto:
Canadian Scholars’ Press, 1994).

80 See Michael P. Carroll, “The not-so-crypto crypto-Jews of New Mexico: update on a decades-old
debate,” Religion 48, no. 2 (2018): 236-251.
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than the money and the goods they brought into port. In this way, a divide was created
in the Atlantic world which was much more important than the divide between
Protestant and Catholic confessions: that between rich and poor, between merchant
and labourer.®! For the first half-century of Spanish colonization, religious concerns
were overshadowed by the need to assure the survival of colonists in Spanish America,
which meant a certain degree of toleration for those who were not necessarily
Catholic.®?

Nevertheless, the feared Inquisition eventually followed these conversos to the
colonies. Initially, the jurisdiction of the colonial Inquisition covered a vast population
and geographic region, from New Mexico down to Peru. Due to the sparseness of
resources on the ground, many converso families of both Jewish and Muslim origin
were able to escape the net of the Inquisition. But as the net tightened, they developed
strategies to escape detection. Open participation in Catholic rites such as baptism,
mass, communion, and even religious processions figured prominently in those
strategies; if people were practicing Judaism in secret, they needed to cast aside all
possible suspicion in public.5® Another important element of their strategy had less to
do with remaining clandestine and more to do with the survival of the community

should they be caught by inquisitorial officials. If brought in and accused of Judaism, a

61 Kristen Block, Ordinary Lives in the Early Caribbean: Religion, Colonial Competition, and the Politics of
Profit (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2012), 5.

62 Eva Alexandra Uchmany, "The Participation of New Chrisitans and Crypto-Jews in the Conquest,
Colonization, and Trade of Spanish America, 1521-1660,” in The Jews and the Expansion of Europe to the
West, 1450 to 1800 eds. Paolo Bernardini & Norman Fiering (New York: Berghahn Books, 2001), 187.

83 Solange Alberro, “Crypto-Jews and the Mexican Holy Office in the Seventeenth-Century,” in The Jews
and the Expansion of Europe to the West, 177-178; Stanley Hordes, To the End of the Earth: A History of
the Crypto-Jews of New Mexico (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 24.
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New Christian or converso would be expected to answer a series of questions involving
the rites in which they had participated and with whom they had participated in these
rites. Even if they were sincere New Christians who did not practice any Judaic rites,
they ran the risk of being labeled “uncooperative heretics” if they did not confess,
thereby facing harsh punishment or even death. To evade this punishment, the New
Christian colonial communities depended on strong kin networks. A network would
make a plan in advance of possible capture or denunciation, deciding who each
individual would name as their “accomplices” and what rituals they would “confess” to
having performed. If the inquisitors then questioned another individual from this kin
network, the pre-arranged “accomplices” would turn themselves in and make the pre-
arranged “confession.” It was a carefully scripted show of transparency rather than
denial. The inquisitors would still labeled them heretics, but because they indicated
they would be “cooperative” or remediated, the inquisitors would be more likely to
allow them to return to their families. For indeed, the inquisitors knew the colonies
need settlers. For conversos who needed to use this option, it often meant a large
portion of the Catholic community would shun them, which in turn led to a greater
dependence on the converso community and kin network.%

Scholars who study the conversos of the Spanish world have a rich trove of
Inquisitorial documents to work from, many of which already include in-depth

genealogical studies on the individuals in question as Jewish heritage was a pre-

4 Hordes, To the End of the Earth: a History of the Crypto-Jews of New Mexico, 35; Robert Rowland,
“New Christian, Marrano, Jew,” in The Jews and the Expansion of Europe to the West, 138.
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occupation of the inquisitors. New France has no such collection of documents, but by
using parish records to reconstruct families in the St. Lawrence River Valley, some
parallels between converso communities and Huguenot communities begin to appear.
In particular, both placed great importance on family and fictive kin networks, and
leveraged these networks to protect members when vulnerable.

By reconstructing Protestant families and their networks, this study adds new
and important details to the history of Protestant settlement of the Saint Laurence
River valley. By piecing together marriage, baptism, and census records provided by the
PRDH, an online digital repository of demographic records compiled by the Université
de Montréal, | was able to trace the origin of many families, as well as their associated
kin members — from spouses, to godparents, to witnesses at weddings. The PRDH
makes this sort of detailed work, although time-consuming and often tedious, feasible.
Even a generation ago, it would not have been; the availability of the PRDH, and the
ability to link parish records to individuals and track down their origin digitally with a
click, would have taken many more years and much more financing had the team at
Université de Montréal not already done the leg work of tracking down records in
France and digitizing them in Québec.

Two of the classic studies on Ville-Marie, its commercial importance and its
networks are Louise Dechéne’s Habitants et marchands de Montréal au XVlle siécle

(1974), and Léon Robichaud’s Les reseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siecle:
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structure et exercise du pouvoir en milieu colonial (2008).%° This study builds on both
Robichaud and Dechéne, along with a number of works published by other scholars
such as Leslie Choquette and Jan Noél, by both complementing and qualifying those
who came before. This study gives secular women and Huguenots a more prominent
place in the historiography of New France, which deviates from the focus normally
given women in religious orders in the foundation of Ville-Marie. Rather that just
focusing on the networks and families of the elite merchants and colonial officials, this
study focuses on the networks and families who found themselves on the wrong side of
the law.

In piecing these networks together, new details about the character of early
settlement of New France emerged with identifying a growing number of Protestants.
First, considerable family migration took place in the early decades of the colony, and
which has barely been recognized as existing. As early as the 1630s, large families are
emigrating to New France with wives, grandmothers, and children, creating a self-
reproducing population from a very early stage. Many, if not most, of these families
had Huguenot connections, and reflect other refugee migrants who moved as extended
families rather than individuals who believed they could return home. The women of
these families became key players in building on and sustaining their extended family

networks. In further examining the networks of these Huguenot families, and by

85 Louise Dechéne, Habitants et marchands de Montréal au XVlie siécle. (Paris: Plon, 1974); Robichaud,
"Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle."
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examining the court cases of Anne Lamarque and Jean Boudor, we are able to see the
growing authority wielded by these women.

The reality of these extended families, their extensive networks, and the
authority wielded by women, raise questions about how we have interpreted the role
of French Protestants in New France, and especially French Protestant women. The
Huguenot merchant networks that scholars like Bosher have identified likely had
women on the ground in New France, serving as godparents in baptisms and witnesses
in marriages performed by Catholic priests. Numerically, they were far more present
than previously recognized. They were present in both Lamarque and Boudor’s cases;
Lamarque’s cases were both suspended, while Boudor was acquitted. What does this

tell us about social control, social deviance, and tolerance in Ville-Marie?
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Chapter 2

The Huguenots of New France: Family Networks & the Establishment of Colonial

Power Structures

Jacques Testard dit Laforét arrived in Trois-Riviéres in 1653.1 He was not an intrepid
explorer or the discoverer of a new land. He had made his way to New France from his
hometown of Rouen, in Normandy, to join his uncles, Jean and Thomas Godefroy. The
Godefroy brothers had already been established in Trois-Riviéres for two decades by
the time their sister’s children began to cross the Atlantic to join them, and had helped
establish a thriving community with numerous family connections reaching both across
the Atlantic back to Normandy and along the Saint Lawrence River Valley. While
Jacques was the first of the Testard siblings to make his way to New France, his sister,
Jeanne, and his brother, Charles, soon followed. Through marriage, baptisms, and
other family connections, they would forge a strong (and extremely tangled) network
stretching from Québec to Ville-Marie. The Godefroy and Testard families both had
deep ties to the Huguenot communities of France, and a deeper exploration of their
family networks leads to the discovery of multi-generational families making their way
to the colony in its early days; wives and husbands left France with small children and

elderly parents to establish themselves in an unknown land. In this way, the Testard

! Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 267.
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family network resembled the chain migration pattern found in seventeenth-century
New England more than the emphasis on single, male immigrants to New France often
found in previous studies.?

The Testard family figures prominently in one of the three legal cases examined
in this study, and the Godefroy network, with a Testard branch, features prominently
throughout; indeed, every case examined somehow connects back to the Godefroy
family of Trois-Riviéres, including Huguenot settlers. It became imperative for me to
understand their place in New France society including their links to other prominent
families. Fortunately, the Programme de Recherche en Démographie Historique (PRDH)
database as well as Adhémar, a database which provides an overview of seventeenth-
century land holdings in Ville-Marie, supports detailed family reconstitution work. |
ultimately studied twenty-two families by linking information from multiple sources
including baptism, marriage, burial, and immigration records. The results suggest that
the chain migration pattern employed by members of the Godefroy and Testard
families were not unusual in early Montréal society. The implications of these findings

challenge our understanding of early New France.

2 Louise Dechéne studies the economic policies and factors which contributed to migration and retention
of migrants in the Montréal area, whereas Leslie Choquette studied the social and demographic patterns
of immigrants from France to New France; this study shows that family migration patterns are quite
similar to those of New England. While the political and religious elites of both New England and New
France set out to establish religious and economic utopias, the migration and establishment of settlers
was much more influenced by the opportunities they could create for themselves — opportunities which
often frustrated the goals of their home country. See Jack P. Greene, Pursuits of Happiness: The Social
Development of Early Modern British Colonies and the Formation of American Culture (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1988), chapter one, “Two Models of English Colonization, 1600-1660"
for a discussion of variations in migration patterns to the British North American colonies, and pages 11-
12 for New England in particular; Dechéne, Habitants et marchands de Montréal au XVlle siécle; Leslie
Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants: Modernity and Tradition in the Peopling of French Canada
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997).
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Perhaps most significantly, these family networks included women whose roles
in the colonization of the Saint Lawrence River Valley have not previously been
explored. We know more about the filles du roi and the religieuses, the conventional
female subjects in the history of seventeenth-century New France.? Many women in
the networks analyzed here were already wives when they arrived, and those who
were single generally married within their networks, and so did not serve as marriage
prospects for the engagés or other bachelors who were arriving in the colony. Many of
these women headed extended family networks, often when their husbands were
away either for the fur trade or on Atlantic voyages. As a consequence, their
prominence in these networks suggests the emergence of powerful women in New
France’s secular society by the second half of the seventeenth century.

Second, these women allowed for far greater natural reproduction of the settler
population than has previously been appreciated. The scholarship on the filles du roi,
who were sent to New France after Louis XIV royalised the colony in 1663, argues that
those women were to help create natural reproduction in an overwhelmingly male
population. Yet, an analysis of the 1666-67 censuses for Ville-Marie shows that 44% of

all people in those censuses were born in New France — many of them to the women of

3 While Jan Noel’s study Along a River discusses the economic contributions of immigrant women in the
Saint Lawrence River Valley in detail, Noel does not make a distinction between women who arrived in
the colony as children with their families, as wives, or as elderly parents with their adult children. Studies
which focus on the women who settled the Saint Lawrence River Valley focus almost entirely on the
Filles du Roi and the religieuses who served in the hospitals and as school-teachers, such as Jeanne
Mance and Marguerite Bourgeoys. For more see Jan Noel, Along a River: The First French-Canadian
Women (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2013); Société d’histoire des Filles du Roy, Les Filles du
Roy pionniéres de Montréal (Québec: Septentrion, 2017); Patricia Simpson, Marguerite Bourgeoys et
Montréal, 1640-1665 (Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1999); Colleen Gray, The Congrégation
de Notre Dame, Superiors, and the Paradox of Power, 1693-1796 (Montréal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2007).
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these networks and clearly before the royalisation of the colony. Third, these family
networks had a significant impact on the permanency of the colony and signaled the
emergence of a colony-born elite in the mid-seventeenth century.? Lastly, these
patterns of family migration have significant numbers of Huguenots included in their
networks and indicate they were extremely important to the demographic foundations
of New France society.

These findings also raise a number of questions. First, how have we missed
large numbers of colonists with Huguenot connections for so long? Second, how did
they escape regulation in the seventeenth century? And third, how do we find them in
the vital records of New France? This study argues that the Huguenots, like other
persecuted groups of religious minorities in the early modern Americas, practiced
forms of community subterfuge by either creating ways of hiding their identity or by
establishing networks of protection. We can see these patterns in the demographic
data of New France through practices such as re-baptising children as Catholic and the
perpetuation of kinship networks previously established in France. In family
reconstitution studies, it is important to track not just the biological connections but

also godparents, places of baptism, witnesses at marriages, origins in France, and,

*In his essay “Reluctant Exiles: Emigrants from France in Canada before 1760,” Peter Moogk states that
only 31.6% of those who emigrated to New France from France remained in the colony permanently.
Those who emigrated with family and community connections were much more likely to remain, even if
they initially arrived as temporary engagés. See Peter N. Moogk, “Reluctant Exiles: Emigrants from
France in Canada before 1760” The William and Mary Quarterly 46, no. 3 (July 1989): 463. Elizabeth
Mancke & John Reid have argued against the idea of the emergence of a colonial elite in seventeenth-
century New France in their essay, “Elites, States, and the Imperial Contest for Acadia,” in The ‘Conquest’
of Acadia, 1710: Imperial, Colonial, and Aboriginal Constructions eds John Reid et al. (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 2004), 25-47.
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significantly, where people chose to settle and with whom. Thus, the methodology
used in this study pays close attention to these details, which in other contexts might
otherwise seem banal and irrelevant. The availability of digital databases creates the
potential to observe larger patterns and trends. Ultimately, the influence and
connections of these families, built disproportionately by wives and mothers, were
central to how the three legal cases discussed later in this study played out.

Before exploring those cases in more detail, this chapter fills in some of the gaps
about the colonization of New France by established families including many Huguenot
refugees. After the siege of La Rochelle (1626-1629) and the imposition of new
restrictions on the Protestant faith in France, as well as the return of New France after
its brief occupation by the Kirke brothers (1629-1632), colonists began to arrive in
larger numbers, moving down the Saint Lawrence Valley to Trois-Rivieres by 1636. As
Huguenots sought sites of safety in North America, Trois-Rivieres emerged as a
destination of choice. By the 1650s, some families were pushing out to the newly-
established Ville-Marie. This chapter focuses on the dynamics of those family networks,
how the transatlantic Huguenot network played such a key role in seventeenth-century
Ville-Marie, and how these networks were used to protect its members in an emerging

Canadian society.

All Roads Lead to Trois-Riviéres
Jean Godefroy de Lint6t and his brother, Thomas, arrived in New France in the

1620s. They served as interpreters for Samuel de Champlain until Québec was taken by
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the Kirke brothers in 1629. After the return of Québec to France by the treaty of Saint-
Germain-en-Laye, Jean settled in the area now known as Trois-Rivieres while his
brother Thomas continued to serve as an interpreter between French merchants,
missionaries, and the Algonquin.> Originally from Caux, Normandy, Jean was baptised
at the Calvinist temple of Lint6t in 1608, and so at the very least his parents were
Huguenots.® When the Godefroy brothers arrived in New France under the employ of
Champlain, the colony was not yet legally barred to Huguenots; many had participated
in the colonization effort, including Pierre du Gua de Mons, who had led the first
expeditions to Acadie with Champlain. Some have speculated that Champlain himself
may have had Huguenot origins.” Their sister, Anne, was married to a Calvinist
merchant, Jean Testard. The Godefroy brothers participated outwardly in Catholicism
once established in New France, especially after Cardinal Richelieu banned Huguenots
from settling New France in 1626. For example, they served as godparents in many
Catholic baptisms. Notably, they were never forced to abjure; both Thomas and Jean
were praised by the Jesuits as “worthy inhabitants.”® However, their performative

adoption of Catholicism is suggested not only by the Huguenot family members who

5 André Vachon, “Godefroy de Lintot, Jean,” DCB; André Vachon, “Godefroy de Normanville, Thomas,”
DCB; John S. Moir, “Kirke/Kertk, Quer(que), Sir David,” DCB.

6 The PRDH cites Jean Godefroy’s baptism as being at “I’église réformée de Lintot,” whereas there is no
record of Thomas Godefroy’s baptism certificate. This is likely because Thomas never married and never
left any progeny in New France, which is, admittedly, a major blind spot of the PRDH.

7 For more on Champlain’s possible Huguenot background and his dispute with Cardinal Richelieu and
the missionaries within the colony of New France to maintain religious toleration on the Saint Lawrence,
see Hackett-Fisher, Champlain’s Dream, 402-403.

8 Reuben Gold Thwaites, ed. The Jesuit Relations and Allied Documents: vol. XX| Quebec and Hurons
1641-1642 (Cleveland: The Burrows Brothers, 1898) 21.
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remained behind in France, but especially by the familial ties they forged in New
France, particularly with the Leneuf family.?

Jeanne Marchand arrived from Normandy in 1636 as a widow and settled in
Trois-Rivieres. Married in 1600 to her husband, Mathieu Leneuf, Jeanne was likely born
around the year 1580, and would have been in her fifties when she immigrated to New
France. The household included her three adult children, Michel Leneuf du Hérisson,
Jacques Leneuf de la Poterie, and Marie Leneuf.’® Michel was accompanied by his
daughter, Anne du Hérisson, while Jacques brought his wife, Marguerite Legardeur, his
mother-in-law, Catherine Decorde, their four-year-old daughter Marie-Anne, and
Marguerite’s two brothers, Pierre and Charles Legardeur.!! The displacement of such a
large group of settlers to an area which could barely be called a settlement is
remarkable; Trois-Rivieres in 1636 consisted of a trading post with no more than a
dozen white settlers and a few missionaries. This family group, consisting of three

generations, made its way from Normandy, which had experienced some of the worst

° The Godefroy family had another member who was deeply involved in colonial affairs, though not a
resident of the colony. Jean-Paul Godefroy was the son of Robert Godefroy, a counsellor of the king and
treasurer-general for war expenses. His exact relationship to the New France Godefroys is unclear, but
he was present with the Godefroy brothers in Québec with Champlain in the 1620s, and continued to
use his connections to the court to secure favourable trading conditions between the compagnie des
habitants and the compagnie des cents associés, who were awarded a trading monopoly. With his close
ties to the King and the court, it is almost certain that Jean-Paul Godefroy was Catholic, even if he was
descended from the Huguenot branch of the Normand Godefroy family, but it was not unusual for
Protestant families to leverage their Catholic ties to gain favourable conditions or economic advantage.
See Raymond A. Mentzer, Blood & Belief: Family Survival and Confessional Identity among the Provincial
Huguenot Nobility (West Lafayette: Purdue University Press, 1994) which tracks an inter-confessional
family through multiple generations and the ties which this family maintained in order to assure their
survival. André Vachon, “Godefroy, Jean-Paul,” DCB.

10 PRDH; Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 59.

11 While Caen is the origin given to Michel Leneuf du Herisson, their actual origin is more likely to be
Thury. See John P. DuLong, “The Family Secrets of the Le Neuf Origins in France” Lost in Canada? 17, no.
2 (Spring 1993), 58-71; Raymond Douville, “Leneuf du Hérisson, Michel," DCB; Léopold Lamontagne,
"Leneuf de la Poterie, Jacques," DCB; Jean Hamelin, "Legardeur de Repentigny, Pierre," DCB; PRDH.
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of France’s religious wars, to a brand new colony with all the risks and dangers that it
entailed. Why would such a large family make their way to a completely unknown
region?

The answer may lie in their family’s origin story. A detailed history of their
family genealogy was undertaken by John Dulong in an attempt to discover why the
noble patents of the Leneuf background were so much murkier than those submitted
by the Legardeur family.'? Both families presented themselves in New France as
members of the lesser Normand nobility, both applied for noble patents, and both
families received those patents and were accepted as nobles. DuLong, however, puts
that claim into question, and in the attempt to uncover their supposed nobility, not
only discovers that the Leneuf family is more than likely of bourgeois origin, they were
also Huguenot. The matriarch of the Leneuf family, Jeanne Marchand, appeared in the
Huguenot parish registers when she married, and again at the baptism of her children
Michel and Jacques.'®* While Huguenots were supposedly banned from the colony of
New France, in practice, this was a hard, if not impossible, policy to enforce. The only
people in New France who would have been familiar with the Leneufs’ religious
background would have been their Legardeur in-laws, unlikely candidates for turning

them in. One might expect the Jesuits to have kept a close eye on them, but in fact, the

2 DuLong, “The Family Secrets of the Le Neuf Origins in France,” 58-71.

13 The PRDH notes that both Michel and Jacques Leneuf were baptised at the parish of St. Jean, in Caen,
but this would not be the only instance of Huguenot parents obfuscating a Huguenot baptism. Also
somewhat noteworthy that the godparent for one of these baptisms is a Testard. DuLong, “The Family
Secrets of the Le Neuf Origins in France,” 65.
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Jesuits welcomed French settlers to the area.!* So long as they were not openly
practicing Calvinism, there was no test to pass in order to settle in New France, no
documents to present to prove one’s Catholicism. Even if there were, many actual
Catholics would likely fail; authorities in the Counter Reformation movement had deep
concerns about the absence of religious officials in the French countryside, which led to
the absence of religious education for much of the French population.*®

For Huguenot families, New France represented an opportunity to escape
religious surveillance. Like the Godefroy brothers, the Leneuf family adhered to
Catholicism once established in New France, at least outwardly. Michel Leneuf du
Herisson and his sister, Marie, stood as godparents at the baptism of a young
Algonquin girl soon after their arrival in Trois-Riviéres, with a Jesuit priest presiding.1®
Dulong points out in his study of the family that the one sister who remained in France,
and who presumably had access to Huguenot temples in which to baptise her children,
also had her children baptised in Catholic churches. One of her children even came to
New France to serve as a nun. But families who were known to be former Huguenots

sometimes faced just as much persecution in France as those who had never abjured

14 Reuben Gold Thwaites ed, The Jesuit Relations and Allied Documents: Vol. VII: Québec, Hurons, and
Cape Breton 1634-1635 (Cleveland: The Burrows Brothers, 1898), 219.

15 Gregory Kennedy analyses the ratio of priests to parishioners in both the Loudunais and New France in
his work, Something of a Peasant Paradise? Comparing rural societies in Acadie and the Loudunais, 1604-
1755 (Kingston: McGill-Queens University Press, 2014), pointing out that the ratios in Loudun were never
high enough to assure a close relationship between church officials and their flock, and in the colonial
setting of Acadia this relationship was even less assured due to the constant disruption of parish priests.
New France did not have a bishop until 1658, and the entirety of the seventeenth century was marked by
a distinct difficulty to find priests who were willing to serve the French population rather than serving
the Indigenous missions. Kennedy, Something of a Peasant Paradise, 169-173; Elizabeth Rapley, The
Dévotes: Women and Church in Seventeenth-Century France (Montréal: McGill-Queen’s University Press,
1990) 79-81; Jaenen, The Role of the Church in New France.

16 PRDH.
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the Protestant faith, particularly in times of unrest.}” New France presented an
opportunity for these families to escape these persecutions, and in taking this
opportunity, family networks which originally began in France were strengthened and
reinforced. In the case of the Leneuf and Godefroy families, a direct tie was created
between the two when Marie Leneuf married Jean Godefroy in 1636.

The Leneuf, Godefroy, and Legardeurs were not the only families to arrive in
Trois Rivieres from Normandy in the 1630s. As noted above, the province of Normandy
was one of the earliest centres of French Calvinism, and as such, it suffered enormously
from France’s wars of religion. Demographic studies undertaken by scholars such as
Philip Benedict and Luc Daireaux show a strong population of Huguenots in
Normandy’s urban centres, with “no less than 10,000 members” of the temple of
Rouen in 1561.18 The numbers of Calvinist adherents fluctuated until the Edict of
Nantes (1598), which ended one era of conflict between Protestants and Catholics in
France, at least temporarily, and granted the right of free worship to Huguenots with
certain restrictions. The first round of the religious civil wars (1562-1598)* had a
number of battles fought directly on Normand soil, while the second round (1621-

1629) focused almost entirely on the siege of La Rochelle and the surrounding province

17 DuLong, “The Family Secrets of the Le Neuf Origins in France,” 66-67; Philip Benedict, “The Huguenot
Population of France, 1600-1685: The Demographic Fate and Customs of a Religious Minority,”
Transaction of the American Philosophical Society 81, no. 5 (1991): 43-44; Owen Stanwood, The Global
Refuge: Huguenots in an Age of Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), 12-13.

18 Overall population of the city was estimated at about 100,000. Philip Benedict, “Catholics and
Huguenots in Sixteenth-Century Rouen: The Demographic Effects of the Religious Wars,” French
Historical Studies 9, no. 2 (Autumn 1975): 210, 223.

1% The French wars of religion were broken up in to eight separate conflicts rather than being one
continuous era of civil war, but the distinction being drawn for the purpose of this study is the conflict
pre-Edict of Nantes, and the conflict post-Edict of Nantes.
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of Aunis in the 1620s, ending in the Edict of Alés (1629). This edict articulated a much
stricter interpretation of the Edict of Nantes, something the Catholics of France had
been demanding for some time. It required the closing (and in some cases the
demolition) of Protestant temples which had been built after the passing of the Edict of
Nantes, along with the return of various Catholic properties which had been seized by
Protestants and were being used for Protestant worship. In Normandy, Catholic
authorities immediately began the destruction of temples all over the province,
engendering an exodus of Huguenots, who likely feared further restrictions on their
rights of freedom of religion, or even another outbreak of war.?°

Between 1633 and 1640, sixty-six individuals of French origin can be found in
the parish records of Trois-Rivieres. Of the sixty-six, available documentation on thirty-
three gives their origins in France. While the origins of some of the other 33 can be
inferred from their associations, such as their marriage and other family records, for
the purpose of this study, only those whose origins are confirmed by the PRDH will be
discussed as having a known origin. Nineteen of 33, more than half, came to New
France from Normandy, and many shared commonalities with the Godefroy and Leneuf
families. A tailor named Isaac Leconte, for example, was baptised in the same Calvinist

temple as Jean Godefroy.?! Two other families who settle in Trois-Riviéres and who

20 This was especially the case in La Rochelle. Kevin Robbins, City on the Ocean Sea La Rochelle, 1530-
1650 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 155-157; Luc Daireaux, "Réduire les Huguenots:" Protestants et pouvoirs en
Normandie au XVlle siecle (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2010), 177-180.

21 PRDH. His only vital record in the colony is his death certificate, meaning he probably did not have a
chance to establish himself. He was also a known Calvinist who was likely forced to convert on his death
bed.
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traced their roots back to Normandy are particularly noteworthy: the Hertel and the
Crevier families.

Jacques Hertel was one of the first settlers of the Trois-Rivieres region, along
with the Godefroy brothers. Originally from Fécamp, Normandy, he likely arrived in
New France as a soldier in the 1620s. After the attack on Québec by the Kirke brothers
in 1629, he retreated to live with the Algonquins, like Thomas and Jean Godefroy had.
During this residency, Hertel became fluent in Algonquin languages, and gained
employment as an interpreter when the Compagnie de la Nouvelle France reclaimed
administration of the territory in 1632. The Compagnie rewarded Hertel and the
Godefroy brothers with large tracts of land in the Trois-Rivieres area for having
maintained good relations with Algonquin traders.?? Hertel continued to serve as an
interpreter and appears as a godfather in a significant number of Indigenous baptisms
between 1636 and 1651. Although his father Nicolas is never acknowledged as an
immigrant to New France and is listed as “hors population” in the PRDH records, he can
be found on three different Indigenous baptism records from 1637 to 1639, indicating
at least a fleeting presence in the area.?3 Either Nicolas Hertel returned to France after
a few years, or he died in New France without his death being recorded.

The Crevier family’s presence can be much more easily traced. Christophe
Crevier and his wife, Jeanne Evrard, both originated from Rouen, Normandy.

Christophe first appeared in the Trois-Rivieres parish records in 1639, listed as a baker

22 No information is given as to who they resided with during their exile from Québec. Raymond Douville,
“Hertel de la Fresniére, Jacques,” DCB. Information regarding land grants outside of Ville-Marie is derived
from secondary sources, and so is not integrated into this study.

23 PRDH.
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on a baptism, but subsequent records indicate a quick rise from baker to merchant.
Jeanne Evrard gave birth to two children who were baptised in Trois-Rivieres, one in
1640 and another in 1643. By 1644, however, the family was back in France, where
their third child, Marguerite, was baptised at Saint-Sauveur, La Rochelle. All their
subsequent children were born in the La Rochelle area, and baptised in various parishes
around the city rather than in the same parish, indicating that the parents did not
belong to a single congregation during their stay but rather moved around. By 1652 the
family had returned to New France. According to J. F. Bosher, Crevier and his wife were
in La Rochelle to secure a loan to obtain goods on credit, which they sold on their
return to New France.?* The Crevier and Hertel families would become kin in New
France through marriage in their second generation, and the Crevier family members
were linked to the Lamarque witchcraft trial of 1682.

The pattern of family migration to Trois-Riviéres continued into the 1640s. The
extant parish records name 144 individuals of French background in the Trois-Rivieres
area between 1640 and 1649, appearing in baptism and death records.?> The
geographic origin of 90 of these individuals is known, and Normans were still the
dominant immigrant group in the 1640s. For example, Francois Marguerie and his

sister, Marie, arrive sometime around 1641, the year that Marie married Jacques

24 “They took with them 259 liv. worth of goods obtained on credit from a L. R. merchant, Pierre
Gauvaing, as a bottomry loan at 30% premium.” J.F. Bosher, Men and Ships in the Canada Trade, 1660-
1760: A Biographical Dictionary (Ottawa: Canadian Parks Services, 1992), 54.

25 Although most of these individuals were residents of Trois-Riviéres, not all the godparents were. Some
of them came from nearby settlements, such as Québec, to be present for the baptism of children.
PRDH.
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Hertel.2® Michel Blavot Lafontaine arrived from Caen around 1646, and returned to
France to marry his wife, Elisabeth Dugré, in her hometown of La Rochelle in 1647.
They returned to New France with Elisabeth’s brother, Jacques. Elisabeth and Jacques
were both baptised in the Calvinist temple of Villeneuve. Michel and Elisabeth had four
children in New France before eventually leaving the colony in the 1650s, but Jacques
stayed, and settled on the island of Orléans with his wife and children.?’

The second largest migration group to Trois-Rivieres in the 1640s was from
Perche, a former province of France located directly south of Normandy. One of the
more dominant immigrant groups in French Canada, Perche the migration started in
the 1630s when Robert Giffard de Moncel, master surgeon and New France’s first
colonizing seigneur, began recruiting for settlers. While the first immigrants of this
group primarily settled around Giffart’s seigneurie of Beauport, near Québec City,
many families went on to settle other areas.?® One of the largest families involved in
this migration, the Boucher family, became a prominent seigneurial family in their own
right. Pierre Boucher de Grosbois, who immigrated to New France as a teenager with
his family in the 1630s, founded the seigneurie of Boucherville. In the 1640s, many of

the Perche settlers were not only part of families that were quickly expanding outside

26 Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 19, 105; PRDH.

27 The Dugré family was one of several Calvinist families who made their start in Trois Riviéres before
leaving for a Protestant colony; another such family was the David family, who left permanently for the
Protestant colony of New York in the 1680s. See James L. Hansen, “The Origins of the Montross and
David Families of Tarrytown,” The New York Genealogical and Biographical Record 122 (1991) 193-201;
James L. Hansen, “The Origins of the Montross and David Families of Tarrytown,” The New York
Genealogical and Biographical Record 123 (1992) 30-34; Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 163; PRDH.
28 See Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants, 211-215; Larin, Bréve Histoire du peuplement européen en
Nouvelle-France, 145; Hubert Charbonneau, “Tourouvre-au-Perche aux XVlle et XVllle siécles. Etudes de
démographie historique" Population 25, no. 3 (mai-juin 1970): 539-542; for recruitment activities in
Perche specific to Montréal, see Auger, La grande recrue de 1653.
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of Beauport, but they were also integrating themselves into the Trois-Rivieres
network.?®

Gaspard Boucher, the patriarch of the Boucher clan, was a carpenter by trade.
In response to Giffart’s call for settlers, he sold his land in France and embarked with
his wife, Nicole Lemaire, and five children, to start a new life on the Saint Lawrence
River.3? That Boucher was willing to give up so much and undertake such risk, is
remarkable, especially with so many small children in tow, ranging in ages from newly
born (Madeleine, who was likely born on the ship transporting his family to New
France) to thirteen (Pierre). His brother, Marin, also immigrated to New France with his
wife, Perrine Mallet, and their two small children, both under the age of five. Finally,
their sister Jeanne, her husband Thomas Ayotte, and their three children, all arrived in
New France by 1638, when their fourth child is recorded as having been baptised in
Québec. Their French-born children would have ranged in ages from four to two when
they undertook the voyage to New France. While most of the Boucher family stuck to
the area around Québec and Beauport, Gaspard, Nicole, and two of their children
ended up settling in Trois-Riviéres. Their daughter Marie married Etienne Lafond, a
settler from Saintonge, in 1645, and Pierre married Jeanne Crevier, daughter of

Christophe Crevier and Jeanne Evrard, in 1652.3!

2 Leslie Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants, 261; Honorius Provost, “Giffard de Moncel, Robert,” DCB.
30 There is some debate on the exact date, which ship they sailed on, whether Gaspard spent a year in
New France before returning for his family, etc. The disparity between dates is no more than a year, it
was either 1634 or 1635. | have chosen the later date to coincide with the most likely date of the
migration of the entire family. Raymond Douville, “Boucher, Pierre,” DCB.

31 Crevier was Pierre Boucher’s second marriage; his first marriage was in 1649, to an Indigenous woman
of unknown origin, who is called Marie Madeleine Chrétienne in the parish records. PRDH.

48



Chapter 2 S. Pettigrew

This era also saw families from the area of La Rochelle begin to trickle into the
area. Elie Grimard and Anne Perrin arrived in New France in the late 1630s. There was a
27-year age gap between Elie and Anne; he was born in 1586, while she was born in
1613. Elie would have been old enough to remember La Rochelle during the first
decade after the Edict of Nantes, when churches which had been seized by Protestants
for use by the Huguenot community were returned to Catholics, causing much
grumbling among the majority-Huguenot population of the city. They would both have
been present in the city during Cardinal Richelieu’s siege, which ended the Huguenot
control of La Rochelle, placing much tighter royal controls on a city which had always
been somewhat independent of the crown. The city had been run by council for
centuries, and while the king permitted this structure to remain, he changed it
fundamentally by requiring its representatives to be Catholic, and approved by the
crown. Indeed, Elie and Anne married in 1629, just a year after La Rochelle fell.
Conditions in the city and surrounding areas of Aunis likely reflected the near constant
state of civil war, including a slow exodus of population, accompanied by a rise in the
Catholic population. The 1630s marked the first time in more than a century in which
La Rochelle’s Catholic baptisms outnumbered Protestant baptisms.32

Elie and Anne joined this exodus. Elie left for New France in 1639 as an engagé
to work as a carpenter for three years at 100 livres per year. Anne first appears in the

records in 1648 with the birth of their second child. Her elder son, Jean, was born in La

32 This sudden explosion in Catholic population can be attributed just as much to Catholics arriving to
settle in La Rochelle as it can be to Protestants leaving the city after its fall. Robbins, City on the Ocean,
370-380.
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Rochelle in 1636, and there is a twelve-year gap between him and his brother (also
named Jean) born in Trois-Riviéres, with no other children in between. This gap
suggests that the Elie’s family did not follow him to New France until he had completed
two three-year contracts as an engagée, the first in 1638 and the second in 1642; it is
possible that his wife and son followed him to New France after the end of his second
term, in 1645. By the 1666 census, Elie was a “habitant.” He was 80 years old, living
with his wife, two of his sons, and a servant.?3

The Benassis-Sauvaget family also made their way over to Trois-Riviéres in the
1640s. Guillaume Benassis, born in Marennes, a port city in Saintonge that shares a
harbour with present-day Hiers-Brouage, not far from La Rochelle, married Jeanne
Sauvaget in 1634,3* who was originally from Segonzac, a town located inland from
Marennes, towards Angouléme, but still in what is today referred to as the region of
Charente-Maritime. They first appear in New France’s records when their daughter,
Madeleine, married Etienne Seigneuret in Trois-Riviéres. Seigneuret, originally from
Falaise, in the Caen region of Normandy, would have been considerably older than
Madeleine, about twenty-eight years old compared to Madeleine’s twelve. Also
present in Trois-Riviéres with Guillaume, Jeanne, and Madeleine were Jeanne’s
parents, Jean Sauvaget and Anne Dupuis. Jean was hired as an engagé for three years,
classified simply as a “labourer” at 75 livres per year starting in 1642. His birth date is

unclear, but considering he and his wife Anne were married around 1612, he likely

3 Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 118; PRDH.
34 variations of Jeanne’s name are spelled either “Sauvaget” or “Sauvage”.
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would have been at least 50 years old when he undertook that contract. While Jean
appears as a witness to some baptisms and marriages in the 1650s, by the census of
1666, his wife is clearly a widow. Anne, 70 years old in 1666, was living with her
granddaughter, Madeleine, her husband, Etienne, and their daughter, Marguerite.?®

The 1650s saw more immigrants and family groups making their way to Trois-
Rivieres. Some of these groups shared no blood kinship with prior immigrants, only a
common experience of fleeing poor conditions at home caused by years of civil war and
religious persecution. They arrived to find strong social networks ready to welcome
them, established by the families who had arrived in the decades before. Large family
networks such as the Legardeurs, Leneufs, and Godefroys that already shared family
ties through marriage and blood, strengthened those ties through godparentage, while
extending their network to new arrivals through an extension of their “fictive” kin
network by inviting them to be godparents to their children, standing as godparents for
the children of other families of French descent, and, eventually, through inter-
marriage between generations of children.

French godparentage was steeped in traditions that were legal, secular, and
religious, and which applied to Catholics and Protestants alike. Most parents relied on
members of their own family to serve the role of godparent, a tradition which was

severely disrupted by immigration, as earlier scholarship has shown.3® A family who

35 Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 112; PRDH.

36 For the history and tradition of French godparentage and baptism belief, see Agnés Fine, Parrains,
Marraines: La parenté spirituelle en Europe (Paris: Fayard, 1994). Fine’s study includes examples of
godparentage all over France from the early middle ages to the modern age, and discusses how and why
godparents were chosen. For examples of how the religious wars in France impacted godparentage
within families who were of two confessions, see Mentzer, Blood and Belief. For discussion of how
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had met and married in a new land, with no large family or kinship networks to fall
back on, could not expect the same kind of supports they would have had from their
family networks back home. Baptism became a substitute for the lack of these family
ties. In the case of these Huguenot networks, we see the reinforcement of old
traditions brought over from France, as well as the creation of fictive kin which became
the basis for a larger, community-based network. Women such as Marie Leneuf, Jeanne
Evrard, and Marguerite Ayet Radisson, appear numerous times in the Trois-Rivieres
baptism records as godmothers. This knitting together of society in New France is
largely invisible without reconstructing the kin networks through baptism records.
When large families migrated together, it was easier for them to maintain
tighter godparentage networks within their own pre-existing family structure. In some
cases, like the Benassis-Sauvaget family, the tradition of having a grandparent stand as
the godparent for your first child continued even after settling in Trois-Riviéres, as
multiple generations had also settled in the area from France.?” The godparents for the
first generation of Godefroy children born in Trois-Rivieres were almost entirely
familial; of the nineteen people chosen for Jean Godefroy and Marie Leneuf’s children

between 1637 and 1658, eleven were family members. One, Marguerite Nicolet, was a

immigration to New France impacted godparentage and baptism rituals, see Colin Coates, The
Metamorphoses of Landscape and Community in Early Quebec (Montréal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2000), 70-74; Gregory Kennedy, Thomas Peace, & Stephanie Pettigrew, “Social Networks across
Chignecto: Applying Social Network Analysis to Acadie, Mi’kma’ki, and Nova Scotia, 1670-1751"
Acadiensis 47, no. 1 (Spring 2018): 8-40.

37 In the particular case of Etienne Seigneuret and Madeleine Benassis, they did not chose either
Guillaume Benassis or Jeanne Sauvaget as godparent for their daughter, but Pierre Boucher Grosbois and
Marguerite Radisson, both of whom were important members of the local aristocracy — an indication
that the family was looking to advance socially. The Godefroys and Leneufs, however, choose their
godparents almost exclusively from within their own family networks.
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member of their extended “fictive” kin network, and while not a blood relation, had
Marie Leneuf’s mother and brother as godparents. One child, Joseph, born in 1645, has
simply Governor Charles de Montmagny as a godparent, with no godmother.38

Settlers with distinct Calvinist ties also made their way to Trois-Riviéres in the
1650s. One of these Calvinists was Elie Bourbaut, baptised at the Calvinist temple of La
Rochelle in 1626, first recorded in Trois-Rivieres in 1650 when he stood as a godparent
for an Indigenous baptism. He served as a notary for Cap-de-la-Madeleine in 1653 and
1655, was also identified as a master carpenter, and obtained a grant of land in 1656,
the same year that he married Jeanne Sauvaget, who had been widowed in 1652.3° His
younger brother, Pierre Bourbaut, born in 1648 and baptised in Notre-Dame-de-
Cognes, La Rochelle, later followed him, first appearing in the records of New France in
1664 when he was confirmed.?® In the 1660s, the Seigneuret-Bourbaut families
became tied to the Godefroy family through marriage, when Jeanne Sauvaget’s grand-
daughter, the child of her daughter from her first marriage to Guillaume Benassis,
married Louis Godefroy de Normanville.**

The year 1653 marked the arrival of three of the Testards: Jacques Testard de la

Forét, Charles Testard de Folleville, and Jeanne Testard. Their mother, Anne, was the

38 |t was hot uncommon to only have one godparent, so long as the gender of the godparent matched
the gender of the child they were godparenting. Choosing a prominent godparent for your child was also
very common in New France, it helped establish a family within the colonial network. See Kennedy,
Peace and Pettigrew, "Social Networks across Chignecto," 17; Jean Baptiste de Saint Vallier, Rituel du
Diocese de Québec, publié par I'ordre de Monseigneur I'évéque de Québec, (Paris: Simon Langlois, 1703),
25; Fine, Parrains, Marraines, 75-76.

39 Trudel, Catalogue des immigrants, 223; PRDH.

40 pPRDH

41 Both Madeleine and her son play a prominent role in the trial of Jean Boudor, discussed in a
subsequent chapter. PRDH.
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sister of Jean and Thomas Godefroy; she married their father, Jean Testard, in the
Calvinist temple of Quevilly. Jacques was the first to immigrate from Rouen to Trois-
Rivieres, before relocating to Montréal in 1655 to serve as corporal of the garrison. In
1659, he obtained a grant of land in Ville-Marie, married Marie Pournin, and
established himself as a merchant. His brother, Charles, followed him to Montréal in
1660, and his sister Jeanne appears in the Ville-Marie marriage records of 1662, when
she married Francois Leber, fellow native of Rouen and brother of prominent Ville-
Marie merchant Jacques Leber. This marriage expanded the Testard family network
beyond the Godefroy and Leneuf families, to the Leber and Lemoyne, extending the
already vast Trois-Riviéres kinship network downriver, to Ville-Marie.*?

While the Testards who immigrated to New France conformed, at least
outwardly, to the colony’s requirement to practice only Catholicism in public (both
Jacques and Charles were confirmed in the Catholic church as adults by Laval in 1660),
their siblings who remained in France were all married at the Calvinist temple of
Quevilly, where they also baptised their children.** In the case of the kinship networks
built by the Testard family in New France, they largely adhered to tradition and kept
godparentage within the family. Jacques had only two children before his death, and all
four godparents were family members. Charles’ extended kinship network extended

beyond his family and into the Ville-Marie fur trading networks which centred around

42 R. P. Archange-Godbout, Généalogie de la famille Testard de Montigny. (Montréal: Editions
Beauchemin, 1942), 8; Trudel, Catalogue des Immigrants, 267; PRDH.
43 R. P. Archange-Godbout, Genéalogie de la famille Testard, 17.
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his wife’s cabaret, which will be discussed in much more depth in chapter three. Jeanne
selected almost all of her godparents from her pre-existing family network.**

The extension of the Godefroy network into quickly expanding Ville-Marie
brought competition with other merchants and official factions keen to secure control
over the growing continental fur trade. The legal cases examined later in this study

reflected the power and economic contest at the heart of the burgeoning settlement.

Immigration to Ville-Marie: the Protestant Networks of Montréal

Mickaél Augeron has discussed both the economic and social consequences of
enforcing legislation restricting Protestant movement and worship. Huguenots were so
entangled in the economy as merchants, artisans, and even in the military, that having
them leave as one large block would have had significant consequences for France,
particularly if they ultimately served one of its enemies, such as England.* This need
for Huguenot money, skills, and manpower would have been particularly true in New
France, where artisans such as masons, carpenters, shipbuilders, gunsmiths and metal
workers were essential to build, maintain, and defend new settlements. Leslie
Choquette estimates a Huguenot population of approximately twenty-five percent in
New France in an important essay.*® This study reinforces the importance of the

Huguenot demographic contribution.

44 PRDH.

4> Mickaél Augeron, "Les Huguenots et I'espace atlantique: aux sources d’une riche patrimoine historique
et mémoriel," in Les Huguenots et I’Atlantique, vol. 1: Pour Dieu, la cause ou les affaires eds. Mickaél
Augeron et al. (Paris: Indes Savantes, 2009), 17-44.

46 Choquette, "La conversion des Protestants en Nouvelle-France," in Augeron et al, Les Huguenots et
I’Atlantique, vol. 1, 307.
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The following analysis focuses on the census data from 1666-67 and 1681. The
censuses of 1666-67 were the first conducted of the settlers of New France and
undertaken by the colony’s Intendant, Jean Talon. As part of the colony’s royalisation in
1663, the powers of the governor were diluted; instead of having all the colony’s
powers concentrated in a single person, matters involving the military, law, and justice
were divided. While the governor remained in charge of the military, the intendant was
put in charge of justice, police, and the colony’s finances.*” Part of Talon’s orders as
intendant was not only to encourage more settlement, it was also to bring order to the
colony for which he was now responsible. One of his first actions was to conduct a
census so as to better understand the colony’s strengths and weaknesses. In counting
the residents, Talon and his agents visited each household.*® If there were servants or
engagés living in the household at the time, they were also recorded, along with any
trade they practiced, such as tailor or carpenter. Unlike some later censuses, often
conducted by military men, he did not record information about land under cultivation,
livestock herds, or guns. While Talon enumerated the monasteries and seminaries that
were located in the settlements, such as the Ursulines and the Sulpicians, he did not
include the missionaries who were in the field, nor did he make any attempt to include
Indigenous peoples.*® The 1681 census, undertaken by Talon’s successor, Jacques

Ducheneau de la Doussiniére, followed much of the same methodology.>® While the

47 Marie Eve Ouellette, Le métier d’intendant en France et en Nouvelle-France au XVlile siécle (Québec:
Septentrion, 2018), 18-22.

48 André Vachon, “Talon, Jean,” DCB.

4 “Recensement du Canada, 1666 / Census of Canada, 1666,” LAC.

50 “Recensement du Canada fait par I'intendant Du Chesneau," LAC.
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data are certainly incomplete, the census is nevertheless an invaluable treasure-trove
to understand the colony’s demographics and social networks.

We can compare the population of Ville-Marie, as well as the settlements
immediately surrounding Ville-Marie (consisting of twenty-five kilometers, or roughly
one day’s walking distance), for 1667 and 1681, to determine population increase and
origin using the PRDH. In 80 percent of cases, the origins of settlers from France are
known — very similar to the overall picture of New France painted by Choquette, who
was able to locate the origins of approximately 75 percent of the colonists she included
in her study.”! In order to simplify the geographic analysis of French origins and
religious affiliations, the country has been divided into its contemporary départements,
as many of the villages from which these immigrants originated no longer exist, have
been incorporated into neighbouring villages, or are part of larger towns. The French
provinces of the early modern era no longer exist, and geographic entities have
changed so frequently since the Napoleonic era that the most reliable form of
geographic entity to use for tracking geographic origin are the modern départements.
As other scholars have noted before, there is a discernible geographic pattern of
migration from France to New France which focuses on Normandy and the west
country, while almost entirely leaving out other parts of the metropole.>? The fact that
regions amongst those the most impacted by the French wars of religion also

disproportionately provided migrants to the colony is likely not a coincidence.

51 Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants, 31.
52 Hackett-Fisher, Champlain’s Dream, 473-475; Choquette, Frenchmen into Peasants, 30 (table 1.1).
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In general, there is a significant increase in population in Ville-Marie and the
surrounding area over the fifteen year period, fueled partly by higher immigration but
especially by natural increase.

Table 2.1: 1666-67 & 1681 Montréal Population increase (Percentages)

1666-67 1681 Percentage increase
Total population 615 2381 387.2
Men 236 703 297.9
Women 101 430 425.7
Children 278 1248 448.9

With a total population of 615 people in 1666-67, 278 were children (45%) and 101
were women (16%). By 1681, the population had nearly quadrupled to 2,381, and the
increase in women outstripped that of men. By 1681, Ville-Marie was approaching a
balanced sex ratio, a key element for a stable colonial population.>3

Table 2.2: Comparative Table of the 1666-67 & 1681 censuses, Montréal area.

1666-67 1681
Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Men 236 38.37 703 29.53

Women 101 16.42 430 18.06
Children 278 45.20 1,248 52.41
TOTAL 615 100.00 2381 100.00

Even in the 1666-67 censuses, the population of Montréal was already shifting
from a majority immigrant population to a majority second-generation born in the
colony. The immigrant population to New France in 1666-67 represented forty-nine of
the 101 départements of France with some much more heavily weighted than others.

Charente-Maritime, where La Rochelle is located, contributed the highest single

53 Jack Greene, Pursuit of Happiness, 15-16, 19.
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number of immigrants to Montréal. Immigrants from the Charente-Maritime region
even outnumber those from Sarthe, who were recruited by Paul de Chomedey as part
of the grande recrue of 1653 to help populate the colony and strengthen it against
Haudenosaunee raids.>* Like Trois-Riviéres, a significant number of immigrants also
came from Normandy (the departments of Seine-Maritime and Calvados). Between the
two census years of 1666-67 and 1681, there was a significant increase in immigration
to New France from départements which were heavily impacted by the civil wars of the
seventeenth century, such as Charente-Maritime, Calvados, and Seine-Maritime. While
the immigrant population representing the western coast of France and Normandy
doubled in Montréal by 1681, other regions (excluding Paris) were represented by a
mere handful of settlers.>>

Much like the family groups who migrated to Trois-Rivieres, those who migrated
to Ville-Marie were leaving areas of religious turmoil and persecution. Some may have
been personally Calvinist, while others may have been of Huguenot background or
association. Still others may have just been looking to get away from the persistent
threat of civil war. By taking measures to remain anonymous and by engaging in

subterfuge, French Protestants could make a new life for themselves in a new French

54 “La Grande Recrue” of 1653 was a recruitment drive organized by Paul de Chomedey, seigneur of Ville-
Marie. He returned to France with the intention of recruiting as many colonists as possible, under
contract. The concern of the Ville-Marie administration was security — they were under threat from the
Iroquois, and while their population remained scant, they would never be able to secure the colony.
While over 150 signed up, only about 100 actually made it to Montréal, with 86 remaining in the Ville-
Marie area. These included Marguerite Bourgeoys, a number of skilled artisans including bakers,
locksmiths, carpenters, etc. While most were given an advance on their contract, they never received the
full amount they were promised due to a lack of funds. Auger, La Grande recrue de 1653.

55 See appendix A2.1.
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province in North America, without the inconveniences posed by moving to a foreign
country like Holland or England — such as learning a new language, dealing with
xenophobia, and acquiring subjecthood or citizenship, upon which depended the ability
to own land.

Once immigrants arrived in New France, there are various methods that
Calvinists could have used to integrate into a local colonial population. In some cases,
information was masked to hide their presence from Catholic authorities such as
Bishop Laval. An example of masking information was to misrepresent one’s origins, an
easy enough task when undertaking a transatlantic voyage and presumably starting
fresh in a new community. Digital archives such as the PRDH have made it easier to find
such individuals. In the case of seventeenth-century marriage records, the “origins”
listed of the parties were largely self-reported. If an individual had a reason to lie, they
could.

Anne Javelot masked her origins. First recorded in 1666 on a marriage contract
to Jean Gariguet, she appeared again the next year married instead to Jacques Leboeuf.
Leboeuf was a native of La Rochelle, and like Javelot, a newcomer to New France, with
no record of his presence before his marriage. Their marriage record, when compared
to their baptism records, offers an excellent illustration of why it is so hard to find
people who historically did not want to be found. While the marriage record clearly
states Javelot’s origin as the Parish of St-Nicolas, one of the Catholic churches of La
Rochelle, her individual baptism record shows she was actually baptised at the Calvinist

Temple of La Rochelle. While she could very well have resided in the parish of St-
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Nicolas, using the name of the Catholic parish where Catholics were known to reside
within the city most known for its Huguenot population was a simple way to obfuscate
her Calvinist origin.>®

This purposeful confusion of baptismal records was a relatively common act of
subterfuge implemented by Huguenot parents to protect their children in an age in
which authorities closely monitored baptisms. Jean Baptiste Soulard, born in La
Rochelle in 1643 and living in Québec by the 1660s where he married his first wife,
Catherine Boutet, was baptised twice — once at the Calvinist Temple, and a second time
at the Catholic parish of Saint-Sauveur.>’

These examples do not mean that the true baptismal information never crossed
the Atlantic. In fact, enough residents of Montréal originated from St-Nicolas, La
Rochelle, to make this act of subterfuge risky. But the Javelot-Leboeuf family was fairly
careful; nobody else was present at their wedding to overhear their origin story other
than the notary, the priest, and one witness. They only had two children before Javelot
died, but the godparents included a prominent local Calvinist, Jacques Bedard, who
resided just outside of Québec in Charlesbourg.

Falsifying information could be risky, as Pierre Bissonnet discovered after his
marriage to Mathurine Desbordes. Bissonnette originated from La-Roche-sur-Yon, not
far from the La Rochelle harbour, while Desbordes was from Marans. Married in 1660,

soon after their respective arrivals in New France, Desbordes became pregnant within

56 See appendix A2.2, figures A.2.1 & A2.2.2.
57 See appendix A2.2, figure A2.2.3.
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her first year of marriage — only to discover that Bissonnet was already married to a
woman back in France. His marriage to Desbordes was annulled, and she went on to
remarry. Their child, however, was declared born out-of-wedlock. The risk of falsifying
information did not pay off for Bissonnet or his child.>®

Mathurine Desbordes belonged to a large group which migrated from Marans
together in 1659, most as engagés for the Hotel-Dieu of Montréal, many of whom were
related.>® This group is particularly interesting. They were subjected to the religious
wars of the 1620s, when Louis Xlll and Richelieu occupied Marans in their siege of La
Rochelle, destroying their Chateau and their church, Saint-Etienne. The town was of
particular strategic importance, supplying La Rochelle during the siege of the city
before it, too, was seized by Louis Xlll and occupied by him personally.t° Most of the
members of this group were born in the 1630s, which makes it particularly noteworthy
that they registered their location of baptism as “St-Etienne, Marans, Aunis” —
indicating either that a Catholic priest was still using the mostly-destroyed church to
baptise Catholic babies, or local Protestants were using it as a covert location for their

own baptisms.

58 Fleeing religious persecution had a significant impact on marriage in diasporic communities even
within Europe. Religious differences between spouses could lead to abandonment of a marriage without
proper divorce proceedings, which in turn led to bigamy. For more on the gendered experience of
religious diasporic communities and its impact on Dutch protestant women, see Jesse Spohnholz,
"Instability and Insecurity: Dutch Women Refugees in Germany and England, 1550-1600,” in Exile and
Religious Identity, 1500-1800 ed. Jesse Spohnholz & Gary K. Waite (London: Pickering & Chatto, 2014),
111-125; PRDH; “Ordre au premier huissier ou sergent requis, de prendre au corps ou appréhender,
Pierre Bissonnet, meunier, accusé d'étre marié en France et a Montréal," 1664-09-03. BANQ Québec:
Fonds Conseil Souverain, TP1,528,P179.

9 Marans, France, is located approximately 24 kilometers northwest of the city of La Rochelle, France.
80 pierre Mervault, Journal des choses plus memorables qui se sont passées au dernier siege de la
Rochelle (London: John Wickins, 1680) EEBO. 19-29.
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What we know for certain is that a large group consisting of eighteen individuals
and including young children and married couples, migrated from Saint-Etienne de
Marans in 1659 to serve as engagés in the Hotel-Dieu de Montréal, the settlement’s
hospital.®! A part of establishing themselves in Ville-Marie involved the creation of a kin
network that included not just immediate blood ties, but extended kin ties that drew in
trusted individuals as godparents, linking these people to the families by replicating
non-biological kin ties across various Marans families. These extended kin networks
were one of the ways that families performed subterfuge while adhering to Catholic
norms. Godparents in Catholicism were meant to assure the continued orthodoxy of
the children being born into the community. Godparents were expected to uphold
Catholic ideals of morality, and drunkards, blasphemers, and heretics were strictly
proscribed.®? Motivations for choosing godparents in New France were varied; many
parents chose individuals from a social strata higher than that of the family’s in order to
serve as patrons for their children, or they chose to remain within their own families

rather than extending their kin network outwards.®3 Calvinist families often chose to

51 The religieuses hospitaliéres de St. Joseph, established by Jeanne Mance in 1645, played an important
role in the establishment of the colony, and operated as a hospital until 2017. The original hospital
consisted of a two-story wooden building, approximately 55 feet by 24 feet, split into three sections. The
top floor had two rooms heated by a large fireplace; the largest room was reserved for sick men under
the care of the nuns, with the smallest of the rooms reserved for women. The ground floor was reserved
to house the nuns themselves. In 1695 the building, along with everything in it, burned to the ground,
and the nuns transferred their operations to the barns and houses of various settlers until a new building
could be furnished. Those who were brought over from France as engagés for the hospitaliéres were
hired to serve various functions, from farming the lands attached to the Hotel-Dieu which were provided
to help maintain its finances, to acting as servants for the hospital. See Marie Morin, Histoire simple et
véritable de I’établissement des religieuses hospitailéres de Saint-Joseph en I'isle de Montréal ed.
Ghislaine Legendre (Montréal: Université de Montréal, 1979) 98-99; "Lettre de Frontenac et Champigny
au ministre," 1695-11-10. Archives nationales d'outre-mer (France) COL C11A 13/fol.296-313.

62 Saint Vallier, Rituel du Diocése de Québec, 25; Fine, Parrains, Marraines, 75-76.

83 Coates, The Metamorphoses of Landscape and Community in Early Quebec, 70-75; Kennedy, Peace, &
Pettigrew, “Social Networks across Chignecto” 16-17.
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keep their godparent ties either completely within the family, or at the very least
within their own social sphere. In some cases, they chose individuals who were
otherwise transient or unknown to the community. An examination of the Marans
group shows their kin networks included four definite Calvinists, and they duplicated
each other’s godparent networks by creating reciprocal relationships. Rather than
examining the extended kin networks of all eighteen individuals who arrived from
Marans, what follows is an examination of an extended family who emigrated as a part
of this larger group — three Garnier siblings, Michelle, Marie Louise, and Marguerite,
their spouses, the children they brought with them, and finally, Marie Louise’s
daughter, Marie Goguet.

Michelle Garnier and Simon Cardinal were married sometime in 1652. They
arrived in Montréal in 1659 with their young son, Jean, who was only about a year old.
Their role as engagés for the Hotel-Dieu was likely to farm a piece of land allotted to
them by Jeanne Mance; the Adhémar database of property held in Montréal from 1642
to 1805 lists Cardinal as a “cultivateur” starting in 1661, and only indicates a sole lot
owned in his name starting in 1674, on rue Notre Dame.® Together they would have
five more children, all of whom would have godparents who were prominent members
of the Montréal community, despite the relatively humble status of their parents.
Three Cardinal children’s godmothers, Anne Leber, Marie Archambaud, and Jeanne

Testard, were members of prominent merchant families; in the case of Jeanne Testard,

64 Le groupe de recherche sur Montréal, Adhémar: bases de données du groupe de recherche sur
Montréal Propriété, bdti et population a Montréal, 1642-1805. http://www.remparts.info/adhemar_php/
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she was not only the wife of a prominent member of the Leber merchant family, she
was also the daughter of Calvinist parents and the niece of the Godefroy brothers of
Trois-Riveres.®> Other members of the Montréal Calvinist network appear in the
godparentage of the Garnier-Cardinal children (see figure 2.1). The godfather to their
son Pierre, Pierre Dagenay, was married to Anne Brandon, who was baptised in the
Calvinist temple of Sedan.®®

Figure 2.1: Garnier-Cardinal extended kin network

Simon Cardinal & Michelle Garnier (m. 1652)
Children Baptism |Godfather |Godmother
Jean 1658 In France
Gabriel 1661 |Gabriel Celle Duclos [Marie Archambault
Etienne 1663 |Etienne Campeau Jeanne Testard
Pierre 1665 |Pierre Dagenay Marguerite Sedilot
Simon 1667 |Jean Mardor Anne Leber
Cecile 1670 |Antoine Grot Cecile Janot

Besides showing a tendency towards connecting with Calvinist networks, the
Cardinal family baptismal practices also demonstrate a trend of duplicating the
extended kin networks of their Marans peers. The Duclos, Archambault, and Leber
families all appear multiple times in the Marans list of godparentage, even though they
were not related to any of the families. Also present were members of Pierre Gadois’
family, a prominent and wealthy Ville-Marie gunmaker, and relatives of Jean Baptiste
Migeon, seigneurial judge for Montréal.

Like the Garnier-Cardinal family, Pierre Goguet and Marie Louise Garnier arrived

in Montréal in 1659 with a small child, around the age of one year. They would go on to

65 See above.
66 PRDH.
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have five more children while employed as engagés for Hotel-Dieu. Although Pierre
Goguet is listed as a “habitant” on the 1681 census, neither he nor Louise appear in the
Adhémar database, as either occupying or owning property in Montréal. Their
extended kin network was rather simple, consisting of individuals who came to
Montréal with them from Marans, such as their brother-in-law Simon Cardinal, Marie
Marthe Thibaudeau, and Suzanne Cognon. Two other godparents in their network are
unknown individuals (see figure 2.2). Neither of Marie-Louise’s sisters appeared as a
godmother; considering how insular this kin network is, and especially considering how
tightly within the family her own daughter would keep the consideration of

godparentage for the next generation, the absence is noteworthy, as will be discussed

below.
Figure 2.2: Garnier-Goguet extended kin network®’
Pierre Goguet & Marie Louise Garnier (m. unknown)

Children Baptism |Godfather |Godmother
Marie 1658 In France
Pierre 1664 |Pierre Pigeon Michelle Artus
Catherine 1666 [Jean Gris Catherine Varry
Suzanne 1667 [Pierre Caille Suzanne Cognon
Jean 1668 |Jean Dalusau LaGrenne |Madeleine Boucher
Jacques 1672 |Simon Cardinal Marie Marthe Thibaudeau

Olivier Charbonneau and Marguerite Garnier were married in 1656, and all four
of their children were born in New France. The family is registered in the Adhémar

database, but as renters (locataires), not property owners. While three of the members

57 PRDH.
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of the Garnier-Charbonneau extended kin network were also part of the larger Marans
network, two were transient individuals who cannot be found in any other records (see
figure 2.3). Much like her sisters, Marguerite appeared to have no interest in selecting
Marie-Louise or Michelle as godmothers. Instead, all three choose members of the
community who could offer their family established ties to Ville-Marie; the Testards,
the Archambauds, the Gadois, the Lebers, and the Legardeurs, to whom Marie
Dumesnil and Jeanne Hebert, two of the Garnier-Charbonneau godparents, are
connected in various ways. Other godparents, such as Urbain Baudreau, Mathurin
Gaude, and Jean Milot, were selected from the greater Marans network, establishing a
trusted network of individuals who had already been selected by one of their own, and
were therefore deemed trustworthy.

Figure 2.3: Garnier-Charbonneau extended kin network®®

Olivier Charbonneau & Marguerite Garnier (m. 1656)
Children | Baptism |Godfather Godmother
Joseph 1660 |Urbain Baudreau |Marie Dumesnil
Jean 1662 |Jean Millot Mathurin Gaude
Elisabeth| 1664 |Antoine Baudet [Elisabeth Gobinet
Michel 1666 |Michel Morreau |Jeanne Hebert

The performance of subterfuge went beyond arriving and settling in Montréal.
Strategies were developed around the establishment of family, extended kin networks,
and identification with powerful people who surrounded them and could offer some
protection. The establishment of this large and trusted network of individuals allowed

for the continuation and persistence of a Huguenot community into the second

68 PRDH.
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generation. An example of how these strategies contributed to persistence of
community identity and affiliation into the second generation after immigration is
Marie Goguet.

Marie Goguet, the daughter of Marie-Louise Garnier and Pierre Goguet,
emigrated from Marans with her parents as an infant. She grew up among the nuns of
Hotel-Dieu, as well as among her uncles and aunts who also made the journey from
Marans to Montréal. Despite being raised in what, on the surface, was a predominantly
Catholic community, in 1671 she married Jean Groux, a Calvinist baptised at the St-
Maclou temple of Rouen, Normandy. Listed as a cobbler and engagé in the 1666
census, and subsequently as a cobbler and habitant in 1681, he likely arrived in
Montréal not long before 1665, when he began to appear in PRDH records. The
witnesses at their marriage were few in number — Goguet’s parents (Pierre Goguet and
Marie Garnier), and Jacques Leber, and Charles LeMoyne, both important merchants in
Montréal. Once they were married and started having children, their extended kin
network became very insular, including almost exclusively their own immediate family
and people who already belonged to the greater Marans network, with very few
exceptions (see figure 2.4). Immediate family members include Michelle Garnier (Marie
Goguet’s aunt), Pierre Goguet (senior), Jeanne Goguet, and two of Marie’s siblings,
Jean and Pierre. Pierre Maguet, Etienne Forestier, Claude Damise and Frangoise Lauson
all belonged to the greater Marans network, while Marie Chenier was closely tied to

the Archambault family.
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Figure 2.4: Goguet-Groux Extended Kin Network®

Jean Groux & Marie Goguet (m. 1671)

Children Baptism |Godfather Godmother
Mathurin 1674 |Mathurin Rouiller Michelle Garnier
Jean-Baptiste| 1676 |Pierre Goguet Jeanne Goguet
Paul 1678 |Paul Daze Claude Damise
Pierre 1681 [Pierre Maguet Francoise Lauzon
Marie 1683 |Etienne Forestier Marie Chenie
Jeanne 1685 |Pierre Goguet (fils) Jeanne Goguet
Jean 1687 |lean Goguet (fils) Anne Charon

S. Pettigrew

While their social network and godparentage had a central focus on pre-existing family

connections, no godparents from outside the family were selected after the revocation

of the Edict of Nantes. This focus on family members as godparents became even more

pronounced after the death of Jean Groux. Left a widow after Groux was killed in the

Haudenosaunee raids of 1689, Goguet had the unenviable task of raising small children

on her own. Unsurprisingly, she did not hesitate to remarry — this time to a soldier,

Jacques Desnoyer LalJeunesse, whose exact origins are unknown. They had five more

children together, and chose the children from Goguet’s first marriage to be the

godparents for most of them (see figure 2.5).

Figure 2.5: Desnoyer-Goguet Extended Kin Network’®

Marie Goguet & Jacques Desnoyer (m. 1693)
Children Baptism |[Godfather Godmother
Jacques 1694 [NA Suzanne Chartran
Joseph 1694 |Paul Groux Marie Etienne
Francois 1697 [Francois Letar Marie Groux
Pierre 1700 |Pierre Groux Louise Fortin
Marie Anne 1701 |Francois Dejordy |Marie Beauchamp

69 PRDH
0 PRDH.

69



Chapter 2 S. Pettigrew

Marie Goguet was not the only example of persistence into the second
generation in this network. Anne Leber, who appears as a godmother in the Garnier-
Cardinal network, married a Dutch Protestant in New York in 1689 before returning to
Montréal with him in 1699, where he was baptised as a Catholic.”* This was Leber’s
second marriage; there is no record of her first husband’s death in the PRDH. This
makes it extremely likely that her first husband, Antoine Barrois, and Leber left
Montréal for New York together, soon after 1683, along with their children.
Strengthening the case for the departure of the entire family sometime after the birth
of their youngest son in 1683 is a baptismal record for young Antoine Barrois for 1699,
the year the family returned to Ville-Marie. Although he was born in La Prairie and
baptised as a child by a Jesuit, he was re-baptised into the Catholic faith at the age of
fifteen, at which time his origin was recorded as “Dutch,” not French.”? Once returned
to Montréal, Leber and her new husband, Jean Baptiste Landreman, would have only
one child, Francois. Although he would be baptised, he did not have a godmother, and
the full name of the godfather is not recorded.

It would not have been possible to return to Ville-Marie in 1699 and live with an
openly Protestant husband; not just because of the revocation of the Edict of Nantes,
but because the entire judicial system of Montréal had changed in the decade since
Anne Leber had left. The courts were royalised in 1693, and so justice was no longer

seigneurial.”? Life was harder for Huguenots all over the French Atlantic world. And

7L PRDH.
72 See appendix A2.2, figure 2.2.4.
73 Dechene, Habitants et Marchands, 140.
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Anne’s departure for marriage in a English colony would have been high profile gossip
in town. Her family was implicated in almost all aspects of the town’s commerce; her
father and uncles had established themselves as leading merchants in Ville-Marie, and
spent most of the 1680s fighting to maintain their dominance in the local merchant
scene as metropolitan élites attempted to take over the lucrative fur trade.”* She was
not an anonymous person, and could not move inconspicuously — which is perhaps why
she left in the first place.

Her cousin, Marie Testard, had a bit more luck living a quiet life, despite being
just as infamous (albeit for very different reasons). In 1682 she became the target of
speculation and public gossip during the witchcraft and scandal trial of her mother,
Anne Lamarque; several witnesses placed Marie in her mother’s bed along with her
mother’s lovers, something which reportedly worried members of her extended
family.” In 1684, she quietly married Jean du Lignon la Mirande, a Calvinist from the
Temple of la Rochefoucaud. According to the Catholic marriage ceremony, one of the
prerequisites to marriage is the publication of the bans —an announcement that gets
sent out to the members of the parish, and neighbouring parishes, stating the names of
those getting married, and inviting people to come forward with reasons why the
marriage should not go forward. This practice was meant to prevent things like bigamy,

or marriage between family members who were too closely related — and is likely how

74 Yves F. Zoltvany, “Jacques Le Ber,” DCB; Robichaud, “Les réseaux d’influence & Montréal au XVlle
siecle," 73-74.

7> Depositions Marguerite de Nivelet & Joanne Everard, 20 June 1682, Marie Carlie, "Substitut Procureur
du roi vs Anne Lamarque, meeurs," 1682-06-19. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1664-
1693, TL2-08-0339.
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Pierre Bissonnette got caught with two wives in 1661, despite the Atlantic Ocean
separating the two. The permission of the bishop was required to avoid publication of
the bans. ’® In the case of Marie Testard, she may have acquired permission simply
because of the infamy of her mother; church officials may have wanted to avoid re-
awakening the scandal and gossip of Anne Lamarque by widely announcing the
marriage of her daughter so soon after the trial. In any case, her marriage was a quiet
one. Marie had familial ties to the Leber family through her aunt, and her uncles were
themselves rich and influential merchants, but despite that, her only child was baptised
with a transient godfather and Jeanne Closse as godmother.

Jeanne Closse was the wife of Jacques Bizard, seigneur of an island near
Montréal which now bears his name. Some Protestants had to tread a fine line
between private and public life, particularly when it came to their extended kin
networks. This was the case for Jacques Bizard. Born in Switzerland, to an itinerant
Calvinist preacher, he came to New France after serving in the Venetian army, which is
where he first encountered Louis de Buade de Frontenac. Having impressed Frontenac
in the field, he became his aide-de-camp, and eventually followed him to New France,
where he was granted lle Bonaventure, now known as lle Bizard.”” He married Jeanne
Closse in Montréal in 1678, daughter of Lambert Closse and Elizabeth Moyen, natives
of Lorraine and Paris, respectively. Closse was the daughter of an established family,

but not a rich one. Her father was a soldier who had made his way to Ville-Marie in the

76 Saint-Vallier, Rituel du Diocése de Québec, 340.
7T\W. J. Eccles, “Bizard, Jacques,” DCB.
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Grande Recrue of 1653 and did not own any property.’® Her mother and aunt had
arrived together in the 1650s, and her aunt, Marie, had made a much better social
match than Elisabeth had, marrying the military captain Sidrac Dugué, who was very
wealthy. On paper, the marriage between Bizard and Closse is odd, and Closse is by far
the biggest beneficiary. When they begin having children, their godparent network was
a bit of a mix. The majority of the godfathers are selected from the upper crust of New
France society; the governor of New France Louis de Buade de Frontenac, the governor
of Montréal Louis Hector de Calliéres, the son of the former governor of Montréal
Francois Perrot. But the majority of the godmothers are selected from Closse’s
immediate family.”®

Due to Bizard’s position as a seigneur and town major, he and Closse lived at
least somewhat in the public eye. Their extended kin network had to be an extension of
their public position, not just an extension of personal ties, and as such their network
was subject to greater scrutiny. Despite his elevated station in society making him a
natural candidate for godfather, Bizard only appears in thirteen baptisms as godfather,
a relatively low number for a seigneur. Closse, on the other hand, is a godmother to
twenty-seven children. Three of these children were her cousins, while two were
Indigenous converts. She is a godmother for members of the Archambault and Leber
families, and, in two particular instances, in the case of Marie Testard and Jean Baptiste

Soulard, respectively, she stood as godmother for Calvinist parents. While choosing

78 See Auger, La Grande recrue de 1653.
79 See Appendix A2.3, figure A2.3.1.
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their own immediate kin ties carefully, Closse seemed to function as a key figure in
Montréal’s kin networks.8°

Other Calvinist families also monitored their extended family networks, but
seemingly with the goal of remaining in subterfuge rather than entering the public eye.
An example is the kin network of Héléne Dodin®! and her husband, Jean Deniau. Born
in 1642 on the Isle de Ré, Dodin was baptised at the Calvinist temple of Villeneuve in La
Rochelle a few months after her birth. After emigrating to New France sometime in the
early 1660s, she married Jean Deniau, a native of Bretagne who had arrived in
Montréal with Paul de Chomedey with the Grand Récrue of 1653. They owned two
plots of land in Montréal, one on the Rue Saint Paul, amounting to just under half an
acre (0.41 acres), and a plot on the town commune.®?

Between 1665 and 1673, Deniau and Dodin had six children. Of the six
godfathers chosen by the parents, four were transient individuals not found in other
records. This pattern could indicate several things: first, they were itinerant merchants,
who only visited Montréal on a seasonal basis. If this were the case, the baptism would
likely have recorded the occupation of the individual as “merchant,” as baptism records
often did. Second, they could have been soldiers, who rarely showed up in the type of
parish records recorded by the PRDH, unless they married or were chosen as
godparents for multiple children. Third, they occupied some other form of seasonal

employment, such as voyageurs, that brought them to Montréal periodically. Or, fourth

80 PRDH.

81 The spellings of Héléne’s name vary between “Dodin,” “Godin,” and “Gaudin.” For simplicity’s sake, |
have chosen “Dodin” and will stick with that variation.

8 Adhémar.
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and most likely, they came to New France as engagés, decided it was not for them, and
because their time in the colony was not the familiar sort that would typically result in
parish records, these baptisms are the only record of these individuals. Several of the
godfathers, such as Réné Ferezet and Gilles Devennes, have occupations listed on the
baptism record which would indicate the likelihood of being an engagé in Montréal on
a temporary contract; Ferezet was a locksmith, while Devennes was a mason. Other
members of this family network included Mathurine Juillet and Pierre Pigeon, who are
also members of the Marans network, and Marie Valade, who is described as an “ex-
Calvinist” and a fille du roi.?3 Rather than expanding the family’s networks within
Montréal, they were consolidating, and finding ways to protect themselves. Despite
their property holdings and the relative safety of Ville-Marie, they made the move to
Boucherville by 1681.84

The Dagenay-Brandon family of Montréal were closely associated with the
Marans group, despite not being from Marans themselves. Pierre Dagenay was from
the parish of St-Sauveur, La Rochelle, and his first appearance in the records of New
France is in 1665, when he married Anne Brandon, who was baptised in the Calvinist
temple of Sedan in 1634. They become the owners of a small plot of land in Montréal in
1672, equal to about 42 square meters.®> The godparents they chose for their six

children were almost entirely selected from the Marans network; either direct Marans

83 Sources date this conversion as having occurred in 1647; considering she was born in 1642, she would
have been very young to conscientiously convert from one confession to the other. Société d’histoire des
filles du Roy, Les Filles du Roy pionnieres de Montréal, 53.

84 See appendix A2.3, figure A2.3.2.

8 Adhémar.
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immigrants, or individuals who also served as godparents for Marans immigrants.
Several individuals within the familial kin network were related to each other, and one
was transient. Like the Dodin-Deniau network, the key factor in selecting godparents is
maintaining the family’s security to avoid drawing attention to themselves; the Catholic
norms of New France needed to be adhered to, but at the same time, the “new kin”
being included in their extended family needed to be assured safety.%®

The Leroy family had a very similar pattern in their kin network. Originally from
Coutances, Normandy, Simon Leroy first appears in the records of New France in 1668,
when he married Claude Deschalets, a native of Fontenay-le-Comte in Poitou. They
originally established themselves in Québec, where they started off with a very closed
kin network made up of almost exclusively their own immediate family. Godmothers
were selected almost exclusively from Claude’s sisters, while godfathers were often
transient individuals, married to the godmothers, and in one case an uncle. This pattern
suddenly changed with the baptism of their child Charlotte in 1678, when for the first
time we see members of the local elite join the extended kin network; specifically, the
Legardeur family took an interest in the Leroy-Deschalet network. Charlotte’s
godparents are Jean Baptiste and Madeleine Legardeur, the children of Charles
Legardeur Dutilly, representative of the king and member of the conseil souverain.

These godparents marked a significant departure from the rest of the Leroy-Deschalets

8 See appendix A2.3, figure A2.3.3.
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kin network. It also came just a few years after the same conseil souverain passed new
measures to restrict the movement of Huguenots in the colony.?’

When Frangois Laval became the first bishop of New France in 1658, he had
dreams of reviving Richelieu’s 1626 vision of the perfect Catholic state. Such was his
anxiety over the issue of Protestants in the colony that one of the first measures he
undertook in his see was to conduct mass confirmations in Montréal and Québec of all
colonists, no matter the age they had been when they immigrated to New France.
Individuals as young as six and as old as eighty were confirmed by Laval between 1660
and 1671.88 But that was not enough. New people kept arriving, and the Huguenot
merchants still held their sway. In 1676, Laval convinced the conseil souverain to pass
an ordinance which would ban Huguenots from settling in New France. But this
measure did not have quite the teeth Laval wanted; rather than ban Huguenots from
settling, the 1676 ordinance discouraged them from overwintering, but allowed them
to stay, if necessary, so long as they did not practice their faith openly — effectively
enshrining the status quo into law.®

Still, the fact that laws were being passed to restrict Protestant movements may
have been too much of a reminder for some of why they left France. Soon after the
1676 ordinance, the Leroy-Deschalets family moved to Montréal, which is where they

can be found according to the 1681 census.?® They had one child baptised while they

87 See appendix A2.3, figure A2.3.4.

88 PRDH; Choquette, "La conversion des Protestants en Nouvelle-France," 306.

8 Arréts et réglements du conseil supérieur de Québec, et ordonnances et jugements des intendants du
Canada (Québec: E. R. Fréchette, 1855), 72.

% PRDH.
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were there, and the godmother they chose, Marie Testard, would herself go on to
marry a Calvinist a few years later. Soon after, the entire family left New France in
favour of the English colonies, rather than risk being forced into abjuration. The Leroy-
Deschalets family illustrates a distinct difficulty when trying to find Huguenot families
or individuals in the archives, particularly when using a methodology which requires
specific actions such as baptisms, marriages, or a move to the English colonies to
openly practice Protestantism. The public records of the Leroy-Deschalets offer no
indication that they were Protestants. Neither of them were baptised in a Calvinist
temple, nor were any of their immediate connections. It is their actions which suggests
their faith. The fact that a PRDH demographer saw fit to record this action and the
reason for it on Leroy’s individual record (but not Deschalets), is the reason we know
about it today.**

Some families were openly Protestant, in defiance of local rules and ordinances.
Their visibility may have served them favourably in terms of keeping up with Protestant
merchant networks, or it may simply have been a consequence of being too well
known as a member of the Protestant merchant class. Alexandre Petit and his sons,
Gédéon and Moise, who lived in Chambly just outside of Montréal, are a striking case.
First appearing in the records in 1670, Alexandre was a frequent plaintiff in the Québec
courts, making claims to recuperate payments owed. He does not appear in any

baptism records. His sons both abjured the Calvinist faith, Gédéon in 1673 and Moise in

91 From Simon LeRoy’s individual record in the PRDH: “Vers 1682, Simeon Roy a quitté la vallée
Laurentienne avec sa famille, a I’exception de son fils Jean, pour s’établir en Nouvelle-Angleterre ou il a
descendance. Il y a adopté la foi Protestante." PRDH.
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1679 at Notre-Dame in Québec City.? It is possible that the openness of their father
made it impossible for them to conduct any sort of regular business within the colony,
especially considering how much of their business took place before the conseil
souverain. Alexandre died in 1683, but his death certificate notes that, despite his
“Calvinist heresy,” the priest administered the final sacraments before death.?® He
never abjured in life, and one can question how sincere the abjurations of Gédéon and
Moise really were — the moment they had taken care of their father’s business in New
France, they fled to New York.%*

There is a marked difference between those who were openly Calvinist, like the
Petit family, and those who remained Calvinist in secret, such as Héléne Dodin. Calvin
despised those who dissimulated in order to avoid religious persecution. Referring to
them as “Nicodemites,” he equated them with false Christians and renegades.®® But
learning to live with multiple religious identities — one private and one public — was not
an extraordinary phenomenon in early modern Europe. Using the term “inner exile” to
describe the phenomenon experienced by those who held “alternate” religious
identities, Gary Waite describes how those who chose to follow one religion secretly

and another in public “emphasized the inner conscience over external practice,”

92 Their respective abjuration records can be found in the PRDH.

9 Written on Alexandre Petit’s death certificate by the attending priest, Pére Guyotte, was the following:
“II fut absout de I’hérésie de Calvin par devant M. de la Colombieére, prétre, il a recu tous les
sacrements." PRDH.

% Bosher, “Huguenot Merchants and the Protestant International in the seventeenth century,” 89.

% Perez Zagorin, Ways of Lying: Dissumulation, Persecution, and Conformity in Early Modern Europe
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990), 70.
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allowing for religious duality.®® In New France, this duality took the form of openly
practicing Catholicism in order to conform to colonial norms, while carefully reinforcing
their Protestant kin networks in order to mask their Calvinist affiliations. This
replication of networks across multiple families, which included powerful merchants
and individuals with the power to protect those who were newly arriving in the
Montréal area, such as the Leber family, allowed for persistence of association and
identification into the second generation. The case of Gédéon and Moise Petit show
the consequences of being openly Protestant in New France — pressure to abjure would
be present. The pressure to abjure was markedly less in Montréal than in Québec,
which was the seat of the bishop and the conseil souverain, and was in turn less than
the pressure which existed in France. Over the entirety of the seventeenth century,
only five abjurations were ever performed at Montréal, and all of them after the issuing
of the Edict of Fontainebleau. This figure is in stark contrast to Québec’s 75 abjurations,
performed between 1662 and 1698.%7

What made for so many more abjurations in Québec? The 1672 abjuration of a
Huguenot colonist who settled in Trois-Riviéres is an indication of how deeply these
families had integrated themselves into the power structures of New France by the
second half of the seventeenth century. Pierre Champoux, originally from Périgord in
southwestern France not far from La Rochelle, arrived sometime before his abjuration.

The date of his arrival is unknown, as is the date of his marriage to Geneviéve Guillet.

% Gary K. Waite, “Conversos and Spiritualists in Spain and the Netherlands: the Experience of Inner Exile,
c. 1540-1620,” in Sponholz & Waite, Exile and Religious Identity, 1500-1800, 159-160.
97 PRDH.

80



Chapter 2 S. Pettigrew

Although we know that Genevieve was likely born in New France, the exact date of her
birth is unknown, as her baptism record has not survived. Her father was Pierre Guillet
LalJeunesse, an immigrant to Trois-Rivieres from La Rochelle in the 1640s, and her
mother Jeanne St. Pair, a fellow immigrant from the former Huguenot city of St-Jean-
d’Angely. Geneviéve was the youngest of eleven siblings; her family kin network
included many of the names already discussed in this chapter, including the Creviers,
the Legardeurs, and the Bouchers. Her husband Pierre is the only individual recorded as
having abjured in Trois-Riviéres; but what is particularly remarkable is the list of
witnesses on Pierre’s abjuration record. Noted only by last name, they include “de
Linctot,” indicating either Jean Godefroy or one of his sons, “de Normanville,” another
Godefroy (likely Louis Godefroy, Jean Godefroy’s son who had taken on the “de
Normanville” moniker by the 1670s), and “de St Quentin,” most likely Quentin Moral
de St Quentin, Marie Marguerie’s second husband and fellow native of Rouen.® While
Marguerie and St Quentin were likely part of the extended Huguenot networks which
had established themselves along the Saint Lawrence River Valley in the 1630s and
1640s, the Godefroy family was deeply entrenched in these networks. They were not
tangential; they were founding members. To include them as witnesses to a Calvinist
abjuration was both deeply ironic, and a statement of the success with which they had
embedded themselves within the society of New France.

The following chapters will examine how these family demographics influenced

the power structures along the Saint Lawrence River, particularly in Montréal. The

% See appendix A2.3, Figure A2.3.5.
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1680s saw a series of judicial procedures which were not resolved, particularly
regarding witchcraft and blasphemy charges. Why did the Montréal court so
thoroughly fail to prosecute those who were accused of these very serious charges in a
town which was run by counter-reformation missionaries? What role did these
Huguenot family structures have to play? Rather than judging the behaviour of those
involved, this study seeks to analyze the socio-demographic and legal conditions
surrounding the cases of Anne Lamarque and Jean Boudor, and how their family
connections influenced the cases against them. In doing so, this study aims to
reconstitute an important and overlooked layer of social and political networks in this
burgeoning commercial centre. Religious and family dynamics were essential to

understand the exercise of justice and the limits of power on the colonial frontier.
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Chapter 3

Anne Lamarque’s Tavern: Sociability and Social Order

By the 1660s, the island of Montréal had emerged as a demographic and
commercial powerhouse of New France, and elite families were jockeying to control
the inland fur trade. This attempt to control Montréal’s merchant networks extended
far beyond the fur trading families that had established themselves on the Saint
Lawrence River in the mid-seventeenth century, such as the Lebers and the Lemoynes.
It included power players such as Louis de Buade de Frontenac, Frangois Perrot
governor of Montréal, transatlantic merchant networks and financiers. Huguenot
families were deeply imbedded in these fur trading interests, and by the 1680s, a
strong current of economic rivalry ran hidden beneath almost all of Ville-Marie’s social
issues, including how taverns were run.

Tavern-keeper Anne Lamarque is an example of a Ville-Marie business woman
who benefitted from Huguenot family ties and power networks, as well as the
burgeoning economy. Accused of witchcraft and adultery, past scholarship on her case
tends to follow the words of her accusers, focusing mostly on judging her moral

character or behaviour, calling her a “libertine,” or implying she was a prostitute.!

! The word "libertine" is used here by Séguin to describe individuals in New France who lived outside the
norms or conventions of society, particularly in terms of sexual relations. He was not using the word in
the same way Calvin did, to describe those who lived outside the law, or free-thinking non-conformists.
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There was a lot more going on in this particular case than initially meets the eye; in
fact, there was an earlier charge in 1678 for a violation of a tavern ordinance, for which
she escaped all punishment or consequence. By examining both trials, a much more
complex story emerges about Montréal society, revealing a lot about how power and
influence including family networks functioned in everyday life. This chapter begins
with the first, and least studied trial, a crucial precursor to the larger and more serious

1682 accusations.

Montréal Taverns: Regulations, Competition, Morality

The authorities of New France strictly regulated taverns. In May 1676 the
conseil souverain enacted a general ordinance concerning social order that provides
insight into what authorities thought needed to be controlled. They addressed
activities ranging from policing to blasphemy, trade, prostitution, and fire safety. Seven
of its 42 articles pertained directly to taverns and drinking culture. In comparison, rules
concerning blasphemy, the settlement of Huguenots in New France, and prostitution
were limited to one article each.? The article regarding Huguenots was number 37 of
42, and stated as follows:

Défences aux personnes de la religion prétendue réformée de s’assembler pour

faire I'exercise de leur religion dans I'étendue de ce dit pays, sous peine de

chatiment suivant la rigueur des ordonnances, lesquelles ne pourront hiverner a

Robert-Lionel Séguin, La vie libertine en Nouvelle-France au XVlle siécle (Montréal: Editions Leméac,
1972), 64-65, 71. See also Oxford English Dictionary Online, "Libertine."
2 Dickinson, “Réflexions sur la police en Nouvelle-France,” 515.
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I’avenir en ce dit pays sans permission, et que si quelqu’un hivernoit pour cause

légitime, ils n"auront exercise public de leur religion, et vivront comme des

catholiques sans scandale.
Quite permissive when compared to the rules surrounding blasphemy, which
condemned offenders to steep fines, a month in prison eating only bread and water, or
having their tongue cut out.3

By the seventeenth century, the terms cabaret and auberge had become
interchangeable. Both served alcohol, both offered temporary lodging for visitors to
the area, both sold food. In terms of services to the community, they fell under the
same legal regulations. Catherine Ferland observes that, while there was no legal
distinction, the term aubergiste was used colloquially to suggest more dignity, or higher
social position. For example, Lamarque’s establishment is always referred to as a
“cabaret” in the historiography, whereas Abraham Bouat, her contemporary, is
referred to as an “aubergiste,” despite serving the exact same function.* To obtain a
license to operate a tavern, cabaretiers and aubergistes had to acquire a certificate of
“bonne vie et moeurs” from town authorities. This certificate served as proof that the
potential cabaretier lived a good Christian life, and was therefore qualified to serve as a
moral gatekeeper of those they served, fit to uphold the laws that governed their

establishments. The primary concern of authorities with tavern-keepers was their

3 Arréts et Réglements du Conseil Supérieur de Québec, 73.

4 E. Z. Massicotte, “Auberges et cabarets d’autrefois: notes sur I'industrie 8 Montréal sous le regime
francais” Transactions et mémoires de la société royale de Canada vol. 21, no. 2 (1927): 97-112;
Catherine Ferland, Bacchus en Canada: Boissons, buvers et ivresse en Nouvelle-France (Québec:
Septentrion, 2010), 125.
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morality. Taverns were the most prominent indoor venue for people to gather and thus
they were at the forefront of sociability in New France. Not only did they provide food
and libation, and some provided overnight accommodations, they also could expose
the colonial French population to vices such as drunkenness, prostitution, and
gambling. Seventeenth-century colonial societies depended on a high degree of self-
policing, and if colonial authorities could not trust tavern-keepers to make morally
sound decisions, they could not trust them to keep taverns. Some of this suspicion was
rooted as far back as the sixteenth century in France, when taverns were often the
gathering spots for religious dissenters during the religious wars.®> The ordinance’s
restrictions on drinking and taverns included a ban on the serving of alcoholic drinks
during Mass, a strict curfew of nine o’clock at night, and absolutely no games of chance
such as billiards and cards. Prostitution was strictly banned, and tavern-keepers were
expected to prevent it from happening within the confines of their establishment.

There are no clear statistics on how many taverns or auberges operated in
Montréal during the later half of the seventeenth century. E. Z. Massicotte suggests
more than twenty-two, without detailing who was operating them, including how many
were female cabaretiers. Anne Lamarque could have been the only one during the late
seventeenth century or one of many. No part of New France has clear statistics that
allow us to know how many women operated taverns, or how many men owned

taverns that were operated by their wives.® Indeed, Anne Lamarque’s case illustrates

5> Dickinson, “Réflexions sur la police en Nouvelle-France,” 502; Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 127.

6 The question of husbands in absentia is further complicated by the number of merchant men in New
France who left their wives to manage the household finances and what business might be transacted in
their absence while they spent months, sometimes even years, at sea. Jan Noel discusses the role of
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how difficult it is to prove who was actually in charge of these establishments.
Lamarque’s tavern was not a separate purpose-built property, but the family home in
Ville-Marie. The registered property owner was her husband, Charles Testard de
Folleville. Catherine Ferland’s study of drinking culture in New France shows that,
despite the attempts by the church to control the trade of liquor in the colony, taverns
were both numerous and extremely profitable. Each parish had at least one tavern,
with larger trading centres like Québec and Montréal possessing multiple
establishments for drinking and overnight stays. Such places were essential in
merchant towns like Montréal, where both the fur trade and the Atlantic trade were a
pivotal part of the economy, and merchants, coureurs-de-bois, and Indigenous people
were all frequently seeking lodging.” Travellers often had their preferred inns. For
instance, Jean Lampron dit La Charité, a habitant from Riviere Nicolas, was a frequent
sojourner at the Lamarque tavern, staying overnight whenever he was in Montréal over
a period of seven years.® Entire social groups often chose particular taverns in which to
socialize; each profession had its chosen establishment, where they would meet to
drink and play cards, talk shop, and otherwise bond.®

Although female tavern and innkeepers were undoubtedly present in

seventeenth-century New France, women rarely drank publicly in French society.

women in the fur trade extensively in her book Along a River: the first French-Canadian women, 84-108;
see also Louise Dechéne, Habitants et Marchants de Montréal au XVlle siécle, 99; Massicotte, “Auberges
et cabarets d’autrefois,” 101.

7 Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 120-121.

& Deposition Jean Lampron, "Substitut procureur fiscal vs. Anne Lamarque, meoeurs," 1682-06-19. BANQ
Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1664-1693, TL2-08-0339.

% Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 149.
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Women could drink alcohol for medicinal purposes, or to participate in religious
festivals, but only in moderation. Any woman found in a tavern was assumed to be
there for nefarious purposes; if she was not an outright prostitute, she was certainly a
loose woman.' The law was not always guaranteed to protect female tavern-keepers,
as they were often assumed to be in a morally grey area. Female tavern-keepers came
under very high risk of being accused of things such as immorality, scandal, abortion,
indecent behaviour, adultery, and prostitution due to their profession — but many
women engaged in it in spite of these negative associations, due to its profitability.!
Madeleine Emond supported herself and her children entirely on the profits she made
keeping a tavern after her husband abandoned her. She sold liquor primarily to
soldiers passing through Ville-Marie in the 1690s and found herself caught as though in
a morality battle between a legitimate business and society’s ideals of feminine
behaviour. In 1698, she claimed that a group of four soldiers cheated her of thirteen
livres. When she attempted to register her complaint with the court clerk, one of the
soldiers counter-accused Emond of leading a scandalous life. The court pursued the
charges of adultery rather than the debt owed to Emond, and she was put on trial for
having children out of wedlock and committing adultery.!?

Given this suspicion of women interacting with taverns, Anne Lamarque, along
with other women who practiced her trade, found themselves inherently at odds with

the morality clause of the 1676 ordinance. This is how Lamarque first found herself in

10 Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 158.

11 Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 159.

12 Marcel Myre, Madeleine Emond: la vie scandaleuse d’une cabaretiére. Nouvelle France 1664-1699
(Québec: Editions GID, 2010), 123-128.
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trouble with the Ville-Marie judiciary. Her husband, and titular owner of the property
which housed the tavern, Charles Testard, received a notice during the Christmas
season of 1677 to cease operations immediately. Jean-Baptiste Migeon de Branssat,
Montréal’s civil judge, instigated the cease and desist order, on the grounds that
Testard did not have the proper licensing or permissions to operate a tavern. On
February 14, 1678, Migeon began an inquest into the Lamarque establishment, having
heard from another Ville-Marie tavern owner, Abraham Bouat, that Lamarque was still
operating without a license.!3

Bouat’s establishment was one of many that operated within Ville-Marie; well-
placed at the western edge of town, he was one of the first tavern operators in
Montréal, and was the first auberge that voyageurs encountered on their return from
trade with Indigenous peoples up river.'* Bouat presented his deposition to the court
on February 14; he had been to the Lamarque house approximately twelve days prior
between nine and ten in the morning, and had seen a number of people eating and
drinking, including Jean Martinet de Fonblanche, the town surgeon, Jean Lampron dit
La Charité, various merchants and fur traders, and others he did not know. All together
he thought there were maybe ten people in attendance.!®> The same day as Bouat’s

initial testimony, the court began calling in people named by Bouat, to provide further

13 While the documentation makes it clear that the tavern was definitely run by Anne Lamarque, all
paperwork was sent to Charles Testard as the official property owner. "Proces entre Testard de Folleville
et sa femme, meeurs," 1678-02-14. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal, TL2-04-0202.
(Hereafter referred to as, "Proces 1678.")

14 Adhémar.

15 Déposition d’Abraham Bouat, Procés 1678.

89



Chapter 3 S. Pettigrew

evidence that Lamarque was operating a tavern despite Migeon’s orders to cease
operations.

The Ville-Marie court deposed six local witnesses between February 14 and 17
based on Bouat’s deposition. They included Jean Martinet de Fonblanche, the local
surgeon, Isaac Nafrechoux, another local tavern keeper, his wife, Catherine Leloup, and
Jean Dupuy, Paul Tessier, and Pierre Dubois.*® The court, composed of Migeon acting as
judge and Claude Maugue as clerk, restricted themselves to a single question of each
witness, namely, whether they had been to the Folleville establishment to buy food or
drink since Migeon’s interdiction. Martinet told the court that Lamarque had served
him bread and cheese, along with seven bottles of wine. Dupuy answered that he had
not been there since Epiphany, when Claude Pothier had invited him for dinner.’
Pierre Dubois also mentioned being invited to Lamarque’s for dinner, and both Dubois
and Martinet mentioned having their meal paid for in whole or in part by Jean Lampron
dit La Charité. Paul Tessier’s testimony was slightly more interesting; Tessier did not say
whether he ate or drank at Lamarque’s tavern, but he told the court about the night he
had to fetch his uncle, Jean Gervais, from Lamarque’s. It had been quite late, and
Gervais had lost a sum of money at cards. Tessier’s account was perhaps more
informative than he intended it to be — Jean Gervais, along with being a member of the
influential Archambault merchant family, was also a court officer who would come to

play an influential role in Lamarque’s 1682 trial. Along with contravening Migeon’s

16 While we have some idea who Paul Tessier was, thanks to his reference to his uncle, Jean Gervais, it is
unclear who Jean Dupuy and Pierre Dubois were, and what their connections to the larger community
might have been.

17 Déposition de Jean Dupuy, Procés 1678.

90



Chapter 3 S. Pettigrew

interdiction by frequenting Lamarque’s tavern, he was also breaking the law by
gambling at cards, possibly after curfew.'® Isaac Nafrechoux and his wife both told the
court of an incident involving Claude Pothier, when he attempted to buy food from
their tavern to bring back to Lamarque’s. They refused, not wanting to fall foul of
Migeon’s interdiction. Despite frequent mention of Claude Pothier and Jean La Charité,
neither of them were deposed.*®

After having collected the evidence proving that Lamarque was still serving
clients even after being banned by Migeon, the court demanded the immediate
presentation of a certificate of “bonne vie et moeurs” from either Lamarque or Testard.
Anne Lamarque retorted with a verbal statement declaring they had permission to
operate a tavern from both Louis de Buade de Frontenac, the Governor of New France,
and Francgois Marie Perrot, the Governor of Montréal, but she could only produce
written permission from Governor Perrot. Migeon immediately made a request of
Intendant Ducheneau.?° He asked that the conseil souverain send a copy of the specific
legal clause relating to police jurisdiction, which arrived in Montréal on March 1,

1678.2 This clause stated that nobody, not even the governors of Québec or Montréal,

18 While there were strict laws against gambling at cards and billiards in New France, Ferland notes they
were rarely respected, and card games were often included in the post-mortem inventories of tavern
owners. Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 128.

19 Dépositions de Catherine Leloup et Isaac Nafrechoux, Procés 1678.

20 The role of “intendant” was complicated and involved the oversight and administration of justice in
the colony on behalf of the king; the most succinct description of the intendant’s role in seventeenth-
century French society is given by Marie-Eve Ouellet: “L’intendant est responsible de la police, qui
englobe a cette époque tout ce qui concerne le service du roi et du bien publique, notamment la
prevention des disettes et épidémies, la sécurité publique, la voirie, I'urbanisme et la protection des
Incendies.” From Ouellet, Le métier d’Intendant en France, 22.

21 “police” in the 17"-century French sense had a different definition from today’s term. John A.
Dickinson defines it as “I'administration générale d’un état,” while the 17"-century definition given by Le
Robert is “Loix, ordre et conduit a observer pour la subsistence & I’entretien des estats & des sociétés.”
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could interfere in police matters, drawing a line between the powers of the intendant
and the powers of the governors in the colony.?? Determining whether someone was fit
to own and operate a tavern was considered a matter of civil administration, and
therefore the issuing of certificates of “bonne vie et moeurs” was firmly within the
jurisdiction of the Ville-Marie judiciary.?®> Governor Perrot had no jurisdiction in the
matter whatsoever, and neither did Frontenac. The court therefore began an
immediate inquest into the life and morality of the owners of the tavern in question, to
determine if they were fit to operate a tavern.?

Migeon, Pierre Cabazié, one of the town’s sergeants, and Claude Maugue, the
court clerk, began taking depositions on the subject of Anne Lamarque’s moral
character on March 23. Three people were deposed, all of whom spoke of the
relationship between Anne Lamarque and Claude Pothier. The witnesses, Pierre
Lorraine, Antoine Renaud, and Francoise Saunier, offered similar testimonies — they
described having seen Anne and Pothier engaging in affectionate displays in front of

tavern patrons; kissing, tickling each other, sharing a bed, even disappearing into the

Dickinson, “Réflexions sur la police en Nouvelle-France,” 497; Le Robert Dico en Ligne
https://dictionnaire.lerobert.com/definition/police

22 Quellette, Le métier d’intendant, 154-156.

23 Several levels of colonial administration attempted to exert control over liquor sales. When Bishop
Francois de Laval arrived in New France in 1659, the sale of alcohol was one of the many concerns he
tried to control in order to better establish his authority in the colony. With the permission of the King,
he began cracking down on merchants who sold liquor. Neither the merchants nor the secular courts
were particularly pleased with this development; the merchants did not appreciate the interference with
a lucrative trade, and the secular court saw the bishop’s involvement as interference with their
jurisdiction. While the Sulpicians, like other religious authorities, were concerned with drunkenness in
general, and viewed alcohol as a “gateway” to which other, more serious sins were committed, their
method of intervention was to denounce drunkards to the secular court, rather than intervening by
attempting to meet justice themselves, as Bishop Laval did. André Vachon, “Laval, Francois de,” DCB;
Dickinson, “The Sulpicians in Canada,” 37; Ferland, Bacchus en Canada, 164-165.

24 Requéte du substitut procureur du roi, Procés 1678.
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garret together for long periods of time. The court records even made numerous
references to Lamarque’s tavern as being run by Lamarque and Pothier together, as
opposed to the actual owners, Lamarque and her husband, Charles Testard.?®

This inquest into Lamarque’s moral conduct culminated in an after-hours raid,
conducted by Migeon, Maugue, and Francois Bailly, a town sergeant, on the night of
March 28. Having heard that Lamarque’s establishment was regularly open after the
nine o’clock curfew, they planned an inspection for nine-thirty that night. Standing
below the bell tower of the Sulpician church, they held a thirty-minute hourglass to
measure the time starting after the nine o’clock bell strike, then set out on their way.
They started with an inspection of Abraham Bouat’s establishment, where they found
everything quiet and the family in bed. On their way past Martinet’s house, they heard
a quarrel in an alley, which they stopped and dealt with. When they finally reached
Lamarque’s house, they found a number of patrons still in the second room, playing
cards. At this point, Migeon found himself in a quandary; the patrons he found violating
a number of laws — gambling, playing games of chance, drinking in a tavern after hours
— clearly outranked him. They included Louis D’Ailleboust de Coulogne, son of Charles
D’Ailleboust, first judge of Ville-Marie and close ally of Frangois Perrot; Pierre Boucher
de Grosbois, seigneur and founder of Boucherville and former governor of Trois-
Riviéres; and one of the Repentigny sons, though which one is unclear. Mauge did not
name the others present in his written account, but they likely included other Perrot

and Frontenac allies and members of their fur trade network, considering the presence

25 Déposition de Pierre Lorrain, Procés 1678.
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of Antoine de Greysolon Dulude, an important recent addition brought in by Frontenac
to infiltrate Perrot’s pre-established networks in the area.?®

The court officials had a dilemma. They could go ahead and prosecute based on
evidence from their raid, but that would pit themselves against the powerful patrons
they had found at Lamarque’s establishment. Or they could back off, acknowledging
the power held by the individuals they found drinking and gambling after-hours. They
chose the latter, stating, “nous laissaient pour ne pas nous exposer indiscretement aux
insultes qu’ils auraient pu commettre contre nous et donc nous étions menacé."?’
Although Maugue ends his account of the incident with a note stating that he was
writing an account should it be required at a later date as a “character reference,” no
mention of it is made when the same court pursued an inquest against Lamarque for
scandalous behaviour, adultery, witchcraft, and accusations of attempting an abortion
in 1682.

This often overlooked case in Montréal's history, is important for a number of
reasons. Firstly, the documentation from this inquest details one of the few known
female tavern operators in early Ville-Marie. Without court records, history may have

only recorded this tavern as being operated by her husband, as the legal owner of the

property, as other documents show. Second, the records offer valuable insight into

26 Robichaud, "Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle, 123-128; Procés verbal, “Procés entre
Testard de Folleville et sa femme," 28 mars 1678.

27 According to Dickinson, these nocturnal raids or “inspections” were fairly common procedure. The one
conducted by Migeon on Lamarque’s establishment was similar to those carried out in Québec. What
was completely irregular was the conclusion of the matter; usually, when an establishment was found to
be in violation of the rules, the procureur (in this case, Migeon) would present the tavern-keeper with an
order to present themselves in court to answer charges and pay a fine. Dickinson, “Réflexions sur la
police en Nouvelle-France,” 513; Proces verbal, Proces 1678.
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how several of Ville-Marie’s networks used taverns as a place to gather. Many of the
key individuals were from separate social networks; for example, Sulpician officials,
Leber-Lemoyne family members, and Perrot’s associates. Lamarque’s tavern offered
them a space for conviviality where they could not only socialize, but also keep up with
their trades and professions. It also offers a great deal of insight into the professional
competition among tavern keepers in Ville-Marie during this era. The depositions
volunteered by Lamarque’s competitors — Bouat, Nafrechoux, and Nafrechoux’s wife,
Catherine Leloup — make it very clear that tensions existed amongst them. They
resented Lamarque and her ability to operate outside the legal parameters imposed on
the rest of them.

Finally, this case is very revealing of the nature of power held by the Sulpician
seigneurial court. While the Sulpician superior in Paris, Louis Tronson, was increasingly
focused on maintaining the order’s influence in Montréal, Migeon’s reaction to finding
a number of individuals breaking the law in Lamarque’s tavern makes it abundantly
clear that, even in 1678, fifteen years before Montréal’s courts would be officially
royalised, court officials in Ville-Marie placed the prudence of maintaining social
hierarchies above the enforcement of the law. If Migeon did not think he was
sufficiently powerful to charge the men he found blatantly breaking the law in
Lamarque’s tavern, it was because they were more powerful than the Sulpician

seigneury that backed his authority.
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The Fur Trade, the Governor, and Montréal’s Social Networks

Why did this trade network choose Lamarque’s tavern over other
establishments in Ville-Marie, such as Bouat’s or Nafrechoux’s? The answer may lie in
her family connections and extended kin networks. Lamarque arrived in Montréal from
France sometime before 1666, when she married Charles Testard de Folleville; she was
sixteen, he was twenty-six. Jacques, Charles, and Jeanne Testard were siblings who all
arrived from Normandy in the 1650s. The Testard family had deep connections within
the Trois-Rivieres Huguenot merchant network; their mother was the sister of Jean
Godefroy de Linctot, who had arrived in New France with Samuel de Champlain and
married Marie Leneuf, creating a vast network of seigneurs, military officers, and
Canadian merchants. As cousins in the Godefroy-Leneuf family network, the three
Testard siblings were able to easily integrate into a pre-existing family network already
well-established in the colony when they arrived in New France in the mid-1650s.
Jeanne married a member of another powerful Normandy merchant family, Francgois
Leber. The Leber-LeMoyne family were primarily centered in Montréal, and so the
Testards moved to establish themselves in Ville-Marie.?® These connections were
necessary for the establishment of a merchant in New France, not just to obtain credit
and access existing commercial networks, but also for the personal connections among

families that provided marriage alliances and allowed for the establishment of

28 See chapter 2; PRDH.
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households that could survive when men travelled into the interior for the fur trade or
on Atlantic trade routes.?®

Lamarque and Testard were both living with their sister-in-law, Marie Pournin,
according to the 1666 Montréal census, but managed to branch off on their own by the
next year, to a house in the rue Saint-Paul in Ville-Marie.?° Their Ville-Marie property
consisted of just over an arpent of land, with an eleven hundred square foot house
built on it. The inventory of Anne Lamarque’s estate in 1686 indicates a household rich
in movable goods. Some of the luxury household items included feather mattresses,
goose-down pillows, bronze candlesticks, serviettes and tablecloth made of linen,
tapestries, ornamental blankets,3! and a number of books and quills. R. L. Séguin
remarks on the quality of her wardrobe, noting that the contents sold for thirty livres.
She was also one of the few colonists to possess not just one but two pairs of
spectacles.3? The auction brought in over 6,000 livres, and placed Lamarque and

Testard above average in terms of wealth in Ville-Marie.33In 1686, Montréal had 180

2 Louise Dechéne and Leon Robichaud study the commercial links and business ties within the
seventeenth-century Montréal community, but not the family ties. Louise Dechéne, Habitants et
Marchands de Montréal au XVlle siécle, 93; Léon Robichaud, "Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au
XVlle siécle."

30 pRDH; Adhémar.

31 Described as “petite couverte blanche" or "petite couverte jaune," are possibly receiving blankets.
They fetched a high price at auction, between six and nine livres.

32 “procés Verbal de vente des meubles de Charles Testard de Follevile et Anne Lamarque sa femme,"
1686-04-21. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1664-1693, TL2-04-02-11570; Séguin, La
Sorcellerie au Québec du XVlle au XIXe siécle, 74-75.

33 The records do not distinguish whether this was New France livres or French livres. Since the record is
generated in Montréal, and is a record of an auction taking place in Ville-Marie amongst citizens of the
town, it is reasonable to assume that the worth was being recorded in New France livres, which were
worth less than French livres. Although the exchange varied greatly depending on the era, in the 1680s
the New France livre would have been worth approximately one third of the French livre. Gregory
Kennedy, Something of a Peasant Paradise? Comparing Rural Societies in Acadie and the Loudunais, 236
n. 85.
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properties split among 144 owners, with an average lot size of just over half an arpent
(2216 square meters or 0.6 arpents). While Testard and Lamarque owned double the
average, families such as that of Le Cavelier, Leber, and Lemoyne owned several times
that. The Testard-Lamarque family were middle-class but still impressive.3*
Lamarque’s brother, Jacques, also managed to increase his fortunes once
immigrating to New France. Charles Testard’s brother, also named Jacques, died in
1663, leaving a widowed sister-in-law, two children, and a business he owned with
Charles. Jacques Lamarque seemed ideally suited to be the new husband (see figure
3.1). Charles Testard mostly benefitted from taking over the family business, Jacques
Lamarque could step in as a business partner and step-father to the children of Marie
Pournin and Jacques Testard. Marie Pournin hard arrived in New France as 37-year-old
widow by 1659 with no children, which is when she first appears in the records of New
France with her marriage to Jacques Testard. Two properties were registered in Ville-
Marie in her name, which her children inherited after her death. Jacques Testard’s
assets were largely kept in trust for his children to inherit when they came of age but
were managed by their mother during their minority.3> Marrying into the Testard de
Folleville family meant Anne and Jacques skipped many of the long, arduous, labour-
intensive steps necessary for establishing oneself in New France, such as clearing land,
establishing a farm from scratch, or attempting to get a foot into the merchant

networks.

34 Adhémar.
35 Adhémar, PRDH.
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Figure 3.1: Testard-Lamarque family connections through marriage

Lamarque Family Testard Family
m. 1668 Jacques Lamarque Jacques Testard m. 1659 Marie Pournin —
Anne Lamarque m. 1666 Charles Testard
Jeanne Testard m. 1662 Francois Leber

The 1670s and 1680s were a time of deep divides and power struggles in
Montréal, centred on control of the fur trade. Léon Robichaud’s 2008 Ph.D. dissertation
discusses this struggle at length, along with the elite social networks within which they
occurred. According to Robichaud, these struggles were primarily among colonial élites
attempting to control trade and voyageur networks. Escalating these conflicts were
elites in France pursuing their own forms of control over the fur trade through the
imposition of laws and unrealistic structures which forced Indigenous traders to come
to colonial settlements to trade with merchants. Not being pleased with the lack of
control that could reasonably be exercised over voyageurs who travelled far from
colonial officials who could impose French law, the proposed solution was to force
these voyageurs back into the domain of the crown or to eliminate the need for them.
The crown, not properly understanding how much the fur trade depended on inland
trading networks and agents such as voyageurs, insisted that furs be brought into
towns like Montréal and Québec to be traded at fairs such as the annual one held on

the west island of Montréal, allowing for tighter control of the markets and prices.
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Without a way to control the voyageur networks, the state was left with no
mechanism to effectively supervise the fur trade. It had no way to monitor what
traders were selling to Indigenous peoples or the prices they were paying for furs. Guns
and liqguor were both restricted but could be easily obtained by unscrupulous
voyageurs and traded for healthy profits. The relative autonomy of voyageurs left a
power vacuum which rich, powerful merchants seeking their own forms of control
eagerly filled. They willingly bartered their easy access to European credit markets and
goods for access to inland fur networks and the profits they brought. Two of Montréal’s
most powerful fur networks were the Leber-Lemoyne family, established in Ville-Marie
almost at its founding, and Governor Frangois-Marie Perrot’s network, which sought to
use the power of the governor’s seat to muscle out other merchants.3®

When Governor Louis de Buade de Frontenac first arrived in New France in
1672, he also attempted to take advantage of the illegal fur trade network to make a
profit for himself. At first, he found himself in direct competition with Perrot,
Montréal’s governor, but after nearly being recalled to France for his activities, he and
Perrot decided it was better to work together and created a somewhat tenuous
alliance of voyageurs.3” The result was a vast social network centering on Governor
Perrot and his wife, and which touched many of the major families of Montréal,

including not only the patrons of Anne Lamarque’s tavern, but Lamarque’s own family

36 Robichaud, "Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle," 115-122.
37 Robichaud, "Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle," 122-123.
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members. Social network analysis reveals an intricate pattern of kinship relations
between Perrot, his voyageur network, and the Testard-Lamarque family.38

Social Network Analysis (SNA) is a method of studying social structures and
relationships. As Thomas Peace points out in his article, “Six Degrees of Philip Buckner,”
the methodology of SNA goes back to the 1950s, though most of the modern SNA
analysis published today involves complex computer models and graphs.?® In the case
of French colonial families and their intricate systems of godparentage, SNA can
highlight information that would have been impossible to see otherwise through
simple family reconstitution. In the case of Anne Lamarque, SNA offers evidence to
answer some very specific questions which were not answerable by reconstructing her
immediate family ties.*° Firstly, what ties do her family have with the larger Montréal
elite? How do these greater ties with the community play into the commercial and
trade disputes happening in Montréal during the 1670s and early 1680s? And finally,
how might her connections to the larger Ville-Marie community influence her
interactions with the Ville-Marie court?

By 1678, the date of the first inquest into Lamarque, there are a number of
voyageurs and merchants identified by Robichaud as being members of Perrot and

Frontenac’s network. This governors’ alliance managed to stand until 1682. It consisted

38 The social networks surrounding Anne Lamarque, Governor Perrot, and the Montréal court officials
was analyzed using open software called Cytoscape, which can be found at the following website:
https://cytoscape.org/

3% Thomas Peace, “Six Degrees of Phillip Buckner? An Accessible Introduction to Network Analysis and its
Possibilities for Atlantic Canadian History,” Acadiensis 44:1 (Winter/Spring 2015), 124.

40 Kennedy, Peace & Pettigrew, “Social Networks across Chignecto: Applying Social Network Analysis to
Acadie, Mi’kma’ki, and Nova Scotia, 1670-1751,” 13; Hubert Buch-Hansen, “Social Network Analysis and
Critical Realism,” Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 44, no. 3 (2014), 308-309.
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of Madeleine Laguide, Frangois-Marie Perrot’s wife, Jean-Vincent Philippe Carion de
Fresnay, Antoine Lafresnaye de Brucy, Frangois Lenoir Rolland, Benigne Basset, Pierre
Picoté de Belestre, Jacques Bizard, Robert Cavelier de La Salle, Daniel Greysolon
Dulude, and Jean-Jacques Patron. Robichaud even identifies four men who were
expressly excluded from this trade network — Jacques Leber, head of the Leber family
merchant network, Charles Lemoyne, head of the Lemoyne family merchant network,
Jean-Vincent Philippe de Hautmesny, and Jean-Baptiste Migeon de Branssat. The Leber
and Lemoyne families, closely interlocked through kinship networks, dominated the
New France fur trade, particularly the inland fur trade and voyageur networks based on
Montréal island, and they would have been the direct competitors of Perrot and
Frontenac in their attempt to capture the market.*! Throughout the 1670s, Perrot
succeeded in nearly shutting them out of the official fur market. He protected his own
interests so fiercely, that multiple residents complained to the conseil souverain and
royal authorities of Perrot’s harassment. Even Louis Tronson, the Sulpician superior in
Paris, received complaints of Perrot’s behaviour from Montréal merchants.*? The
attempts to monopolize the Montréal fur trade on behalf of both himself and
Frontenac led to his eventual dismissal and reassignment as Governor of Acadie. The

network he created remained behind; the families managed to successfully integrate

41 Louise Dechéne discusses the importance of the Leber-Lemoyne network, as well as the importance of
social networking in developing their overseas credit networks, voyageur networks, and how it
contributed to the success of their enterprise. Dechéne, Habitants et Marchants, 116-120.

42 W. J. Eccles, “Perrot, Frangois-Marie,” DCB; “Louis Tronson a Monsieur Bizard du séminaire St.
Sulpice,” 1682-05-29. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fonds Séminaire de Saint-Sulpice — Paris; “Louis Tronson a
Monsieur de Hautmesnil du séminaire St. Sulpice” 1682-05-29. BANQ Vieux-Montréal, Fonds Séminaire
de Saint-Sulpice — Paris.
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both networks through a series of alliances between the Leber and Lemoyne families,
and those who were part of Perrot’s network. Due to a combination of contributing
factors, which included both the increased competition as well as the collapse of fur
prices, the Leber-Lemoyne clan subsequently sought to advance their children through
colonial military appointments rather than mercantile endeavours.*3

The critical role the wives of these men played in establishing kinship networks,
in maintaining and mediating them, and in managing large households cannot be
overlooked; while their husbands were out trading and selling for furs, they were
establishing themselves in the community as heads of households, as managers of
businesses, and some as matrons of extended networks. Through godmothering they
created important links with other powerful families. For example, while Jean-Vincent
de Fresnay is only represented in four direct links, his wife, Petronille des Heures, is
represented in over a hundred. Héléne de Picoté is another example of how the wives
of the Ville-Marie merchants played an important role in establishing kin networks that
their husbands could then access. The daughter of an important local fur trader, Héléne
de Picoté married a member of Governor Perrot’s voyageur network, and through her
family and kinship connections, established her husband firmly into the greater Ville-

Marie community.

43 Robichaud, “Les réseaux d’influence a Montréal au XVlle siécle," 122.
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Figure 3.2: The Perrot-Frontenac Social Network in Montréal, 1670-1690
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The tangled network detailed in Figure 3.2 illustrates the kinship connections
created by the allies of Perrot and Frontenac between 1670 and 1690, including not
only the baptisms and marriages within their own families, but the baptisms in which
they themselves appeared as godparents. It is a very dense network, with a total of 583
individuals represented. Obviously, historians face challenges in analyzing such a large
network, but SNA helps by allowing us to visualize individuals and groups within any
network. SNA analyses these data in terms of “nodes” and “edges,” where “nodes” are
the people in the network, and the “edges” are the number of ties, or relationships,
they have within that network. In this case, each node represents a married couple. In

Figure 3.2, the three central couples represented by the large dark blue dots are
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Francois-Marie Perrot and his wife, Madeleine Laguide, who together appear in 216
separate acts; Jean-Vincent Philippe Carion de Fresnay and his wife Petronille des
Heures, representing 231 acts; and Pierre Picoté de Belestre and his wife, Marie Par,
representing 343 acts. The size represents the number of times that a couple appears
in the records, either as a godparent, a parent, or in a marriage act.

Deeply embedded in this Perrot-Frontenac network were Anne Lamarque,
Charles Testard, and the patrons of their tavern, along with various members of the
court of Ville-Marie. The density of these connections within the Governor’s network,
represented by the large light blue dots, indicate how closely interconnected were the
colonial elite of Ville-Marie. Perrot, Frontenac, and many of the voyageurs they brought
to the colony with them belonged to a metropolitan elite merchant class, but in New
France they also needed to be connected with the merchant elite networks which
already existed in places like Montréal. Significantly, they managed to reproduce dense
networks within Canadian settlements and without having to reach back to France to
bolster their ranks. The internal development of a colonially-born elite was bolstered
by its numerous connections within the community at large, such as the tavern
keepers, the gunsmiths, and the judiciary. The role women played in this network as
godmothers was of supreme importance; they not only created many of these links,
but they also worked to maintain them, encouraging their children to represent the
family as godparents to extend the family’s influence and kinship network as soon as
they were confirmed in the Catholic Church. The ability of these networks to condense,

solidify, and expand within a short period of time played an important role in
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destabilizing the Sulpician’s power in Ville-Marie. As missionaries and priests, they did
not have the ability to form these kinds of ties within the community they were
supposed to lead. They had to send to France to recruit new members to replenish
their community, and often had great difficulty doing so. They could not compete with
the mobility, density, and reproduction rate of the merchants surrounding them, many
of them with Huguenot ties and extended multigenerational families.

Table 3.1 demonstrates the number of connections of the primary individuals
within Governor Perrot’s community, along with the degree of “neighbourhood
connectivity” — that is to say, how closely each node, or individual, relates to the nodes
around it. Neighbourhood connectivity gives us an indication of how closely connected
the relations of each node were to the rest of the network. For example, Pierre Picoté
has a high number of edges, but relatively low neighbourhood connectivity when
compared to Madeleine Laguide, indicating that Laguide’s connections were closer to
the centre of the network while her husband, Picoté, made connections further on its
periphery.

Table 3.1: Node edges and neighbourhood connectivity

Neighbourhood
Name Direct Edges | Connectivity

Frangois Marie Perrot 143 12.73
Madeleine Laguide 134 13.42
Jean V. Philippe de Fresnay 4 78
Petronille des Heures 130 12.43
Pierre Picotte de Belestre 314 7.13
Marie Par 95 17.32
Anne Lamarque 76 7.85
Charles Testard de Folleville 91 6.21
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The dataset depends almost entirely on marriage and baptism records, and
thus, one might expect married adults with numerous children to naturally have the
most humerous connection nodes.** This is not necessarily the case. One of the most
illustrative examples of widespread influence in terms of family kinship networks
connecting Governor Perrot and Governor Frontenac’s trade networks with Anne
Lamarque’s tavern are the ties created by Pierre Picoté de Belestre, his wife Marie Par,
and his daughter, Héléne Picoté de Belestre. While Pierre Picoté and Marie Par did
have a number of children, their connections far outweigh the number of godparents
who stood for their own children. Two of their six children were born and baptized in
France, leaving the potential to expand their kinship network on arrival in New France
even further restricted by the limited number of godparents they could draw into their
family. They vastly increased the number of kinship links by having members of the
family participate in a large number of baptisms as godparents. Between 1660 and
1675, Pierre appears in 41 baptism acts in Montréal; in 25 of these, he is the godfather.
In another 13, he is listed as the father of Héléne Picotte de Belestre, who is the
godmother of the child in question, and in another 3, he is listed as the spouse of the
godmother, Marie Par. While Marie’s participation in baptism acts is fairly limited, with
her name only appearing on a total of four acts, Hélene, their daughter, appears on 22,

with over half of these (13, or 59%) occurring before her marriage to Antoine De Brucy

44 Kennedy, Peace, & Pettigrew, “Social Networks across Chignecto: Applying Social Network Analysis to
Acadie, Mi’kma’ki, and Nova Scotia, 1670-1751,” 16.
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La Frenay in 1676. She was only eleven years of age when she first stood as a
godmother. A close analysis of this family network reveals how the Picotté-Par family
forged community connections through the creation of fictive kin networks.

Pierre arrived in the Montréal area from Paris with his wife and sister in the late
1650s, along with their two oldest daughters, Héléne and Francoise. His sister, Perrine,
a lay companion of Jeanne Mance, spent a number of years as her apprentice working
for the hospitaliéres before marrying Michel Godefroy in 1664, son of Jean Baptiste
Godefroy and Marie Leneuf, and relocating to Trois-Rivieres. Pierre and his wife both
remained in Ville-Marie, where Pierre acquired a reputation as a successful merchant
and fur trader, as well as a militia officer, playing a prominent role in repelling
Haudenosaunee raids in the 1660s; he appears frequently in Dollier de Casson’s
seventeenth-century history of Ville-Marie as a heroic figure.*> Through his sister’s
marriage to Michel Godefroy in Trois-Rivieres, the Montréal Picoté family cultivated a
family tie to the Montréal Testard and Leber families, which they further nurtured

through godparentage.

45 Jean Blain, "Picoté de Belestre, Pierre," DCB; PRDH.
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Figure 3.3: the Picoté-Par & Lamarque-Testard Networks, 1660-1690

Martinet

izard/Cl "
Huber?'zar = Saintes Antiome

Fotar de les Cures.
Bugue. dela Pote
b 3 1ot Langevin arente
de Saliére . LamarquefTesiarg®  de Noray
Perrin | aad Gade

Moreé
Gueretin/le reau 11 achoux/Leloup
il N
FmmerL-F‘;’:'?"“-'“’ng“rﬂ*benellHu st EueBsauderetin/le Camus

Mulois

Dumesnil Devanchy/La hambault/G™ \ e
Lemoyne/Primot Chevaliier
BouatideNivelet - Bailly LaPlfle Belestra/Rar § Marie Par *

4 de

&

P 'a Calligres
Fresnay/des Heures

ol S | ideNoucy |

Brunet.

Patron — Bouicher ; e s caile oty

Collimeau

Maltreau
Somandre

Cavster/Duiviefyigeon Gaugpet. - pessard Latoudi@hhot
Guenet/Hurtebise * La‘Fontaine

v
‘Nolent i
Hautmesnil/Lambes, - Daveluy de Chaliiot
OPhval BassetVauvillier

Prévost A Benoit
Gignier Lambert o

BarbieBeauregard

Chomedey
Hardouin

Figure 3.3 shows the social network of Pierre Picoté and his wife Marie Par,
including baptisms of their own children, the acts in which they stood as godparents,
and marriages they attended either as parents or guests. The larger spheres represent
other family networks in which they appear frequently, with obviously their own family
network appearing in the centre as the largest. Highlighted in yellow, and fairly close to
the centre, are the family networks of Leber, Lamarque-Testard, and Godefroy-Leneuf.
Of the 344 connections represented in this graph, five are from the Lamarque-Testard
family (representing individual acts relating just to Anne Lamarque and Charles
Testard). The density of the connections between the Lamarque-Testard and the

Picoté-Par network is not very high, but they still had a direct kinship link. Marie Par

109



Chapter 3 S. Pettigrew

stood as a godmother to their son Jean in 1672. The two families also had a number of
indirect links through their connections with the Godefroy-Leneuf and the Leber
families, to whom Lamarque and Testard were related.

The density of connections is highest between Picoté-Par and Charles Lemoyne,
along with his wife Catherine Primot, with whom they have twenty interactions. The
next highest in terms of frequency is Charles D’Ailleboust and Catherine Legardeur,
with fifteen interactions. Fourteen interactions are shared with the Godefroy-Leneuf
family, twelve with Governor Perrot and his wife, and seven with the Leber family. In
comparison, the Picoté-Par family only has five connections to the Gadois network,
another prominent, long-standing Ville-Marie family, and five with the Le Cavelier-
Duvivier family, a prominent merchant family that included voyageurs and even one of
the town surgeons. The Picoté-Par network demonstrates that, while Ville-Marie
families could be easily accused of having connections to everyone due to the sparsity
of the population, particularly families of similar social station, there is a distinct
attempt to cultivate specific networks rather than falling back on whatever, or
whoever, was available.

The Picoté-Par network also had kinship ties to various members of the Ville-Marie
court administration. Most prominent amongst these kinship ties were Jean Baptiste
Migeon, with seven connections, and Jean Gervais (a member of the Archambault
merchant family), with eight connections. Also included were Francois Bailly Lafleur,
who played a role as bailiff in Anne Lamarque’s 1682 inquest; and Zacharie Dupuy,

Ville-Marie’s town major.
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Figure 3.4: The Picoté-Par Social Network and Ville-Marie Judicial ties, 1660-1690
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Figure 3.4 illustrates these judicial connections within the Picoté-Par network,

highlighted in yellow. When the judicial officials within the Perrot network are

highlighted, they appear as less prominent. However, these important judicial officials

had a number of kin connections within the Picoté-Par network, not least the

Archambault family, and were therefore closely connected to some of the most

influential families in Montréal.

Pierre and Marie’s eldest daughter, Hélene, married Governor Perrot’s

lieutenant, Antoine La Fresnay de Brucy. Having arrived in New France in 1665 as part

of the Auvergne regiment with Prouville de Tracy, he soon settled in the colony and

began his work under Governor Perrot. Despite being eventually charged by the crown
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for illegal trading activities, he was still able to make himself fabulously wealthy.*® The
de Brucy-Picoté kinship network largely reflects the covert nature of de Brucy’s trade,
particularly in the 1670s; while there are a number of connections to prominent Ville-
Marie families such as the Archambaults, the Lebers, and the D’Aillebousts, these
connections rarely number more than one or two. These tangential connections to
other prominent Montréal families represent Héléne’s ties to her father’s network;
before her marriage, she acted as a representative for her parents in extending their
kinship network to various important families, such as the D’Aillebousts in 1667, when
at the age of twelve she stood as a godparent alongside Paul D’Ailleboust. After her
marriage, her connections focused much more on the other merchants in Perrot’s
network, such as Jean-Vincent Philippe Carion de Fresnay and his wife, Petronille des
Heures; Governor Perrot and his wife, Madeleine Laguide; and of course Hélene’s
parents and siblings. Marrying Héléne gave de Brucy and other members of the Perrot
network connections and legitimacy within Ville-Marie, thanks to her pre-marriage kin
network; but their primary focus after marriage was consolidation of their own
network, and Héléne had an enormous role to play in that consolidation. Figure 3.5
illustrates the high degree of centrality of these three primary families, which can be
seen in the centre of the graph. All together, the Perrot trade network accounts for 60

total connections, or 37% of the total de Brucy-Picoté Social Network.

46 Marie Baboyant, “La Frenaye de Brucy, Antoine de” DCB.
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Figure 3.5: The de Brucy-Picoté Social Network, Ville-Marie 1660-1690
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These types of kinship relations were repeated amongst other members of the
Perrot trade network, such as Francois Lenoir Rolland and Madeleine Charbonnier,
whose most prominent connections can be found with other members of the trade
network. Yet there are a few individuals who appear frequently enough throughout the
entirety of the network to make them noteworthy — not only for their frequency, but
for their position in Ville-Marie society and their respective roles in the Anne Lamarque
inquests.

The first of these is Jean Gervaise. A lawyer employed by the Sulpicians, Gervaise
took over as civil judge and procureur fiscal for Jean Baptiste Migeon when Migeon was

banished from Ville-Marie by Governor Perrot for attempting to enforce trade law and
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stop Governor Perrot’s illegal fur trade network. Gervaise was married to Anne
Archambault, daughter of Jacques, a prominent settler of the area who had been
present since the early 1650s and with a large family connection and extensive kinship
ties. It is worth noting that all three cabaretiers who feature in both the 1678 and 1682
inquest — Anne Lamarque, Abraham Bouat, and Isaac Nafrechoux — feature in this
network, and have kinship ties to Jean Gervais; but while Abaraham Bouat and Isaac
Nafrechoux only have one or two kinship ties, respectively, Charles Testard and Anne

Lamarque together have over half a dozen.

Table 3.2: Connections between Jean Gervais and prominent family networks of Ville-

Marie
Family Network Direct Edges
Du Fresnay-Des Heures 19
Lamarque-Testard

Picotte-Par
Bouat-Nivelet
Roland-Charbonnier
Nafrechoux-Leloup
Brucy-Picotte

= N D Db 0O

Another prominent family featured in the list of clients named in Migeon’s 1678
inquest was the D’Ailleboust family. The D’Ailleboust brothers both played prominent
roles in the history of New France; Louis D’Ailleboust as a governor, and Charles
D’Ailleboust as a merchant and the first civil judge for the Sulpician court of Ville-Marie,
preceding Jean Baptiste Migeon. It was Charles’ son, Louis, who was named as one of

the patrons caught playing cards and drinking after curfew the infamous night in March

114



Chapter 3

S. Pettigrew

1678, when Migeon conducted his raid.’ The D’Ailleboust had a significant presence

within the Perrot-Frontenac social network, sharing the same number of direct edges

with the Lamarque-Testard network as Jean Gervais.

Table 3.3: Connections between the D’Ailleboust family and the Perrot-Frontenac

social network

Family Network

Direct Edges

Picotte-Par
Lemarque-Testard
Perrot-Laguide
Basset-Vauvilliers
Bouat-Nivelet
Nafrechoux-Leloup
Brucy-Picotte

Du Fresnay-Des Heures

15

P N D D N 0

Finally, Table 3.3 illustrates the impact of Charles Testard and Anne Lamarque’s

social network within the Perrot-Frontenac trade network, when taking into account

their Leber and Godefroy-Leneuf family connections. The Testard-Lamarque family had

a far-reaching kin network of highly influential people, reaching into not only their own

family, but also reaching deep into the extremely powerful Perrot trade network (see

figure 3.6).

47 1t was not exactly uncommon for the D’Ailleboust family to use their social clout to get their family

members out of trouble; see chapter 5.
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Figure 3.6: The Testard-Lamarque social network, 1670-1690
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While just twenty-six individuals are represented in this network, the importance of

the individuals selected by Anne Lamarque and Charles Testard to represent their

children as godparents is extremely significant. They managed to place their family in

the centre of Ville-Marie’s political and economic spheres with a few well-chosen and

cultivated connections. Not only did they have nine direct edges with the D’Ailleboust-

Legardeur family, as mentioned above, they also had nine direct edges with the Leber

family, nine with Jean Gervais, and three with Zacharie Dupuy, the town major (who

mediates a dispute between the two in 1680), providing them with a number of kinship

ties to merchant and judicial elites of Ville-Marie (see table 3.4).
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Table 3.4: Direct edges between Lamarque-Testard and its family kinship nodes

Family Network Direct Edges
Legardeur-d'Ailleboust
Leber
Archambault-Gervais
Glory

Martinet

Dupuy
Lemoyne-Primot
Ponnier

Picotte-Par
Perrot-Laguide
Godefroy-Leneuf

N N NN W W DS o O O O

An example of just how deeply the Testard-Lamarque family were embedded in
this network is the baptism of their daughter, Marie Madeleine. Born in August 1678,
just five months after the March 1678 inquest, Madeleine was unlikely to be the child
of Charles Testard, Anne’s husband. The March inquest made it clear that Charles was
not living in their primary residence in Ville-Marie, which also served as their tavern.
Second, both witnesses and the court had referred to the tavern several times as
belonging to Anne Lamarque and Claude Pothier. And third, witnesses in the case made
it clear that Anne and Claude Pothier were openly having an affair and were not
bothering to hide it from the community. Madeleine was most likely Claude Pothier’s

child, and the community of Ville-Marie was likely aware of at least the possibility of
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that being the case. Despite this, the individuals who stood as godparents at her
baptism were the children of extremely prominent members of the community; Jean
Baptiste D’Ailleboust, the son of Charles D’Ailleboust, and Marie Perrot, the daughter
of Francois-Marie Perrot.*® Allowing their children to stand as godparents for the
baptism of a child who was likely birthed openly out of wedlock and as the product of
an affair that the couple was openly flaunting to the community was a tacit
demonstration of support for Anne.

What this social network analysis shows us is that Lamarque’s ties with the
Perrot fur trade network went beyond patronage at her tavern. These community links
were embedded into her family, through her husband’s kin ties, her own kin ties, and
those they forged through the selection of their childrens’ godparents. The fictive kin
network of Lamarque and Testard overlapped considerably with the fur trade network.

The depositions made against Anne in 1682 (which are extensively discussed in
the next chapter) make it clear that Montréal’s drinkers were not exclusive to one
tavern or another — they were not loyal patrons, but went to whatever tavern suited
their pleasure or interest, and spread gossip from one to the other. For example, one of
the surgeons involved in the 1682 case was overheard at Isaac Nafrechoux’s tavern
speaking of Anne Lamarque’s alleged possession of a grimoire or magic book, which
was then spread to Abraham Bouat’s tavern, and from there back to Lamarque’s

tavern.*® What does seem to be exclusive is the after-hours clientele at Lamarque’s

48 PRDH.
49 “Sybstitut procureur du roi vs. Anne Lamarque, meeurs," 1682-07-10.
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establishment. The men who are part of these elite mercantile circles needed a place to
socialize after hours, and their presence insulated her from the consequences of
flouting the tavern laws of the colony. These communities protected each other,
unchallenged by the Sulpician court or its officials. While Anne Lamarque is the focus of
this case, the details expose the dynamics of the merchants and the Ville-Marie court.
The focus of the next case will be the accusations against Anne Lamarque in 1682,
which ranged from adultery to witchcraft, and will expose how the community reacted
to her continued flouting of the rules. By pulling together these pieces —the
increasingly challenged Ville-Marie court and the powerful merchant networks — a
clearer picture begins to emerge, one which resembles Old France much more than the

“tabula rasa” of New France.
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Chapter 4

Accusing Anne Lamarque: Adultery, Witchcraft, Abortion

In 1659, the Société de Saint-Sulpice, also known as the Sulpicians, took over the
administration of Montréal from the Société de Notre-Dame. A counter-reformation
order founded in Paris in 1641 by Jean-Jacques Olier, the Sulpicians had a much more
solid financial backing than the SND thanks to Olier himself, as well as rich monastic
members who found themselves in the mission field. The latter included Gabriel
Thubiéres de Queylus, member of the SND, supporter of the Ville-Marie colonization
project since 1642, and founder of Ville-Marie’s first Sulpician seminary. A doctor of
theology and the son of a wealthy French seigneurial family, Queylus brought financial
support and religious zeal to the colony and aspired to be New France’s first bishop.
However, this ambition was thwarted by the rival Jesuits present in New France, who
wanted one of their own as bishop. They proposed Francois de Laval, a descendant of
the powerful Montmorency family, and based in Rouen.!

The decision to appoint Laval instead of Queylus was the beginning of a rivalry
between the administrative faction in Québec and the dominant merchants in
Montréal which amplified intra-Catholic rivalries and led to jurisdictional tensions
between them. One of the most interesting attempts to ease this tension was a

“compromise” for the Sulpicians, who felt their generosity in the colony had been

1 André Vachon, “Laval, Francois de," DCB vol 2.
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greatly abused. In order to keep the wealthy Sulpician patrons from abandoning their
support for the colony entirely, the crown agreed that the Sulpicians would be the
seigneurs of Ville-Marie. The takeover of Ville-Marie by the Sulpicians from the SND in
1658 coincided with the appointment of Laval as the bishop of New France. In 1663
when Louis XIV royalised New France, including the courts, Ville-Marie’s courts
remained their own sénéchausée, allowing the Sulpician seigneurs of Montréal a
degree of independence that other seigneurs in the colony did not have. The Ville-
Marie courts were not royalised until 30 years later, in 1693.2

The settlement narrative of Ville-Marie is traditionally centred around the
missionary activity and goals of its founders, the Société de Notre Dame (SND). While
the SND was made up of a number of rich backers in France, including the Sulpicians,
the primary representative in Ville-Marie was Paul de Chomedey. Originally from
Neuville-sur-Vanne, located in the département called Aube today, he was the son of a
councillor to the king, and responsible for much of the settlement of Montréal in the
1650s, including the Grand recrue of 1653. Historians also emphasize the contributions
of Marguerite Bourgeoys, the founder of the Congrégation de Notre Dame in Montréal,
and Jeanne Mance, the founder of the Hospitaliers Religieuses de Saint-Joseph.® While

these efforts cannot be overstated, the focus given to their work, along with their

2 André Vachon, "Thubiéres de Levy de Queylus, Gabriel," DCB; Vachon, "Laval, Francois de," DCB;
Frontenac and Champigny’s 1695 letter to the minister mentions the need to invest funds into a new
courthouse in Ville-Marie now that the crown had taken control of the court in that area, describing the
structure as a small room made of wood that is beginning to rot. See “Lettre de Frontenac et Champigny
au ministre,” 1695-11-10.

3 Marie-Claire Daveluy, “Chomedey de Maisonneuve, Paul de,” DCB; for the history of religious women in
Montréal see Simpson, Marguerite Bourgeoys and Montréal, 1640-1665; Noel, Along a River: the First
French-Canadian Women; Lionel Groulx, Jeanne Mance (Montréal: Comité des fondateurs, 1957).
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religious zeal, often overshadows the contributions of other contemporary women,
such as those who migrated to New France as part of large Huguenot family networks.

By the 1680s, just a little over two decades into their lordship of Montréal
Island and Ville-Marie, the power struggle was no longer with a bishop who opposed
Sulpician ambition. Between 1658 and 1680, Queylus and Olier both died, leaving the
order with substantially less financial support. The Sulpicians had a hard time not only
attracting missionaries to the field, but keeping them there. Their struggle to control
Montréal was with the merchant community. Commercial elites were seizing more
control and influence, both from the metropole and from within the colony of New
France.

Intraconfessionial Catholic rivalries remained a strong feature of life in New
France. In his letters to Dollier de Casson, the acting seigneur, Louis Tronson,
responsible for Montréal although resident in France, showed an increasing concern
with competing counter-reformation sects toiling in the mission fields of New France.
The Jesuits, in particular, concerned him with their far greater metropolitan support.
Their regularly published accounts from the mission field, known over the centuries as
The Jesuit Relations, elicited generous donations from rich patrons. The Bishop of New
France, Francois Laval, himself educated in a French Jesuit college, had an obvious
preference towards them. Jesuit missionaries controlled and expanded their mission
fields like no other Catholic order, something the Sulpicians envied. The Sulpician

brothers who headed to New France did so not to minister to French people, but to
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seek glory in the mission field.* Tronson, circumspect in his management of the order,
recognized that the glory of missionary work brought in more money than humdrum
colonial administration. In one letter to Dollier de Casson, Tronson urged him to “better
manage the revenue of the Montréal house” so the Sulpicians could focus on
“I’établissement de I'Evangile, a la converstion des Iroquois et des peuples infidels dans
le Canada. Car quoique I'on y travaille maintenant beaucoup plus aupreés les Francais
gu’aupres les Sauvages, c’est néanmoins dans la vue de convertir ceux-ci et d’établir le
christianisme.”> The Sulpician seigneurs of Ville-Marie therefore found themselves split
between two roles, forever having to balance them — they were lords of a rapidly
growing settlement with a significant amount of power, and they were also priests,
who were supposed to focus on charity and leading their followers in a good Catholic
life.®

The Sulpicians were not without influence or success in their administration of
Montréal. Tronson managed to ally himself with prominent French colonial officials at
court, including Louis de Buade de Frontenac and Frontenac’s wife, who he visited on a
regular basis and with whom he corresponded while her husband was in Canada.

Tronson’s allies allowed him to sway certain policies and decisions in favour of Ville-

Marie, but his efforts from Paris would not be enough without a leader on the ground

#In his letters to Dollier de Casson, Louis Tronson frequently reminds the superior of the Ville-Marie
seminary that it is necessary to secure the finances and positions of both the colonial parishes and the
ongoing mission projects before creating new ones, otherwise they risk bringing about the collapse of
the seigneurie, their ongoing mission work, and the support of their parishes in Montréal. See “Louis
Tronson a Dollier de Casson," 1681-03-01; "Louis Tronson a Monsieur de Belmont," 1682-06-06. BANQ
Vieux-Montréal : Fonds Séminaire de Saint Sulpice — Paris.

5> “Louis Tronson a Dollier de Casson,” 1681-03-01.

6 Dominique Deslandres, “Foundations,” in The Sulpicians of Montreal, 32.
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in Canada who was equally determined to increase the power and fortunes of the
order. In the 1670s and 80s, the Sulpicians in Montréal lacked such a leader, leaving a
secular power vacuum that merchants and officials were quick to try and fill. While
Tronson recognized the need to emphasize missionary work to attract candidates to
the mission field and raise funds in France, he was also a shrewd administrator, and did
his best to warn those who were administering the seigneurie on his behalf, such as
Dollier de Casson, against the dangers of ignoring the temporal in favour of the
spiritual.” The balance between the power they held as seigneurs and the power they
held as religious leaders in the colony therefore had a direct impact on the court of
Ville-Marie, as they were responsible for the appointment of its officials. A failure to
appoint competent court administrators, or the impression that the Sulpicians were
not administering the law properly within their jurisdiction, could result in the loss of
its sénéchausée. However, most of the Sulpicians present in Ville-Marie cared more
about the morality of the population than supervising the finances of the colony or the
administration of seigneurial affairs, such as the court.

In June 1682, Jean Frémont, the Sulpician curé for the parish of Ville-Marie,
submitted a complaint to the seigneurial court. Frémont was well-known to the court’s

personnel; he frequently petitioned and regularly made complaints concerning the

7 A striking example of this inability to shed a pastoral role for a governing role is the priest Bailly, who
Tronson eventually recalled to France after reprimanding him a number of times for alienating the
Haudenosaunee by calling them witches and sorcerers. Tronson also frequently encouraged Dollier de
Casson to take the management of justice seriously within Ville-Marie, as failing to do so would lead to
the imposition of a royal jurisdiction. “Louis Tronson a Dollier de Casson,” 1681-03-01; “Louis Tronson a
Monsieur Rémy,” 1682-04-16; “Louis Tronson a Gabriel Souart” 1677-04-05. BANQ Vieux-Montréal:
Fonds Séminaire de Saint-Sulpice — Paris; Dickinson, “The Sulpicians in Canada,” in The Sulpicians of
Montreal, 37.
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III

“immoral” behaviour of his parishioners.? This particular complaint concerned Anne
Lamarque’s “continued scandalous behaviour,” despite his repeated injunctions to her
to modify her conduct. Her behaviour was causing much gossip in the parish, and he
wanted the court to order her tavern closed and Lamarque herself banished from Ville-
Marie.’

Priests often submitted complaints to the court on behalf of community
residents, since petitions could result in a counter-suit for defamation, particularly if
the complainant was accusing an individual of particularly heinous crimes. Having a
priest submit a complaint on one’s behalf offered insulation from the possible
consequences if the case did not go well, including the costs associated with a counter-
suit.1% In the case of Lamarque, Frémont named several residents of Ville-Marie in
support of his complaint and as witnesses to this behaviour, including Abraham Bouat,
Martinet de Fonblanche, and Francois Tardiff, and asked that the court not only ban
her from selling alcohol in the settlement, but banish her outright. As we saw in the
previous chapter, Lamarque’s accusers included rival tavernkeepers.

The Ville-Marie seigneurial court in the late 1670s and early 1680s was

unstable, thanks to the questionable involvement of the chief judge of the court, Jean-

Baptiste Migeon de Branssat, in local merchant networks and disputes. In late 1672,

8 Séguin, La Vie Libertine en Nouvelle-France, 63-64.

° “Frémont vs Anne de Lamarque, insultes,” 1682-07-10. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de
Montréal 1664-1693, TL2-08-0562.

10 See Peter Moogk, “’Thieving Buggers’ and ‘Stupid Sluts’: Insults and Popular Culture in New France”
The William and Mary Quarterly 36, no. 4 (October 1979): 535; for more on court fees in New France,
see John A. Dickinson, “Court Costs in France and New France in the Eighteenth Century,” Historical
Papers/Communications Historiques 12, no. 1 (1977): 48-64.
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when Migeon was still just a seigneurial lawyer, he had approached Governor Perrot to
convince him that the merchants should abide by the rules governing the fur trade.
Perrot responded by having Migeon jailed. Perrot’s retaliation not only outraged the
Sulpicians, but also the French court, who justifiably thought it was abominable to jail a
court official who was attempting to do his job. When Migeon succeeded Charles
D’Ailleboust as the judge of the Ville-Marie prévoté in 1677, tensions intensified
between Migeon and Perrot’s trading partners. Many in Migeon’s network saw the
futility of fighting against their own governor and decided to join him rather than
control him —men like Pierre Picotte, whose daughter married into the Perrot network.
There was so much tension between the two men that Migeon was recalled to France
for a time, and the Sulpicians considered replacing him, ultimately deciding against it
because finding a replacement would be too difficult.*! In the 1682 case against Anne
Lamarque, however, Migeon played no part; acting on his behalf were Jean Gervais,
formerly a lawyer working for the Sulpicians, Francois Bailly Lafleur, a baker and
carpenter turned bailiff, and Benigne Basset, the sergeant. The reason behind Migeon’s
absence is unclear; his signature is missing from many of the court documents
generated that year. He is present for the court proceedings of 1681, as indicated by
his signature, and reappears in 1683. It is just 1682 in which he is notably absent.!?
After the dismissal of the 1678 inquest against Anne Lamarque, with clear

indications that the court closed the case because of the power of some people who

11 Robichaud, Les reseaux d’influence & Montréal au XVile siécle, 135-138.
12 “Erémont vs Anne de Lamarque, insultes," 1682-07-10.
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frequented her tavern, the temerity of Fremont in triggering a second inquest in 1682
and the absence of Migeon from the court invites analysis. This chapter offers an
explanation that again contextualizes the handling of a legal case against Anne
Lamarque within the social networks of Ville-Marie and the legal processes used by the
courts in Montréal.

Scholars who study the legal history of New France have described in detail the
proper trial procedures as laid out by French law. One of the most comprehensive
studies of trials in New France is the body of work by André Lachance, who has
analyzed extensively the practices of French jurisprudence in colonial spaces. According
to Lachance, the “correct” court procedure following a credible accusation was to
arrest the accused, conduct a preliminary interrogation of the accused, collect
depositions from potential witnesses, allow the accused to “confront” their accusers,
conduct a second interrogation, and then make a judgment. A predecessor of today’s
principle of facing one’s accusers in open court, the early modern French equivalent
occurred in camera and after the witnesses submitted their deposition to the court
privately. The deposition, taken by court officials through dictation, would be read out
to both the accused and the witness, and the witness would be given a chance to
confirm the veracity of the document. The accused would be asked to confirm that the
witness was of good character and had no reason to lie or present false witness, and

then would be given the opportunity to comment on the testimony presented.!?

13 Almost none of the 17™-century trials in Montréal follow these procedures. Only one comes close; it
was conducted by a military officer, not a Montréal court official, and is the subject of a subsequent
chapter. For more see Lachance, Crimes et Criminels en Nouvelle-France.
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None of the inquests involving Anne Lamarque followed these procedures. Not
only did court officials never arrest Lamarque, they never interrogated her. The court
deposed thirty-three witnesses during the 1682 inquest, and recorded copious
amounts of evidence against her, but she never went through the process of facing her
accusers and answering the charges they made against her. Nor did she face any
consequences once the inquest was done. While very few court cases in Ville-Marie
could be considered typical, the 1682 proceedings against Anne Lamarque were
particularly egregious in their breaking of legal procedure. What caused this
breakdown? Presumably, thanks to the record kept on file after 1678, the court was
already aware of the accusations against her concerning her morality. Even if no record
of the 1678 inquest had been kept, many of the same court officials who were involved
in 1678 were again involved in 1682. Jean Gervais, the acting procureur fiscal for the
1682 inquest, was named in the 1678 inquest, and would have been aware of the past
accusations against Lamarque. The court officials involved in both inquests would also
have been aware of why those accusations were eventually dropped; Migeon had
decided he did not want to go against the powerful people who frequented Lamarque’s
tavern. Did the court officials presiding over the case against Lamarque in 1682 make
the same decision, while still attempting to appease the parish priest who accused her?
How else can we explain the detailed work done to take statements, without resulting

in a trial?
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An Expanding List of Accusers

The depositions collected as evidence against Anne Lamarque in 1682 drew on
a wide selection of Ville-Marie society. The statements were split almost equally
between men and women, with seventeen male witnesses to sixteen female witnesses,
including eleven married couples. Their ages range from eighteen (Louis Cavelier) to
sixty-four (Jeanne Evrard), with the majority (twenty-one) falling between the 20 to 40
age range. The word count for both women and men was nearly equal, with
approximately 6,000 words recorded for women, and 7,000 recorded for men. The
nature of the accusations varied widely across all of these demographic groups: men
and women, young and old, differed in their opinions concerning whether or not Anne
Lamarque was a witch, had tried to procure an abortion, and whether she possessed a
magic book. The one thing the witnesses did seem to agree on was that she was no
longer living with her husband, Charles Testard.

The witnesses can also can be categorized and divided geographically: in the
first two days of testimony, the court heard from people residing almost entirely in one
neighbourhood: the block surrounding the sizeable property of Robert le Cavelier des
Lauriers and Adrienne Duviviers (see Figure 4.1).%* This clustering might be explained by
the fact that Anne Lamarque’s most recent alleged lover, Robert le Cavelier, and
Adrienne Duvivier’s son, Jean Baptiste, lived in that neighbourhood. Along with Robert
le Cavelier and Adrienne Duviviers, their youngest son testified in the first two days of

the inquest. Adrienne’s son from her previous marriage, Léger Hébert, lived directly

14 See appendix A4.1.
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across the street, who, along with his grandmother-in-law, Jeanne Evrard, served as
witnesses. Despite having family ties to the Godefroy network in Trois-Rivieres, and
therefore to Lamarque and Testard, Evrard’s testimony condemned Lamarque’s
conduct. Antoine Forestier, one of the surgeons who testified to Lamarque’s attempt to
acquire an abortion, was married to one of the Le Cavelier daughters; their residence
was directly next door to her parents. Abraham Bouat’s tavern, which also served as his
family residence, adjoined the Le Cavelier-Duvivier property. Marie Carlie, who gave
some of the most damaging testimony about Lamarque’s adultery, her use of magic,
and her attempts to procure an abortion, lived directly behind the Le Cavelier-Duvivier
property. Martinet Fonblanche, the second surgeon to testified regarding Lamarque’s
attempt to procure an abortion, and the only witness to have actually seen her
supposed grimoire (or book of magic), lived directly across the street.

The court deposed seventeen witnesses between June 20 and 25 before moving
beyond this immediate neighbourhood. Isaac Nafrechoux, another Montréal tavern
keeper, and his wife, Catherine Leloup, lived on the other side of Ville-Marie, and the
court questioned them about what they had heard from their tavern patrons. Claude
Lamize, Catherine Charles, and Pierre Perthuis were the only people deposed who lived
in the immediate neighbourhood of the Lamarque tavern. The remaining 11
depositions, all taken on June 27, were from residents outside Ville-Marie who were
either contiguous neighbours of Testard’s farmland property in Cote St Jean, or had
been in the past and therefore had something to say about Anne Lamarque’s earlier

behaviour. Of these 33 witnesses, only four had been involved in the 1678 inquest:
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Isaac Nafrechoux and his wife Catherine Leloup, Abraham Bouat, and Jean Martinet de

Fonblanche. None of them made any reference to the 1678 case in their depositions.
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15 Base map in black, sourced from the Adhémar database. Includes rivers, property lines, and owners

typed in black font. Can be found at https://www.remparts.info/adhemar_php/index.html
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The accusations made against Anne Lamarque in the depositions involved
adultery, witchcraft, blasphemy, and seeking to procure an abortion, all separate
crimes in the criminal code, and any one of which could have seen her arrested and
interrogated. The Ville-Marie court prior to the Lamarque case had a solid case history
of prosecuting all of these types of crimes; the court banished Judith Rigaud from Ville-
Marie for the crime of adultery in 1679. Blasphemy trials conducted by both
D’Ailleboust and Migeon between 1660 and 1682 littered the Ville-Marie court; most of
the accused admitted their fault and paid the fine imposeded by the court.'® Abortion
and infanticide, meanwhile, were very clearly defined by French law, and included the
crime of “hiding” a pregnancy. An accusation of abortion was one of the most serious
accusations a woman could face under French law, much more serious and potentially
deadly than witchcraft. In his study “Anatomy of an Infanticide Trial: the Case of Marie-
Jeanne Bartonnet,” Alfred Soman points out that infanticide was the only “special case”
in French law, not subject to the rules of prosecuting other crimes; “in the case of a
dead infant, a concealed pregnancy and a clandestine delivery were no longer mere

presumptions of guilt; the royal edict of February 1557 declared them to be conclusive

16 See “Saint Georges et Robert Fournier,” in which Fournier was accused of uttering blasphemies in
Saint-George’s house while drinking, and fined twenty livres for the offence; Pierre de Sellier dit Pascalin
was condemned to a fine of fifty livres as a repeat offender by the Montréal court in 1676 after having
been observed swearing at other people’s cattle. See “Condemnation de Robert Fournier et de Saint
Georges,” 1663-02-22. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1663-1693, TL2-01-0033; “Le
procureur fiscal contre Pierre le Sellier dit Pascallin," 1676-02-25. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage
de Montréal 1663-1693, TL2-03-0162.
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proof of guilt.” During the height of the French witch hunts, 11 times more women
were executed for infanticide than for witchcraft.!’

The following sections will more closely examine how these accusations were
treated not only by the court officials examining Anne Lamarque, but by those who
were accusing her. The accusations found in the depositions against Lamarque are split
into three categories — adultery, witchcraft, and abortion — to better understand how
the court prioritized these accusations, and whether and how the priorities of the court

were different from those making the accusations.

Adultery: Debauching the youth of Ville-Marie

The 1682 inquest involved a much deeper examination of Anne Lamarque’s
behaviour than had the 1678 inquest, engaging far more witnesses and considering
much more serious allegations. The number of men she was accused of having an affair
with went from one to three; numerous people mentioned her relationship with
Claude Pothier, but they also mentioned a man named Dauphiné (first name not given).
Since 1678, Anne and Claude had apparently been forced to end their affair, and she

had since taken up with a young man by the name of Jean Baptiste Le Cavelier.'8

17 The edict regarding infanticide and rules of evidence remained in force until it was repealed in 1791.
Alfred Soman, “Anatomy of an Infanticide Trial: the Case of Marie-Jeanne Bartonnet (1742),” Changing
Identities in Early Modern France (Michael Wolf, ed.) (Durham: Duke University Press, 1997), 250-252.
18 Depositions Abraham Bouat, Jean Fonblanche, & Marguerite de Nivelet, 20 June 1682; Depositions
Pierre Perthuys, Claude Lamize, & Isaac Nafrechon, 25 June 1682; Depositions Jacqueline Lagronge,
Agnes Tessier, Guillaume Richard, Louise Tessier, Pierre St. Amour, Jean Coron, Charlotte Chauvin, Jean
Baudoin, Jean Desprée, & Jean Renaud, June 27 1682; "Substitut Procureur du roi vs Anne Lamarque,
meeurs" (hereafter referred to as "Proces mceurs 1682")

134



Chapter 4 S. Pettigrew

Marguerite de Nivelet testified first to Anne’s affair with Dauphiné. The wife of
Abraham Bouat, cabaretier and aubergiste of Ville-Marie, and neighbours of the
Testard-Lamarque Pointe-aux-Trembles farmland, de Nivelet told of how she attended
the birth of one of Lamarque’s children with the aim to assist, only to find herself
upstaged by Dauphiné. It both upset and disturbed her to hear Lamarque calling out for
a man who was not her husband, and who aided and comforted her in very intimate
ways during the birth of her child.® Jaqueline Lagronge both corroborated and
embellished this story; Dauphiné even went so far as to aid Lamarque in using the
chamber-pot when required.?° Louise Tessier told of how Lamarque would frequently
visit Dauphiné when he was working in the fields; Louise’s husband, Guillaume
Richard, had seen them in bed together.?! One witness suggested that Lamarque’s
children was actually Dauphiné’s.

Dauphiné’s identity is a cipher. At no point does any witness state whether
“Dauphiné” was his first name, his last name, or his nickname. The depositions offer
enough evidence to determine that he had died by 1677, and Lamarque had taken up
with Claude Pothier, a young married man.?? By the time she and Pothier began their
relationship, Lamarque was operating the tavern on the Rue Saint Paul. This gave the
illicit couple a way to frequently meet, and even a way for Pothier to stay the night

without arousing too much suspicion.

19 Deposition, Marguerite de Nivelet, 20 June 1682. Procés meeurs 1682.

20 Deposition, Jaqueline Lagronge, 27 June 1682. Procés meeurs 1682.

2! Depositions of Guillaume Richard & Louise Tessier, 27 June 1682.

22 \We know that Dauphiné is dead only because he is referred to as “le déffunct Dauphiné” in the
depositions; the date is approximated from various references in witness testimony and based on how
long Pothier and Anne had been together.
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Pothier’s frequent presence at Lamarque’s tavern caused rumours to circulate
once again amongst the neighbours concerning Lamarque’s behaviour. People spoke of
the couple as though they were besotted teenagers: they would go everywhere
together, they walked in the streets, chatting in “an overly familiar fashion,” they even
ran errands together that required overnight travel.?*> Lamarque blatantly ignored her
husband in favour of her lover, kissed Pothier in front of Testard, publicly scorning and
mocking him as a cuckold.?* Several neighbours, and even some tavern clients, told the
court they had found Lamarque and Pothier in bed together. A fellow lodger at the
tavern, Jean Renaud, recounted how he awoke one morning to find Pothier’s bed
pressed up against Lamarque’s, with Pothier in “an indecent position.” He left early to
avoid embarrassment, but when he returned later in the day, he found the house still
locked up, as if the people inside were still asleep, including Pothier and Lamarque —
although he admitted that, upon his return, the only person he could actually see inside
the house was Lamarque’s eldest daughter.?>

Beyond the gossip of the neighbours about her relationship with Pothier and
the ambiguous fatherhood of her children, in 1680 Charles Testard submitted a formal
complaint to the Sulpician superior, Dollier de Casson, who was acting seigneur for
Ville-Marie and so technically had the authority to handle such disputes.?® Casson

referred the case to the town major, Jacques Bizard, who resolved to have Pothier not

23 Depositions of Louise Tessier & Guillaume Richard, June 27 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.

24 Depositions Jean Fonblanche, June 20 1682, & Isaac Nafrechon, June 25 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.

25 Deposition of Jean Renaud, June 27 1682. Procés moeurs 1682,

26 The actual seigneur was Louis Tronson, the superior of the Sulpician house in Paris, but as he remained
in Paris, Dollier de Casson acted as his surrogate with his authority.
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only vacate Lamarque’s house immediately, but required that he cease frequenting the
tavern, cease lodging there, and cease his affair with Lamarque, all resolves that failed
to materialize.?’” Other contemporary cases of adultery ended quite differently. In 1678,
the same year as the first inquest into Lamarque’s tavern, Judith Rigaud was banished
from Montréal after the court condemned her for living with a man “as if they were
husband and wife,” when they were not. Rigaud had arrived in New France in 1651
with the Godefroy-Legardeur family and had been contracted as a servant before
marrying her first husband, Frangois Lemaitre, in 1654. The record of the 1682 inquest
into Lamarque’s establishment made it clear that she and Claude Pothier were also
“living as husband and wife,” but both of them managed not only to escape
consequences, but also a formal trial before the Ville-Marie court. Why were the two
women treated so differently?

Most scholars who discuss Judith Rigaud’s trial are very negative in their
treatment of Rigaud, and their historical analyses are generally sexist. Most blame her
entirely for her circumstances; she had an affair, she left her husband and children to
live with someone else, she was unwomanly. Suzanne Boivin Sommerville’s thorough
historiography of the case points to numerous scholars, such as Roland-J. Auger, who
have gone so far as to suggest that scant records of a medical procedure were evidence

of an abortion. “Considering that the full details have not survived, (...) Auger may

27 The record of this dispute survives in a letter written by Bizard for the 1682 court case, in which he
states, “qu’il y a environ deux ans que le nommé Folleville estant allé plaindre a Monsieur Dollier de la
mauvaise conduite qu’il disoit que sa femme menoit avec Pothyer." Letter to the seigneurial court from
Jacques Bizard, July 16 1682, “Substitut procureur vs Anne Lamarque"; deposition Marguerite de Nivelet,
June 20 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.
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himself be indulging here in speculation worthy of the National Enquirer.”?® In her re-
examination of Rigaud’s case, a different narrative of her life and trial emerges.?® A
highly intelligent woman, Rigaud could read, write, signed her name beautifully on
documents, and yet somehow ended up as a servant to Marguerite Legardeur in her
youth. When she married Francois Lemaitre, she pushed her husband to engage in the
fur trade and travelled with him to La Rochelle. After the death of her first husband she
went into debt, and quickly remarried in order to support her children, again pushing
her husband to engage in trade and to take part in voyageur expeditions. When her
second husband died, she remarried a third time, still carrying the debt from her first
two marriages. Her third marriage contract stipulated that her husband would not be
responsible for any of her debt, but it did not stipulate that she would not be
responsible for any of her husband’s debt. When her third husband left her and
returned to France, it was not necessarily because she was having an affair; it is
possible he left in order to escape his debt, forcing Rigaud to take it on. When she was
caught having an affair with Pierre Cavelier,3® they were both struggling with debt and
without protection from powerful families. Sentenced to exile from Montréal for ten
years, she fled to Trois-Riviéres, where she lived until her children married and changed
her circumstances considerably. Rigaud’s children married into powerful families,

providing family alliances that allowed Rigaud and her fourth husband, Louis Gillet

28 Suzannne Boivin Sommerville, "Judith Rigaud: Has this interesting New France woman been treated
fairly in published articles?” Michigan’s Habitant Heritage 34, no. 4 (October 2013): 179.

29 See Sommerville, "Judith Rigaud,” 178-193; PRDH.

30 Likely no relation to Robert LeCavelier Duvivier family, implicated in the Lamarque case. Although they
did have a son named Pierre, he would have been 16 in 1678. There were several Cavelier families in the
Ville Marie area; not least of which included Robert le Cavelier de la Salle, and Abbé Jean Cavelier.
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Laplante, to purchase a house and settle in Ville-Marie in 1688. One of her sons,
Charles LeMaitre, married the daughter of Nicolas Crevier, the granddaughter of
Jeanne Evrard and Christophe Crevier, a La Rochellle merchant who had emigrated to
Trois-Rivieres with his wife and small children in the 1640s and become an important
figure in the Godefroy-Leneuf kin network. Another son married directly into the
Godefroy family. These connections would be enough to propel her into Ville-Marie
society, despite her past as a servant of the Legardeur family and a convicted
adulteress.?!

Rigaud’s family relations were not so different from Lamarque’s, except
Lamarque’s kinship networks never lapsed; they were constant throughout her career
in Ville-Marie. They also had strong, direct ties to powerful individuals within the Ville-
Marie power structure, such as Governor Francois-Marie Perrot and the D’Ailleboust
family. Lamarque’s network was powerful enough to insulate her from the fate
suffered by Judith Rigaud, and so when she was brought before the magistrates to
force her away from Claude Pothier, she escaped with a simple slap on the wrist.

The comparison between Lamarque and Rigaud is also a stark example of what
could happen to women in early modern society when their families decided to exclude
them from their protective networks. In her study of witchcraft and gender in early
modern Finland, Raisa Maria Toivo frames this in terms of “exclusion” versus

“inclusion.”

31 Sommerville, “Judith Rigaud,” 192.
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The family offered both real and symbolic protection and allies for their

members, sometimes even against the law. This aspect of the family was as

important to men as to women. (...) The exclusion strikes those with low status

and no power in the community. The frequently evinced view is that those who

had no protection, especially no male protection, were in greatest danger: they

had neither the power to defend themselves nor any one to protect them.3?
Lamarque’s network decided to keep “including” her despite the accusations
concerning her behaviour, insulating her from the actions of the court. On the other
hand, Rigaud’s legal travails indicate that she experienced a period of “exclusion,” and
therefore had no protection.

Despite the 1678 inquest and the order in 1680 to cease her relationship with
Pothier, Lamarque was not deterred. Once her relationship with Pothier had been
forcefully ended, Lamarque took up with another local young man, Jean-Baptiste
Cavelier Deslauriers. Unlike Pothier and Dauphiné, the details of young Cavelier’s life
are very well known. He was born in Ville-Marie in 1659 to a wealthy merchant couple
Robert DesLauriers and Adrienne Duvivier and was part of a large extended family
network. Once her entanglement with the young Cavelier began, Lamarque’s activities
came under much harsher scrutiny. Unlike Pothier, Jean-Baptiste Cavelier was young,

unmarried, and the son of a prominent local family whose parents were influential

32 Raisa Maria Toivo, Witchcraft and Gender in Early Modern Society: Finland and the Wider European
Experience (Ashgate 2008), 168, 170.
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members of the community. This relationship proved much harder for the community
to ignore.

Once Lamarque and the young Cavelier began their liaison, Lamarque’s tavern
became the chosen establishment of Montréal’s youth. With Jean Baptiste came his
younger brother, Louis, and his older half-brother, Léger; together they comprised
some of the richest young men in the settlement. Their wealth did not just come from
their parents; both Jean-Baptiste and Léger had a considerable amount of their own
money to spend as they saw fit. Léger had inherited farmland and money from his
biological father, and Jean-Baptiste was old enough to go on his own expeditions to
trade for furs in the Outaouais.?3

By 1682, Lamarque was pregnant with her ninth child, and this time the baby
was rumoured to be Cavelier’s. She was effectively separated from her husband, who
was living apart from her at their Pointe-aux-Trembles property. Neither of them had
gone to Easter Mass — an excommunicable offence. Either the visible pregnancy or the
lack of Easter communion made Jean Frémont finally lose his patience with Lamarque,
her tavern, and the scandal that it brokered. The day after Frémont submitted his letter
of complaint, the Ville-Marie court began deposing witnesses.3

Given the lack of experienced court officials available, it is perhaps not
surprising that the proceedings surrounding the accusations against Anne Lamarque

were irregular. Although the court deposed a total of thirty-three witnesses, the

33 One of the conversations purportedly overheard between Jean-Baptiste’s mother and Anne Lamarque
was to stop letting him fritter away all the money he had earned while trading. Depositions of Abraham
Bouat & Jean Fonblanche, 20 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.

34 Letter written to the bailiff by Jean Frémont, 19 June 1682, “Substitut procureur vs Anne Lamarque.”
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absence of any court record showing that Lamarque herself was questioned is striking.
She was never interrogated or confronted by any of her accusers. The court called none
of her supposed lovers to testify, despite two of them, Pothier and Cavelier, being very
much alive and present in Montréal at the time of the investigation against her. Charles
Testard, Lamarque’s husband, was not deposed either, despite having some choice
words to share about his wife according to those who did testify. Her sister-in-law,
Marie Pournin, and Lamarque’s eldest daughter, Marie-Anne, were also notable
absentees, especially considering what they might have had to say regarding the
accusations which directly involved them. Finally, despite the massive amount of
documentation that has been preserved regarding this trial, there is not a single
whisper hinting at any sort of conclusion — no condemnation, no statement stating that
they are dropping the case such as is included in the 1678 case, nothing. At best, the
court proceedings could be called an inquest; what might be referred to today as a
grand jury, an attempt to determine if there is enough evidence to proceed with a trial.
But even if that was what the court was attempting to do, what might the absence of
many important witnesses tell us?

The case of Judith Rigaud is once again a useful comparison. Overseen by
Migeon, this trial had a certain focus which is completely lacking in the 1682 inquest
against Lamarque. Migeon called only a few witnesses and used love letters as
evidence of the affair. While Rigaud was never interrogated, the record clearly stated
that the lack of her arrest and interrogation is due to her having fled. Her lover, Pierre

Cavelier, was interrogated twice, once after his arrest and once after the examination
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of the evidence. A sentence is handed down — banishment for both parties involved.3°
In contrast, Lamarque’s case had accusations beyond adultery, including witchcraft,
abortion, and debauchery. It centred only on Lamarque, even though there were at
least two other individuals — Pothier and Cavelier — who could have been considered
complicit in her activities. Her husband, who might reasonably have been the primary
complainant in the matter, was completely absent from the official record except as
referenced in the depositions. The court ordered no arrests despite four days of
intensive depositions, involving 33 witnesses, including some living outside of Ville-
Marie proper. Ultimately, the court rendered no judgment and closed the case without

explanation.

Witchcraft: the Magic Book

Accusations of witchcraft and a pact with the Devil appeared in the deposition
of Abraham Bouat, the first of the thirty-three depositions.3® His testimony included
details of Lamarque’s extra-marital affairs, along with the substance of several
conversations he had had with her husband. Attempting to be a good neighbour and
friend, Bouat had reproached Charles Testard for his lack of attendance at Easter
confession. Testard reputedly responded that he was unable to confess when his soul
was being put in mortal danger by his wife, who was a witch and had a pact with the

Devil. Bouat also heard that Lamarque possessed a book of magic spells, and that she

35 Sommerville, “Judith Rigaud,” 190.
36 See Appendix A4.2.

143



Chapter 4 S. Pettigrew

was pregnant even though she had not been with her husband for over a year.3’” This
first deposition would set the tone for the questions authorities asked during the rest
of the depositions. The court’s list of questions included whether the witness was
aware that Lamarque possessed a book of magic spells, if they had seen it, if they knew
she was pregnant, if she had tried to procure an abortion, how long it had been since
she had spent the night with her husband, if they knew her to conduct herself in a
scandalous fashion, and if they knew who her suspected lovers were.

The only person to have seen Anne Lamarque’s magic book up close and in
person was Jean Martinet de Fonblanche, community surgeon. According to his
deposition, he was at her house for unspecified business when she showed him a book.
He described it as being old and bound in leather, about four or five inches in height
and approximately a finger’s width, very nicely hand-written in different languages,
including French, Greek, and Latin. He did not look at it for very long; the first thing he
came across was a recipe for “a potion for girls to make boys fall in love with them and
vice versa,” which made him feel extremely uncomfortable. He promptly closed the
book and handed it back to Lamarque. When asked if he knew of anyone else who has
seen this book, he referred to Louis Cavelier, the younger brother of Jean-Baptiste.38

When young Louis Cavelier was deposed, he was very careful, almost diplomatic
in his answers. The first question he was asked was, “if he knows the house of Folleville

[the name by which Anne Lamarque’s tavern is commonly referred] is one of scandal

37 Deposition Abraham Bouat, 20 June 1682. Procés meceurs 1682.
38 Deposition Jean Fonblanche, 20 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.
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for all the children of honourable families, and once a young man has entered he will
have difficulty escaping?” Louis answers that, yes, he has heard many people repeat
that rumour. He did not state whether or not he himself believed the rumour. The
court then asked him whether or not he had ever seen a book on witchcraft or sorcery
while he was on the premises; he replied that he has seen books at Anne Lamarque’s
tavern, but he could not speak to their nature as he himself could not read. He had,
however, heard the rumours spread by Sieur Fonblanche and Fonblanche’s wife about
the magical nature of Lamarque’s book, that it was a book of magic containing love
spells. The next line of inquiry concerned how long Charles Testard had been absent
from Lamarque’s bed; how long had he been absent from the house? Louis responded
with an answer similar to that of other neighbours; he had been absent since the fall,
but he made occasional overnight visits through the winter. He was not sure, however,
if he slept with his wife on those overnight stays. The court asked if he had heard
Testard complain about his wife, to which he responded affirmatively, repeating some
of the complaints and insults that have been loudly spread around not only Lamarque’s
tavern, but all over town — that she was scandalous, and that none of their children
were actually fathered by him. The court officers then returned to the question of
magic, asking if he knew anything about Lamarque using divination magic to find lost
jewelry. He responded no, but mentioned that he had heard something about
Lamarque finding a lost tool for some carpenters who frequented her tavern.3° The use

of magic and whether or not Lamarque was a witch clearly concerned the court,

39 Deposition Louis Cavelier, 20 June 1682. Procés meeurs 1682.
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particularly as they might relate to her “scandalous” behaviour. Those questions were,
in fact, variations on the same issue, namely whether she was using magic to
accomplish her supposed debauchery.

Of the nine other witnesses who mentioned Lamarque’s magic book, none had
ever even seen it; they had only heard talk of it. Two heard of its existence from
Fonblanche himself only a few days prior to their deposition; they had overhead him
talking about it in a local tavern.*® Marie Carlie told a long story of how she virtuously
attempted to convince one of Lamarque’s admirers, Lacroix, to steal the book so she
could burn such an evil thing, but in the end Marie was not able to convince him that it
was the right thing to do.** Jean Lampron dit la Charité, a traveller who frequently
stayed at Lamarque’s, and one of the patrons named in the 1678 inquest, was the only
witness to actually defend her from the accusations, not only in court but also publicly.
He told the court that all the accusations were lies, and that he had never seen
anything scandalous happen at Lamarque’s establishment, not even after seven years
as a regular client. When asked by the court about the magic book, he said he had
overheard Fonblanche talking about it in a tavern three or four days prior, and he asked
Lamarque about the said book publicly. She responded that it was a book of simple
herb recipes and medicines, which was plausible.*?

Whether or not she possessed a book of spells, the fact that people believed

she did — and frequently spoke about it — led to a belief that she possessed magical

40 Depositions Claude Lamire & Catherine Leloup, 25 June 1682, Deposition Jean Lampron, 26 June 1682.
Procés meeurs 1682.

41 Deposition Marie Carlie, 25 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.

42 Deposition Jean Lampron, 26 June 1682. Procés meceurs 1682.
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knowledge both dangerous and useful to the public. Louis Cavelier and Marie Carlie
both testified to Lamarque’s ability to find lost objects, referring specifically to a story
involving a carpenter named Louis LaCroix and a tool he lost on a job site. He asked her
to use her magic to find the tool, referred to as a “vrille,” a type of piercing tool. She
found it in the basement, even after they had already looked there. She was also
rumoured to be able to find lost jewelry through divination.*® While such skills could be
handy, Pierre Mothin, Bouat’s servant, told the court of the stories he had heard of
how she brought young men to her whenever she wanted through her magic. When
asked if he knew Lamarque’s tavern to be a place of scandal and debauchery, he
responded, “Yes | have often heard that it’s a scandalous place and that she lures the
youth to [her tavern].” He had heard that she possessed a magic book, which contained
spells to achieve whatever she wanted, and this is how she lured the young men to her
tavern. These stories likely did not help the collective community hand-wringing over
the supposed lost innocence of the local youth she was corrupting. According to
Mothin, they certainly made Jean Baptiste Cavelier’s parents extremely anxious; he
stated that both parents, but especially Duvivier, had been vocal about their
displeasure with their sons’ patronage of Lamarque’s establishment.*

Divination and love magic were extremely common types of magical belief
transported from France to New France. The very first witchcraft trial in New France

occurred in Montréal in 1658 and involved Réné Besnard, accused of causing the

43 Deposition Louis le Cavelier, 20 June 1682. Procés maceurs 1682.
44 Deposition Pierre Mothin, 23 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.
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impotence of a romantic rival through a common love spell known as the “nouement a
I"aiguillette”. In 1699, three soldiers in Trois-Rivieres were arrested and fined for
possessing love spells. In another case, Charles Havard was arrested, condemned to
public penance, and sent to the galleys for performing a divination ceremony in 1742.4
The fact that these two types of magical belief — divination and love magic — were the
only two specifically cited in the depositions against Lamarque is not at all surprising;
sexuality, particularly women’s sexuality, was an extremely common component of
early modern witchcraft accusations. Early modern demonologies, such as the Malleus
Malifecarum or Jean Bodin’s De la démomanie des sorciers, not only accused women of
being particularly prone to the devil’s influence due to their weaker nature, but were
particularly obsessed with the more sexual aspects of magic. The Malleus devotes a
whole chapter to the subject of women and their particular weakness to demons, sex,
and the devil, saying, “There are three things in nature, the tongue, an ecclesiastic, and
a woman, which know no moderation in goodness or vice... when (women) are
governed by a good spirit, they are most excellent in virtue; but when they are
governed by an evil spirit, they indulge the worst possible vices.” This characterization
is followed by numerous pages describing how women are more carnal than men, less
intelligent, and more prone to falling for fallacies which would lead them to

abandoning the faith.*® Nicolas Rémy, a judge who oversaw the witchcraft trials of

4 More information on these cases can be found in Choquette, “From Sea Monsters and Savages to
Sorcerers and Satan”, 38-59.

46 |n her article “Witchcraft, Human Nature, and Political Theology: in Jean Bodin’s de la Démonomanie
des sorciers,” Catherine Power describes Bodin’s treatment of women and witches as “sometimes
histrionic”; Catherine Power, “Witchcraft, Human Nature, and Political Theology: in Jean Bodin’s de la
démomanie des soricers,” Political Theology 21, no. 2 (February 2020): 3; The Malleus Maleficarum of
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Lorraine in the 1580s, wrote a demonology of his own. Heavily influenced by Jean
Bodin, he devoted an entire chapter to the greater susceptibility of women to the “evil
counsels” of demons: “It is not unreasonable that this scum of humanity should be
drawn chiefly from the feminine sex [...] For in estimating numbers and frequency it is
enough to reckon those who form the majority.”#” Other French demonologists, such
as Pierre de Lancre and Henri Bouguet, expressed similar theories concerning the
susceptibility of women to demons and magic.*®

This fascination of writers about witchcraft with women’s sexuality and their
emphasis on how women were intrinsically “lesser” than men likely says more about
the early modern scholars who wrote these demonologies than the actual lived beliefs
and experiences of the majority of early modern Europeans. Did regular, everyday
people really believe these accounts of women going off into the woods to copulate
with demons, sometimes even the devil himself? In her study, appropriately titled
Christianity and Sexuality in the Early Modern World, Merry Wiesner-Hanks points out

that however disconnected the view of early modern demonologists may have been

Heinrich Kramer and James Sprenger trans. Rev. Montague Summers (New York: Dover Publications,
1971), 42; Merry Wiesner-Hanks, Christianity and Sexuality in the Early Modern World: Regulating Desire,
Reforming Practice (London: Routledge, 2020), 89.

47 Nicolas Rémy, Demonolatry, ed. Montague Summers, trans. E. A. Ashwin (Mineola, NY: Dover
Publications, Inc., 2008), 56.

48 See Henri Boguet, Discours execrable des sorciers: ensemble leur procez, faits depuis deux ans en ¢a, en
divers endroits de la France (Paris: D. Binet, 1603), 33; Pierre de Lancre, On the Inconstancy of Witches:
Pierre de Lancre’s Tableau de I'inconstance des mauvais anges et démons, ed. Gerhild Scholz Williams,
trans. Harriet Stone & Gerhild Scholz Williams (Tempe, AZ: Arizona Centre for Medieval and Renaissance
Studies, 2006), 67-88. Like Rémy, Boguet and de Lancre both cited Bodin in their work. Boguet echoes
Rémy when discussing women’s susceptibility to demons and the Devil, and the danger posed to babies
in the womb if a pregnant woman should be in contact with a demon. De Lancre echoes both Bodin and
Rémy by devoting a large section of his work to the reason why women are more susceptible to demons
and witchcraft, blaming their “flighty minds.”
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from the reality of the everyday lived experiences of those who were actually making
accusations and being accused of witchcraft, love magic was still an extremely common
accusation. Like Réné Besnard, early modern witches were commonly accused of
causing impotence. They were credited with both curing and causing infertility, and in
many cases associated with the corrupting of household chores associated with women
— turning cream sour, poisoning children instead of nurturing them, talking back to men
instead of obeying them. The most common denunciation heard by Roman Catholic
inquisitors in the seventeenth century was of people practicing magic to win another’s
love.*® While the ideas of the midwife-witch and the witch hunts as genocide against
women have long been debunked, the testimony against Anne Lamarque does hit the
hallmarks of the archetypical early modern witch: she was not a subservient wife, she
was accused of attempted infanticide, she was accused of using food to bewitch her
“victims” into loving her.

Accusations against Lamarque also reflected an inversion of the traditional
power structures of early modern society. Toivo’s Witchcraft and Gender in Early
Modern Society: Finland and the Wider European Experience positions the witchcraft
case of Agata Pekantytar within the larger context of gender studies and witchcraft
historiography. She makes several important insights; most important, and most critical
to Lamarque’s case, is the observation of witchcraft accusations related to community

power structures and competition. Noting that traditional notions of accusations and

4 Wiesner-Hanks, Christianity and Sexuality in the Early Modern World, 89-90; Jeffrey R. Watt, “Love
Magic and the Inquisition: A Case from Seventeenth-Century Italy,” The Sixteenth Century Journal 41, no.
3 (Fall 2010), 686.
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class need to be turned on their head, and the idea that it was mostly widows and “old
crones” who were accused of witchcraft, Toivo analyzes how competition amongst
bourgeois families impacted witchcraft trials and accusations.® In the case of
Lamarque, the fact that Abraham Bouat was the most prominent of her accusers is
significant. Not only was he a direct business competitor as a fellow cabaretier and
aubergiste, he had a history of trying to work with authorities to have her
establishment shut down. Since testifying against Lamarque in the 1678 inquest, Bouat
had to operate his own establishment within the rule of law while watching Lamarque
blatantly break the rules thanks to her ties to high society. Bouat was the first to accuse
her of witchcraft, and his deposition was the basis for the lines of questioning used by
the court. He stated that the accusation of witchcraft actually originated from Charles,
her husband, but Charles never spoke for himself during this trial.

Bouat’s connection to the case links back to a second important analysis made
by Toivo: the reversal of hierarchical household roles.>! Due to Charles Testard’s
reported illness, Lamarque’s economic activity at the tavern was supporting the family,
not Testard. Their traditional roles had been reversed, which meant that Testard was
left with not much to do. It also meant that Testard would be taking a big risk by openly
accusing his wife; if she were banished from the colony as a consequence of practicing

witchcraft, or be forbidden from operating her tavern, he would be left without

%0 Toivo, Witchcraft and Gender in Early Modern Society, 162.
51 Toivo, Witchcraft and Gender in Early Modern Society, 165.
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economic support, and forced to live with his sister Jeanne Testard, or brother-in-law
Jacques Lamarque.

The accusations made by the community reflect the early modern European
notions of witchcraft which they brought over from France; witches caused impotence,
they corrupted the youth with their overt sexuality, they were the inverse of good
moral Catholic society. While those who made the accusations were likely doing so
earnestly, truly believing Lamarqgue to be a danger to the community, the court did not
treat these accusations as seriously as the other two categories — particularly when it
became more and more clear that the only witness to actually see her supposed
grimoire was Fonblanche, and that the only reason other people knew about it was
because they had heard Fonblanche talk about it. As more people answered the court’s
guestion about her “magic book” in this fashion, the question became less frequent,
and the court officials focused on other, more serious topics, such as Lamarque’s

pregnancy.

lllicit Pregnancy: Infanticide and Abortion

The questions directed to witnesses by the court that did not centre around
magic and witchcraft focused on Lamarque’s sex life and fecundity: When was she last
seen to have spent the night with her husband? How far along was her pregnancy? Had
she tried to procure an abortion or any other “relief” from her pregnant state?
Attempting to procure an abortion was one of the most serious crimes that a woman

could be accused of in early modern France and New France. An unmarried pregnant
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woman could avail herself of various legal avenues in the early modern French world.
Her family could arrange for her to be married to the father, or to another willing
partner, before the baby’s birth thereby avoiding illegitimacy. If those solutions were
not available, the father’s family could arrange to financially support the mother and
child. Julie Hardwick’s survey of young women featured in the legal documents of late
seventeenth-century Lyon details a number of such arrangements, noting that many
pre-marital pregnancies likely did not appear in the records at all; families would have
been much more likely to come to an arrangement away from the court and would not
have left a record in the archive. Hardwick also remarks on the harsh treatment of
women who even suggested having sought a “remedy” for their pregnancy; if a young
pregnant woman came to the court seeking support from the family of her baby’s
father and simply mentioned that she had considered obtaining an abortion, the court
would immediately turn against her.>?

In New France, seeking an abortion was a capital offence. Francoise DuVerger,
resident of Ville-Marie, was found guilty of multiple abortions in 1671, and was sent to
Québec to be tortured before she was hanged and left exposed in the gibbet.>® Marie-
Madeleine Gibault, also of Ville-Marie, was found guilty of attempted abortion and

infanticide in 1697, accused of having killed her infant through exposure after having

52 Julie Hardwick, “In Search of a ‘Remedy’: Young Women, their Intimate Partners, and the Challenge of
Early Modern Fertility in Early Modern France,” in The Youth of Early Modern Women, eds. Elisabeth
Cohen & Margaret Reeves (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2018), 316.

53 Boyer, Les crimes et les chétiments au Canada francais, 127; "Interrogation de la femme Leveillé,"
1671-07-09. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1663-1693, TL2-02-0083; "Jugement
condamnant Frangoise Duverger, femme de Jean Boulin dit Leveillé, convaincu d’avoir dissimulé sa
grosese," 1671-09-07. BANQ Québec: Fonds Conseil Souverain, TP1,528,P738.
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concealed her pregnancy. The court also condemned her to death by hanging.>
Attempted abortion was clearly the most serious charge faced by Anne Lamarque and
was reflected in the questions asked by the court; it placed a heavy importance on the
circumstances of Anne’s pregnancy. Not only was the matter raised with every witness,
it was among the first questions asked in every deposition.>> Marie Carlie’s deposition
against Lamarque included the details of a conversation she had overheard between
Lamarque and Catherine Charles one day. Lamarque told Charles, in tears, that she was
pregnant, and that the child was not her husband’s; he had not slept with her for
fifteen months, and everybody knew he had left her the prior year and had not
returned until Pentecost. This reputed confession is the only window we have to
Lamarque herself, the only peek we get to her conscience, the only echo of her voice.
Due to the lack of interrogation, we do not get the chance to hear from her directly.>®
Lamarque was facing the possibilities of abandonment and even divorce, which in
terms of financial consequences amounted to the same thing. This fear could speak to
a possible motivation for seeking to obtain an abortion, though it is highly unlikely
considering that the tavern income made her largely self-sufficient.

The court officials asked several witnesses whether or not Lamarque had been
seeking remedies for her “situation,” and what suggestions, if any, they had given her.

The two surgeons of Ville-Marie, Jean Fonblanche and Antoine Forestier, as well as the

54 Boyer, Les crimes et les chétiments au Canada, 128; "Procés contre Marie Madeleine Gibault, accusé
d'avoir abandonné son nouveau né dans un tas de fumier devant la grange de Claude Robillard,
boucher," 1697-07-12. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fonds jurisdiction royale de Montréal, TL4,51,D216.

55 See appendix A4.2.

56 Deposition Marie Carlie, 25 June 1682. Procés meceurs 1682.
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surgeon apprentice, all testified that she had requested a bleeding as she was feeling
sickly. Forestier testified that he had seen her about a month before his deposition, and
she had complained of “an oppression in her chest.” Having observed that she was
pregnant, he only bled her enough to relieve her, not enough to harm her infant, and
left her with a few fortifying remedies which would also do her no harm.>” Marie Carlie
testified to having spoken to Lamarque about breathing problems about six weeks prior
to her deposition. Lamarque asked her if she thought beaver livers were a suitable
remedy for chest problems, to which Carlie remarked that she thought they were, and
counselled her to take some.>® Helping a woman procure an abortion was just as
serious a crime as having an abortion, so these witnesses were all very careful to
delineate exactly what actions they took in terms of Lamarque’s health, and to specify
that nothing they did would have had any impact on the child she was carrying.

The community conveyed surprising, and somewhat disquieting, familiarity with
Lamarque and Testard’s bedroom. Of the eighteen witnesses asked to provide
information regarding when Lamarque had last spent the night with Testard, only three
failed to provide an answer. Their answers range between six weeks and fifteen
months, but everyone seemed to agree that the couple were separated for most of the
winter, and recently got back together over the spring religious holiday known as

Pentecost.>® Louis Cavelier, Marguerite Prudhomme, and Pierre Mothin all testified

57 Deposition Jean Fonblanche, 20 June 1682, Depositions Antoine Forestier & Francois Tardiff, 23 June
1682. Procés meeurs 1682.

58 Deposition Marie Carlie, 25 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.

%9 Pentecost is a Christian holiday celebrated on the 7" Sunday after Easter. The Easter holiday fell on
12t April in 1682, therefore the date people were referring to as “Pentecost” was 31 May, 1682.
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that, while the couple had been living separately, Testard spent the night with
Lamarque at intervals during the winter. Louis Cavelier did include a rather major
caveat with his testimony. He told the court that the last Easter holiday, he found
Testard sleeping on a chest, implying that he could not be certain Charles actually slept
with his wife or not on the nights he spent at the house.®°

Despite repeated references to Testard’s complaints about Lamarque, including
multiple references to how the children birthed by Lamarque were not actually his but
were instead fathered by her various lovers, Testard himself was never deposed.
Marguerite Prudhomme stated in her deposition that Testard did not believe more
than three of their nine children were fathered by him. Pierre St Amour included an
anecdote in his deposition, about a night of drinking in a tavern with Testard and Jean-
Baptiste Migeon. Testard was complaining about his wife, which was not unusual, but
he was particularly low that night as she had prevented him from punishing their
children for some infraction, telling him to “get his own children to punish” if he
wanted someone to beat. Despite his apparent friendship with Migeon, the seigneurial
judge, Testard only once brought charges against his wife, resulting in the end of her
affair with Pothier.5* Even more damning, several witnesses testified to the youngest of
Lamarque’s children being nicknamed “Cavelier” in acknowledgement of his actual

father, Jean-Baptiste Cavelier, whom the child called father in public rather than

80 Deposition Louis Cavelier, 20 June 1682. Procés meeurs 1682.
61 Deposition Pierre St Amour, 27 June 1682. Procés meceurs 1682.
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Testard.®? Nothing in French law prevented family members from deposing against
each other, particularly in matters of witchcraft and blasphemy. Thus, it is extremely
odd that the court records include no account from Charles. Instead we only hear his
complaints and accusations second-hand, but they are numerous and consistent
enough to be believable and potentially actionable.

Another concern by the authorities was the possible harm done by Lamarque to
the youth of the town. All the witnesses were asked whether they knew either
Lamarque’s establishment or Lamarque herself to be “debaucherous” or “scandalous,”
and whether they had heard her tavern was a corruptive influence to the youth who
attended.®® Neither the question nor the answers given were necessarily rooted in an
interest for the immortal souls or morality of the young men in question, but rather a
more pragmatic consideration of possible pregnancy and paternity. An unexpected
pregnancy out of wedlock could place an undue financial burden on a family should the
mother decide to pursue the father for support. This pragmatism is likely why Jean
Baptiste Cavelier’s parents remained so circumspect in their own depositions to the
court. Other witnesses found ways to phrase their accusations in such a way as to place
the entirety of the blame on Lamarque. Forty percent of the deposed witnesses named

specific young men with whom Lamarque was allegedly having an affair; fifteen people

62 Depositions Marguerite Prudhomme & Pierre Mothin, 23 June 1682, Depositions Rénée Lorion & Jean
Desprée 27 June 1682. Proceés moeurs 1682. The child in question, born in 1680, had as godmother Jean-
Baptiste Cavelier’s sister (PRDH).

63 "Enquis s’il ne scais pas que c’est une maison de debauche pour la jeunesse de famille et autres,"
Deposition Jean Fonblanche 20 June 1682; "Enquis s’il n’a pas connoissance que la maison de folleville
sois scandaleuse a tout la jeunesse qui y fréquente," Deposition Robert le Cavelier 20 June 1682. Proces
meeurs 1682; "Enquis s’il na pas connaissance que la maison de la Folleville sois scandaleuse pour avoir
souvent fais debauché la jeunesse," Deposition Antoine Forestier, 23 June 1682. Procés moeurs 1682.
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named both Dauphiné and Pothier, three of them named Dauphiné, Pothier, and
Cavelier. One witness gave the name of LaCroix, a young carpenter who had been
known to sometimes frequent her house.®*

In the case of Lamarque’s daughter, the somewhat unlikely description of
involuntary debauchery might have been accurate. Several witnesses repeated a story
which they said they had heard from Lamarque’s sister-in-law, Marie Pournin. One
night, while the daughter, Marie-Anne, was asleep in her mother’s bed, she heard
someone stirring. Her mother, thinking she was asleep, invited someone into the bed
with them, and before long she felt someone move on top of her mother, and heard
Jean-Baptiste Cavelier’s voice murmuring.®®

Significantly, no one accused Lamarque of prostitution, nor was there even a
single allegation of Lamarque having multiple affairs at a time. On the contrary, in
today’s society Lamarque would be considered a serial monogamist — she jumped
straight from one relationship to the next without much time for pause. But in her own
society, the fact that she repeated the same behaviours while married to another man
was enough to condemn her in the eyes of her peers.

Of the thirty-three witnesses called, eight refrained from saying anything
negative against Lamarque. When asked if they knew Lamarque’s establishment to be

debaucherous and scandalous, they replied that it was a tavern like any of the other

54 Depositions Jean Fonblanche & Marguerite de Nivelet, 20 June 1682, Pierre Perthuys, Marie Carlie,
Claude Lamize, & Isaac Nafrechon, 25 June 1682, Jacqueline Lagrone, Agnes Tessier, Guillaume Richard,
Louise Tessier, Pierre St Amour, Charlotte Chauvin, Jean Desprée, & Jean Renaud, 27 June 1682. Proces
moeurs 1682.

85 Depositions Marguerite de Nivelet & Joanne Everard, 20 June 1682, Marie Carlie. 25 June 1682. Procés
moeurs 1682.
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taverns in Ville-Marie.®® One witness who claimed complete ignorance of any scandal
was Robert Cavelier, Jean-Baptiste Cavelier’s father. His wife, Adrienne Duvivier, was
equally silent, though she did not deny that she asked Lamarque on multiple occasions
to stop allowing any of the Cavelier-Duvivier children to lodge at her tavern.®’ If Jean
Baptiste Cavelier really was engaging in scandalous behaviour with Lamarque, why did
his parents refuse to acknowledge it to the authorities? The court officials were not in
any way implying that he was guilty of anything, and due to her marriage, Lamarque
would have had a difficult time going after them for support of the children that were
possibly fathered by Jean-Baptiste.?® They could have been attempting to avoid
bringing scandal on their family name. They could have been avoiding all possible
association with Lamarque’s children, no matter the lack of legal recourse. Most likely,
they were not positive what legal means she would have against them if some of her
children proved to be fathered by Jean-Baptiste’s. Rather than choose to vent their
frustrations publicly in court, they remained reserved, and protected their family
interests by insisting that they had no quarrel with Lamarque. The other six witnesses
who refrained from testifying against Lamarque mostly stayed out of things entirely.
Once the court took the last deposition on June 27, 1682, it did nothing else. It
conducted no interrogations, either of Lamarque, or Testard, or of any of her alleged

lovers. It issued no judgement. In fact, it offered no conclusion to this inquest at all. It

% Depositions Leger Hebert, 20 June 1682, Marguerite Prudhomme, Francois Tardiff, & Catherine
Duvivier, 23 June 1682, Catherine Charles, 26 June 1682, Jean Lampron & Catherine Lorion, 27 June
1682.

57 Depositions Robert le Cavelier & Adrienne Duvivier, 20 & 23 June 1682.

68 See Julie Hardwick, “Policing paternity: historicising masculinity and sexuality in early-modern France”
European Review of History 22, no. 4 (July 2015): 643-657.

159



Chapter 4 S. Pettigrew

simply closed the record. Nothing more was heard from Lamarque until Frémont
submitted his complaint against her for having assaulted him in the street on July 13t
in front of numerous witnesses. Dutifully, the court took the depositions of each
witness — except Jean-Baptiste Cavelier, who was reportedly sitting in the window of
Lamarque’s tavern watching the whole thing happen — and did nothing.

Everyone involved in the case, from Lamarque to the witnesses, went quietly
back to their lives. The child that she was carrying, a girl, was born in September of
1682. Despite his protestations, Charles was present as the father at the baptism.®° Her
eldest daughter, Marie-Anne, married a Huguenot in 1684, and managed to obtain a
dispensation from the publishing of the bans — something which could only be obtained
from the bishop himself. Likely trying to avoid the scandal-mongering that such a
publication would bring about, she married quietly with just a few witnesses.”® Nothing
is heard from Lamarque until 1686, when she reappears in the archival records; her
goods were being sold to support her children. Lamarque was dead, but no death
certificate survived, so the details, as well as the exact date of her death, are a mystery.
The children were given up to her brother and sister-in-law, Jacques and Marie
Pournin, and her goods were sold at public auction to pay for their support, bringing in
over six thousand livres, a sum that indicates that she was a woman of considerable

means.’ Charles Testard appears as a witness when his children get married, but

89 Property records show that Testard consolidated their Ville-Marie properties and sold off all
residences but one after Anne’s death in 1686. Adhémar, PRDH.

70 PRDH.

71 "procés verbal de vente des meubles de Charles Testard de Folleville et Anne de Lamarque sa femme,"
1686-04-21.
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otherwise is absent from both parish and court acts after 1686; he died in the hospital
at Ville Marie in 1705, and otherwise very little is known about his life after Anne.”?
The case against Anne Lamarque is not just about the scandal and gossip that
surrounded her. It is a powerful demonstration of the impotency of French civil law and
Catholic ecclesiastical law and influence within arenas in which Huguenot elites and
their Catholic commercial associates circulated. Lamarque was vulnerable to suspicion
and accusation on many fronts; she was a female tavern keeper who not only lived
apart from her husband but was the main source of economic stability for her
immediate nuclear family, including her husband. Instead of being a subservient
Catholic wife, she openly associated as a partner with three separate men, at least one
of whom lived at her tavern with her. When the court, backed by the Sulpician
seigneurs of Ville Marie, tried to challenge her, they not only failed to prosecute her for
her open adultery, they failed to compel her to close the tavern she was operating
against the laws of the intendant of New France, which specifically stated the rules
pertaining to the morality of tavernkeepers and operators. While her neighbours and
direct commercial competitors, such as Abraham Bouat and Isaac Nafrechoux,
participated in this attempt to shut her down by testifying in court on two separate
occasions, confirming various rumours of her immoral behaviour which allegedly went
back many years, her connections to power were enough to insulate her from
consequences. The accusations made against her in 1682 clearly demonstrate that the

community’s primary concern with her was her flaunting of social norms. She was not a

72 PRDH.
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subservient wife, she did not serve her husband and children, she did not nurture her
family as a good mother should. Instead, she ran a tavern which was the family’s
primary source of income, she had multiple affairs with men who were not her
husband, she exposed her children to her adulterous behaviour, and, perhaps most
concerning, she provided a space within Ville-Marie for the youth of the town to
engage in the same flaunting of social norms.

The first level of societal elite to protect Lamarque from prosecution originated
within the very institution which was attempting to control her: the court. Jean-
Baptiste Migeon’s 1678 inquest was shut down by Migeon himself, due to his own fear
of being challenged by the powerful individuals who were members of Lamarque’s
circle and patrons of her tavern. Included in this circle of patrons was Jean Gervais, the
judge presiding over Lamarque’s 1682 inquest in place of Migeon and named by his
nephew in the 1678 inquest, was not only a patron but an illegal gambler. Could
Migeon really be a fair judge during Lamarque’s second inquest? Or is it more likely
that he would bury the affair after allowing the community members to vent their
frustrations due to his own involvement with Lamarque’s establishment? Certainly, his
associations with Lamarque would have very likely prevented him from submitting the
1678 inquest as evidence in 1682.

The second level of elite protection was her own family connections. While an
examination of Testard and Lamarque’s immediate nuclear family and their kin
network produces a somewhat small social network, the inclusion of Charles Testard’s

sister, Jeanne Testard, and her marriage to Jacques Leber, expands their network
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significantly. The Testard connections to the Godefroy network in Trois-Rivieres is also
extremely significant. They were effectively related to the entire Huguenot network of
Trois-Riviéres. To further cement these Protestant connections, in 1684, Anne and
Charles’ eldest daughter married a recent protestant immigrant to Montréal.”® Rather
than excluding her from their social network to save themselves from the shame of the
things of which she has been accused, they closed ranks and protected her — unlike
Judith Rigaud, who had similar connections, but had been effectively excluded from the
network during the time of her accusations. The network Lamarque worked within kept
her protected. Significantly, it included many prominent Huguenot women who had
immigrated to New France with their families, had extended networks, and protected
their own.

Finally, the 1682 inquest demonstrates the complete inability of the Sulpicians
to exert control over the community they ostensibly led. Despite one of their own
submitting the complaint against Lamarque, insisting that she get thrown out of town,
nothing came of it. This female tavern keeper proved to be more powerful than the
Sulpician seigneurs who supposedly ruled Ville-Marie. Lamarque even gets the final
word, demonstrating the lack of power the Sulpicians had over her when she ran into
Frémont in the streets in July 1682, a few weeks after the inquest into her behaviour
had closed. Heavily pregnant and in front of a number of witnesses, she started hurling
abusive language towards Frémont, calling him a worthless devil, and threatening to

beat him like a dog. A few depositions were taken from the witnesses named in

73 PRDH.
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Frémont’s complaint, but once again, nothing was done.”* Lamarque was allowed to
insult the curé publicly, with impunity, along with the other rules of civility she flouted

without apparent consequence.

74 This would likely have been a rather obvious case of defamation had it been almost anyone else. See
Moogk, “Thieving Buggers and Stupid Sluts,” 524-547.
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Chapter 5

Jean Boudor: Torture and Bacchanal

On the night of February 15, 1689, Jean Boudor, a Montréal merchant, held a
dinner party, a reportedly ostentatious affair, with many of Montréal’s élite in
attendance. The glittering guest list included Louise Bissot, daughter of the seigneur of
La Riviere and wife of another seigneur, Séraphin Margane de Lavaltrie; Louis
Chambalon, a newly arrived merchant from the Poitiers region of France; Madame
D’Ailleboust, wife of a prominent former judge and merchant, interim governor of
Montréal, and well-known military commander who had served with Paul de
Chomedey and Jean Talon, and their daughters; and two brothers of Madame
D’Ailleboust’s, Pierre and Jean Baptiste LeGardeur.! Although the exact number of
guests is not known, a conservative estimate would be about a dozen. What really
made this particular dinner noteworthy, however, was Boudor’s chosen form of
entertainment — the “resurrection” of a dead-drunk servant, a performance designed
to mock the Catholic Requiem Mass.

Boudor, a new arrival to Ville-Marie and its environs, had been sent to New
France in 1681 by his father, Pierre, an influential La Rochelle merchant, to act as his

agent. Like some of the families discussed in prior chapters, he originally established

! “Nicolas LeBlanc dit Labrie, pour Madeleine LeBlanc, vs le Sr. Tonnacour,” 1689-02-17 (hereafter
referred to as "Proces LeBlanc 1689."); J. Monet, “Ailleboust des Muceaux, Charles-Joseph d’,” DCB;
Regis de Roquefeuille, “Byssot (Bissot) de la Riviere, Francois,” DCB; André Vachon, “Chambalon, Louis,”
DCB; PRDH.
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himself in Trois-Riviéres before relocating to the Montréal area.? In 1683, he married
Marguerite Seigneuret, the widow of Louis Godefroy de Normanville, whose father was
one of the first settlers of Trois-Riviéres.? The Godefroy and Seigneuret families were
both well established in New France, not only in merchant circles, but also in Huguenot
networks. With this marriage alone, Boudor gained access to most, if not all, of the
merchant class of New France. To solidify this new connection between his father’s
business based in Poitou and the merchants of Trois-Rivieres, he took on his new
stepson, Réné Godefroy de Tonnacour (nicknamed simply “Tonnacour”), as an
apprentice.*

The documentation of Boudor’s dinner party, the festivities, and some of the
guests is available because of a subsequent complaint against Boudor. Reconstructing
the personal networks provides insight into points of tensions amongst the guests and
divisions between elites and the servant classes. The blasphemous nature of the
entertainment did not trigger the complaint lodged against him the next day; rather
Boudor and Tonnacour’s mistreatment of their servants invited the scrutiny of court
authorities. The trial that resulted from that initial complaint brought to light the
scandal of the dinner party; if Boudor had not allowed his stepson to treat the

household servants like they were slaves, they might never have landed before the

2 Bosher, Men and Ships in the Canada Trade, 1660-1760, 45; PRDH.

3 Godefroy de Normanville was a Calvinist who originally came to New France to work as an interpreter
of Indigenous languages for Samuel de Champlain. He settled in Trois-Riviéres as a seigneur in the 1630s.
While the Godefroy family accumulated many titles, they were never as financially successful as their
counterparts who settled in the area at the same time as him, the Leneuf and Legardeur families.
Vachon, “Thomas Godefroy de Normanville,” DCB.

4 PRDH.
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Ville-Marie magistrates. The ensuing case against Boudor and Tonnacour became a trial
in three parts: the torture of Madeleine LeBlanc at the hands of Tonnacour, the
blasphemous dinner party, and the defence of Boudor and Tonnacour by their

prestigious guests, particularly the LeGardeur brothers.

The Torture of Madeleine LeBlanc

Marguerite Seigneuret, the wife of Jean Boudor, brought a maidservant, Madeleine
LeBlanc, to Montréal from Cap-de-la-Madeleine, a community near Trois-Rivieres. She
was seventeen at the time of the trial. Her mother, Madeleine Duteau, and her uncle,
Charles Duteau, are recorded as having arrived in Trois-Riviéres in 1658. Both the
Duteaus had been baptised in the Calvinist temple of La Rochelle and were a part of the
local Huguenot network. The earliest record we have of Madeleine’s father, Nicholas
LeBlanc Labrie, is when he married Madeleine Duteau in New France in 1664. While
Charles Duteau relocated to Champlain in the 1670s, Madeleine Duteau and Nicholas
LeBlanc-Labrie remained in the Cap-de-la-Madeleine area. They had ten children, six of
whom have no baptism records.®> The 1681 census recorded Nicholas LeBlanc-LaBrie as
a “habitant,” but offered little information on how many acres of land he farmed.
When questioned in the 1689 court proceedings, Madeleine reported that her father
was a widower. While no record of her mother’s death survives, her absence surely left

the family more unstable.

> PRDH.
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At some point some of the children went to work in Ville Marie, including
Madeleine, and her older brother, Nicolas, who obtained a contract with a Montréal
family. Hiring out his young daughter to a member of the upper-middle-class would
have not only made the family some money, it would have provided for her dowry.
Young women frequently participated in the early modern French economy as wage
earners, both before and after marriage. Rural women often began working in their
mid-teens, either as field labourers or as servants, and continued until their mid-
twenties, when they married. Forms of economic participation would change after
marriage, but women still played an important role.® The form this participation took
depended largely on class: some of the examples cited by Jan Noel in her study of the
economic role of women in New France include a seigneurial wife who managed rents
on behalf of her husband, a merchant’s wife who managed her husband’s affairs while
he was overseas for trade, and women who put together herbal simples from plants
they either gathered or grew to sell at market.” Madeleine LeBlanc belonged to the
lower class, rural population of New France, but was hired by Marguerite Seigneuret, of
the Leneuf-Godefroy social network who belonged to a higher class, and could afford
to support her until she was ready to marry and start her own family. The children of
the richer families were sent to convents for advanced education that included reading
and writing, as well as more traditional skills such as needlepoint and lace-making. But

a family such as the LeBlancs would not have been able to afford the tuition, or the lost

m

6 Hardwick, “In Search of a ‘Remedy,”” 319; James B. Collins, “The Economic Role of Women in
Seventeenth-Century France,” French Historical Studies 16, no. 2 (Autumn 1989): 455; Noel, Along a
River, 34-35.

7 Noel, Along a River, 110-111.
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wages, that such an education would have engendered. No matter what the
employment, a teenage girl entering the workforce was expected to have some form of
external protection to her “honour” (that is to say, her virginity), whether it be the
family employing her, the nuns educating her, or members of her family. This cursory
supervision of a young woman'’s first steps into adulthood was to protect not only her,
but the reputation of the family, and is the primary reason why young girls were often
hired out to households with whom the family already had a connection.? In the case of
Madeleine, it was her brother, Nicolas, who came to Madeleine’s rescue when her
employers proved violent.?

On Monday, February 14, 1689, the day after Boudor’s dinner party and just six
months into her contract with the Boudor-Seigneuret household, things turned foul for
Madeleine. Two linen shirts, along with two pairs of moccasins, went missing. Young
Tonnacour and his stepfather concluded that the missing items had been stolen, and it
must have been the servants who were at fault. Rather than going to the authorities,
Tonnacour decided to take matters into his own hands and interrogated two servants
himself. He chose two of his own household’s servants to blame for the alleged theft,
rather than any of the number of servants who had been present in the house the night

before at the dinner party; tracking down the servants of his guests would have made

8 Hardwick, “In Search of a ‘Remedy’”, 319-320; Noel, Along a River, 113-114.

® Most of the information about the LeBlanc family comes from Madeleine herself; the introduction to
Madeleine’s 1689 interrogation states her age, that a complaint against her being jailed on false charges
was brought by her brother, who is also a servant to a family in town, and that her mother was dead.
“Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. "Proces Leblanc 1689."
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things much more complicated, and would have involved households other than his
own.

In her deposition concerning Tonnacour’s interrogation, Madeleine began by
recounting that Tonnacour took her and Picard, a soldier serving the Boudor-
Seigneuret family while billeted with them in town, into a room where he had
hammered nails into the ceiling and shaped them into hooks. Having prepared the
room, he began with Picard, making him stand up on a chair, and tying each of his
wrists to a nail with cord. He then took the chair away, so that Picard was hanging in
the air. He bound the soldier’s legs together, and intentionally swung him back and
forth while suspended, putting strain on his shoulders that would likely have been
excruciating, while interrogating him on the location of the missing shirts and
moccasins. Madeleine watched horrified. Picard groaned, obviously in great pain, but
did not confess. Failing to exact a confession from Picard, Tonnacour took him down
from the nails, and walked towards Madeleine — obviously intending to subject her to
the same torture she had just witnessed. She reported to the courts that she had been
sure Picard’s arms would tear from his body and was certain that she would die if she
herself was subjected to the same. As it turned out, what Tonnacour had in store for
her was worse.°

He tried suspending her using the same cord he had used on Picard, but when
he took the chair away he realized that she was taller than the soldier, and found that

her feet brushed against the floor. He forced her onto the chair a second time while he

10 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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shortened the rope, wound it around her wrists many times, then strung her up the
same way he had hung Picard — to the nails in the ceiling, one cord to each wrist, and
legs bound. He intentionally made her body swing in the air, like a pendulum, so that
her shoulders strained with her weight. She cried out from the pain, estimating herself
at least one foot off the ground, while Tonnacour repeatedly asked her where the
stolen items were. She said she knew nothing of them. When she continued to refuse
to give him the answer he sought, he lit a candle, and used the flame to burn the tips of
her fingers, asking her again what she had done with the stolen chemises and
moccasins. She answered again that she knew nothing about stolen items. She hung for
what she thought was about half an hour, with Tonnacour repeatedly straining her
shoulders and burning her fingertips with his lit candle, until she thought her bones
would break. Boudor came into the room a few times, but rather than helping her or
setting her free, he goaded Tonnacour on. When they finally let her down, Boudor
fetched soldiers to transport both Madeleine and Picard to jail, telling her that she
would remain in jail until she disclosed what she had done with the missing shirts and
moccasins.!?

Physical abuse of servants by masters was not uncommon. In her study of New
France’s criminal cases, Josianne Paul discusses the frequency of cases of violence
between employers and employees. In her analysis of how employers maintained their

control of their engagés, she discusses the employment contract in terms of risk: the

11 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689. During her time in jail,
Madeleine came to be interrogated by the Ville-Marie court authorities, which is how we now have her
testimony on the affair.
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employer only recovered the high costs of an engagé once the engagé had completed a
successful job, such as aiding in a harvest. That investment would see a sharp decline if
the engagé did not work hard enough to pay for their salary. From the engagé’s
perspective, they were always working as hard as they could. This dynamic led to a
strict control over one’s domestic servants and often led to violence. Paul’s study of the
subject, however, is based on court records that document instances of violence that
resulted in criminal complaints. Exerting control over one’s servant was legal, but there
clearly existed a line that could not be crossed between legitimate punishment and
abuse of an employer’s position of power. Masters could physically punish their
servants for bad behaviour, but they could not torture them extra-judicially or conduct
an illegal interrogation. If a servant felt that their employer had taken physical
punishment too far, they could submit a criminal complaint against them. Most of the
surviving archival cases of servants pursuing employers for physical abuse are for cases
where a servant’s family submitted a complaint on behalf of the servant, much like
Nicolas did for Madeleine. The servants in question are almost exclusively minors, and
so their family members who are of majority age petitioned the courts on their behalf.
In cases of minor female servants who were raped by their employers, the family of the
servant would sue the employer for paternity.!?

Theft, another frequently documented court complaint between masters and

servants, could be charged by either party against the other. Servants employed by

12 Josianne Paul, Sans différends, point d’harmonie : repenser la criminalité en Nouvelle-France (Québec:
Septentrion, 2012), 111-115.
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those without the money to pay their engagés accused their employers of wage theft.
Employers, in turn, often accused their servants of theft of household items.!* André
Lachance explains that under the laws of the ancient régime, theft was classified in two
categories: simple theft and qualified theft. Simple theft involved no violence or
aggravation, while qualified theft would include a number of more serious infractions,
such as bodily harm or theft of holy objects. Theft committed by a servant against a
master was considered “qualified theft,” as they were considered to have utterly
broken the trust placed in them by their master to work in the interest of the
household and family. How the inverse situation — theft committed by an employer
against their servant — was treated by the authorities is almost impossible to say; as
Paul points out, the surviving court cases are almost entirely employers pursuing their
employees for theft, rather than the opposite.'*

The French criminal ordinance of 1670, which applied in all French territories,
clearly stated the conditions under which torture might be used. Firstly, the crime of
the accused had to be sufficiently serious that the verdict of guilt could result in the
death penalty. Previous laws governing the use of torture purged the evidence against
the accused if they continued to maintain their innocence while being tortured, but the
ordinance of 1670 eliminated this clause. The ordinance also distinguished between
two types of torture: the “question préparatoire,” used when the court wanted to

extract a confession or details of a crime only the accused would know, and the

13 paul, Sans différends, point d’harmonie, 111-12.

1 Lachance, Crimes et Criminels en Nouvelle France, 17-24, 46, 78-79; André Lachance, Le bourreau au
Canada sous le régime frangais (Québec : Société historique de Québec, 1966), 15-24; Boyer, Les crimes
et chdtiments au Canada frangais, 15-28, 20-22; Paul, Sans différend, points d’harmonie, 112-13.

173



Chapter 5 S. Pettigrew

“question préalable,” used when the court wanted to obtain details of the accused’s
accomplices. The difference was in name only; the types of torture used in both
instances, as well as the procedures followed, were the same. The legal definitions
existed to assure that the judges who employed torture did so in a deliberative fashion
and considered the decision to employ torture carefully.’®> Very few crimes in New
France fit the prerequisites for judicial torture. Infanticide and abortion, murder,
aggravated (or “qualified”) theft, selling stolen goods, breaking and entering,
counterfeiting, and rape were all crimes for which individuals in New France were
executed during the French period. Common theft that did not involve breaking and
entering, or which did not involve buying and selling stolen goods, resulted more often
in banishment or fines.'® Secondly, in order for judicial torture to proceed, it had to be
absolutely clear that the crime to which the individual was accused did, in fact, occur.
The law required physical evidence or multiple witnesses who did not have any direct
interest in the prosecution of the crime. Finally, the proof against the accused had to
be considerable enough to prove them guilty without a confession; but only with a
confession could they be condemned to death. Put simply, if the court had enough

evidence to condemn an individual of a capital offence — which required only the

15 Lisa Silverman, Tortured Subjects: Pain, Truth, and the Body in Early Modern France (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2001), 42.

16 The number of people who were condemned to death during the entirety of the French colonial period
is unknown; André Lachance estimates it to be around 78 individuals, with most of these cases dating to
the eighteenth century. Of these 78 individuals who were sentenced to capital punishment, 32 were
charged with “offences contre les biens,” a category of offence which included theft. Lachance, La justice
criminelle du roi au Canada au XVllle siécle, 107, 132-133.
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confession of the accused to actually condemn them to death — torture to elicit that
confession was permissible.’

If a court authorized torture, the seriousness of the circumstances required a
strictly controlled procedure that involved a large number of court authorities. Only
officials operating under royal authority could administer criminal torture in New
France. In the procedure, as followed in New France, the accused would be brought
into a room where the magistrate administered an oath, after which the lieutenant
general for civil and criminal affairs would conduct an interrogation without torture. If
the interrogation did not yield a confession, the court clerk (greffier) read out the
accusation and the judgment of torture. A doctor would then examine the accused to
determine their fitness to be tortured. The law technically permitted anybody who was
accused of a serious crime to be tortured; however, in practice, the courts were highly
discouraged from torturing certain people, including adolescents, the elderly, the sick,
pregnant women, the deaf and mute, and the mentally ill. If the court condemned a
person to torture but the examining doctor found them to be ill, pregnant, or insane,
the procedure was brought to a halt. If the court doctor found the condemned to be
sound, torture would then begin in the presence of the lieutenant general for civil and
criminal affairs, one of the judges of the criminal court, and the greffier. Sometimes,

the doctor or surgeon would remain to supervise the proceedings.'®

7 Lachance, La Justice Criminelle du Roi au Canada, 79; Lachance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 27-28;
Silverman, Tortured Subjects, 41-42.
18 LaChance, La Justice Criminelle du Roi au Canada, 83; Silverman, Tortured Subjects, 42-43.
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The court could choose from a range of torture methods. One common form of
torture involved forcing the accused to swallow four to eight “coquemars” of water,
measuring two to two and a half pints each, forcefully pouring into the mouth of the
accused, all while their body was being stretched as far as possible on a rack. Lachance
states that this water torture was commonly used in Paris, but believes it was not
favoured in New France due to the likelihood of the climate exacerbating permanent
damage to the joints.'® John A. Dickinson argued that the courts of New France
preferred a method described as “torture boots”:

When sentenced to torture, the accused was brought to the court and seated

on a stool. Theoretically a doctor and two surgeons had to be present to

establish how much the prisoner could endure, but this rule was not always
followed in New France. [...] [The courts of New France] resorted [to using]
torture boots made of four two-foot-long oak planks, fastened around each calf
from the knee to the ankle. Four (ordinary torture) or eight (extraordinary
torture) wedges were then driven between the planks on the inside of the legs,
tightening the planks and increasing the pain. After each wedge was driven
home, the accused was asked to confess. When the torture was finished, the

prisoner was laid on a mattress to rest.°

13 Lachance, La Justice Criminelle du Roi au Canada, 81; Lachance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 29-31.
20 Dickinson, “New France: law, courts, and the Coutume de Paris," 49. These boots were used in French
witchcraft trials such as the case against Urbain Grandier. See Rapley, A Case of Witchcraft, 186-191.
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A judge could not subject anyone to torture for longer than an hour and a half, and
once they had ordered the removal of the “torture boots,” they could not be replaced.
Once the torture was over, the accused was attended to by a physician before being
interrogated a third time. If the accused did not confess to the crime of which they
were being accused, the subject would not be sentenced to a capital punishment, but
that did not mean they escaped punishment altogether. Instead, they could be sent to
the galleys if they were a man, sentenced to confinement in a hospital or convent if
they were a woman, or banished from the colony.?!

According to André Lachance, only thirty individuals were ever tortured in
colonial New France. This list is reserved for cases of judicial torture, and does not
recount cases of torture that happened in the mission field, such as the martyrdom
narrative of Jean de Brébeuf. Of the thirty included on the list, only four were women.
The professions of seventeen were documented; eleven were soldiers, four were
habitants, one was a slave, and one, Madeleine, a servant. Three were accused of theft;
one was a case of theft of sacred objects (“vol sacrilege"), another theft with
aggravated assault, and one a case of simple theft. Despite the fact that torturing
someone who is accused of simple theft is a clear violation of the rules of judicial
torture, there are no details given by Lachance surrounding this particular case. He
does not name the individual, nor does he provide any description of the circumstances

of the crime.?? Lachance barely says anything about the torture of Madeleine LeBlanc,

2! | achance, La Justice Criminelle du Roi au Canada, 83; Lachance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 32; Silverman,
Tortured Subjects, 43.
22 Lachance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 33; Lachance, La Justice Criminelle du Roi au Canada, 79.
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stating only that the form of torture used against her was unusual, and it was the only
time this form of torture was used in the colony:
On la fit monter sur une chaise et on retira la chaise et la pauvre fille resta
suspendue en I'air par les poignets. Elle demeura ainsi pres d’un quart d’heure,
pendant lequel on lui brila en plus les doigts avec une chandelle. Lorsqu’on
décida de la descendre, elle délirait et ses bras étaient profondément lacérés
par les cordes. C’'est, semble-t-il, la seule fois ou on utilisa ce genre de torture

au Canada.?

Had Madeleine’s case been brought before the courts of New France in proper
fashion, it is highly unlikely she would have been subjected to judicial torture. First,
there was not enough evidence to prove that she was involved in a crime. There were
two shirts and two pairs of moccasins missing; neither Boudor nor Tonnacour had any
evidence indicating either Picard or Madeleine were involved in their disappearance,
beyond the fact that they were household servants present when the items allegedly
went missing. Second, Madeleine was an adolescent, which further disqualified her
from being subjected to torture. Third, it was highly unusual for French courts to
subject women of any age to torture, not only in colonial New France, but also in early
modern France. Of the thirty documented individuals subjected to judicial torture in

New France, only four were women.?* Furthermore, Tonnacour was not a royal court

2 |achance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 32-33.

24 Lachance does not identify who these women were, or whether Madeleine is included with the four
women counted. In her study on the topic of torture in early modern France, Silverman states that men
formed the majority of tortured subjects, while the women who were tortured were mostly older

178



Chapter 5 S. Pettigrew

official, and did not follow any of the procedures required for judicial torture. His action
was not legal. No doctor assured that Madeleine was in good health before or after, no
clerk recorded the proceedings, no royal authority interrogated the suspect before,
during, and after the torture. In short, Tonnacour’s actions were illegal, and
considerably harsher than what the court would have done. So why is there no record
of him being arrested for assault?

Even though the judicial court of Ville-Marie did not pursue Tonnacour for his
abuse of Madeleine, French civil law left her family the option of suing him for
damages.?®> The record of Nicolas LeBlanc, Madeleine’s brother, filing a complaint
against Tonnacour and Boudor for their abuse of his sister, has survived, but the
proceedings of the case have not. He filed his claim the day after Madeleine’s arrest,
and it is due to his complaint against the Bourdor-Seigneuret household that the Ville-
Marie court authorities deposed Madeleine. On February 17, 1689, the court
guestioned Madeleine about what happened to her. The questioning took the form of
an interrogation, and the court treated her as an accused.?®

Madeleine’s interrogation began fairly routinely. Conducted by the seigneurial
judge, Jean Migeon de Branssat, and his greffier, Antoine Adhémar, Madeleine was first
asked simple questions about her name, origin, age, why she was in prison. These were
the standard opening questions for people being deposed or interrogated by the courts

of New France. When the subject of the items stolen from Tonnacour came up, Migeon

women, either single or widowed. Lachance, Le Bourreau au Canada, 33; Silverman, Tortured Subjects,
77.

% Paul, Sans différends, points d’harnomie, 148-151.

26 proceés Leblanc, 1689.
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asked if she stole them, to which she replied that she did not, nor did she know who
did. When asked if anybody else had been imprisoned with her, she answered that
Picard had also been imprisoned at the same time as her, and then began describing
the torture to which they had both been subjected. As the questioning transitioned
from the routine to more in-depth questions about what happened, Madeleine began
describing her physical torture in detail, Adhémar’s writing changed in quite striking
ways. His transcription of Madeleine’s account became much less legible. Words were
scratched out and scribbled, multiple spots blot the page, and notes in the margins
indicate additions where he missed a few words or descriptions.?’ It is hard to tell if this
untidiness is because Madeleine was upset and speaking quickly, or because Madeleine
so moved Adhémar in her telling of events that he lost his composure at times. Either
way, it is a difficult document to read, both subject matter and in practice.?® When
Madeleine described how the ropes cut into her skin, and how Tonnacour used a
candle to burn her fingers, they examined her wrists and hands and confirmed that she
did in fact have abrasions on her wrists from the rope and burn marks on her arms and
fingers.

When she was done telling her story, they asked her if, while enduring “la
question,”? she had considered telling her questioner that she had, in fact, stolen the
items he was looking for. She responded that she had considered it, but if she had said

she had taken them, it would not have relieved her suffering — it would just have lead

27 See appendix A5.

28 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689. The details are recounted
above.

2 Common euphemism used by French courts to refer to torture.
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to further questions. Tonnacour would have asked her what she had done with the
shirts and moccasins, and to whom she had given them. She would have had to lie
again, implicating more people. It was better to just endure. Tonnacour went to Nicolas
LeBlanc’s employers after Boudor transferred Madeleine and Picard to jail, and accused
him of being in possession of the stolen goods.3? Once she answered all the court’s
guestions to their satisfaction, the interrogation took on a friendlier tone — it became
more of a witness deposition, rather than an interrogation. Instead of constantly asking
her follow-up questions, Madeleine was permitted to describe events in her own words
without interruption. The possibility of her guilt was no longer really in question, and
Adhémar’s writing became clearer and easy to read again.

The court asked Madeleine if anybody had been to see her since she had been
imprisoned. She said that her brother had come to talk to her, counselling her to
remain there until she obtained justice for the wrongs done to her. Boudor had also
been to see her, threatening her with imprisonment until he found his lost goods, to
which she had replied that she would obtain justice for having been tortured. Boudor
responded by cursing her and leaving. The servant-soldier who had been imprisoned
with her, Picard, had been visited by his commanding officer, who had taken him back
to his company. There is no record of any interrogation of Picard.3!

The military had its own methods of dealing with justice and soldiers who found

themselves contrary to the law. In a case involving two soldiers accused of destroying a

30 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
31 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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crucifix while attempting to assault a young man with an ax in February 1689, the
soldiers in question were tried by a military intendant, following the rule of law and
procedure much more exactly than the Ville Marie court generally did.3? In the case of
the soldiers accused by Boudor and Tonnacour, the Carignan-Salignéres company
protected their own, as opposed to using their internal justice structure to provide
redress for a soldier who had found himself employed by an abusive local merchant.
Before Picard’s commanding officer freed him from prison, Madeleine overheard
Picard discussing the details of a dinner party held at Boudor’s house the night before
their imprisonment. The party likely explained what actually happened to the missing
shirts and moccasins, and she recounted what she overhead to Migeon and Adhémar.
The night of February 17, Boudor and Seigneuret hosted several important
guests, conservatively estimated at a dozen, each of whom brought valets or
handmaids. The servants likely went into all the rooms of the house and some stayed
overnight. At least three servants spent the night in Tonnacour’s room, where the
chemises and moccasins were supposedly stored. The house was full of servants from
all over town and some from further afield. Madeleine related that the dinner itself had
some scandalous entertainment involving another household servant, one called
Cibeau, who got so drunk he lost consciousness. Boudor covered him with a cloth, and
the company sang the libera, the funeral mass, over him as if he were dead, along with

“many other impieties.”33 But Madeleine did not have any further details — those would

321), Bernier dit La Jeunesse & P. Pellegris dit L’espérance, soldats, pour profanation de crucifix," 1687-
03-07/31. BANQ Vieux-Montréal: Fond Bailliage de Montréal 1663-1693, TL2 (no file number).
3 “Interrogation de Madeleine LeBlanc,” 17 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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come from the witnesses who would testify against Boudor in the subsequent
investigation conducted by the court into his alleged blasphemous entertainment.
With that, the court released Madeleine LeBlanc to her brother. Very little is
heard of Madeleine in Ville-Marie in the months following. She did not remain in the
area for much longer after her ordeal; in November 1689, she married Michel Arceneau
in her home town of Cap-de-la-Madeleine, where they settled and had a number of
children.?* Arceneau (or the modern spelling, “Arsenault,” which is also used in the
PRDH), was the son of Frangois Arceneau and Suzanne Lecompte, and was baptised in
Cap-de-la-Madeleine in 1666. On the 1681 census, he was included in the household of
Elie Bourbault, Marguerite Seigneuret’s step-grandfather, as a servant.3 The most
likely scenario for the conclusion of Madeleine’s story is a payout from the Boudor-
Seigneuret family, enough to pay a dowry, allowing her to marry a few months after
her return home. Thanks to the information she gave to the court during her
interrogation, the Ville-Marie judiciary turned its attention to the Boudor-Seigneuret
household, and the blasphemous dinner party they held the night before Madeleine

and Picard’s arrest.

Sacrilegious Celebrations
The proceedings against Boudor and Tonnacour began on February 19, 1689

and focused primarily on the potentially blasphemous acts of the dinner party. The

34 PRDH.
35 PRDH.
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complaint submitted to the Ville-Marie court is inflammatory, though that was not
unusual for initial complaints — the language of these documents had to convey the
seriousness of the matter, in order to help the court decide whether or not it was a
matter worthy of the court’s attention:
Vous remontre le Procureur fiscal en ce bailliage (...) que depuis quelques jours,
il s’est commis en cette ville en la maison du Sieur Boudor, Marchant des
impiétés énormes et scandaleuses; le dit Boudor ayant exprés et a plaisir fait
soulé et enivrer son facteur et commis et mis en un état de ne se plus connaitre
afin de mieux réussir dans 'infidélité qu’il voulait faire en contrefaisant les

saintes cérémonies de I'église.3®

This complaint, signed by an individual named “Bourquin,” began the formal process of
deposing witnesses against Boudor and his stepson.3’ The court called five witnesses,
all of them regular, everyday members of the community — a tavern keeper and his
servant, the widow of a tool maker, a soldier, and a household servant. None of the
merchant class or local nobility were asked to appear.

The first witness deposed was Barbe Loisel, the twenty-five year old widow of
Pierre Roussel, a toolmaker. Her testimony included the names of three women that
she had heard attended Boudor’s residence the night in question. The guests included

representatives from Ville-Marie’s local prominent househoulds. Dame D’Ailleboust,

36 “Informations et autres procédures contre Jean Boudor et Réné Godefroy de Tonnacour” 19 février
1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.

37 There is no record of who this “Bourquin” was. It is possible, he was one of the Sulpician priests; it was
common for priests to submit complaints on behalf of the community in order to avoid the costs of a
trial.
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wife of Charles D’Ailleboust, came from a prominent New France family. Catherine
Legardeur de Repentigny arrived in New France with her family as a child, from St-
Sauveur de Thury in Normandy. Her parents, brothers, and uncle all left Normandy
permanently when she was a toddler, settling in the Trois-Riviéres area in the mid
1630s. Her uncle, Charles, was appointed governor of Trois-Riviéres in 1648. The family
was heavily enmeshed in the Protestant family networks of the Trois-Rivieres area —
they shared multiple kinship connections with the Leneuf family, as well as the
Godefroy family, and by 1689 these ties extended over multiple generations and
created a tangled web of family networks that spanned the Saint Lawrence from Trois-
Rivieres in multiple directions, to Québec, Ville-Marie, and even to Beaubassin in
Acadia.3® Catherine brought her eldest daughters along with her to the Bourdor-
Seigneuret party; Barbe, Catherine, and possibly Marie.3?

Barbe Loisel also named Madame de la Valterie as a guest. Louise Bissot was the
wife of Seraphin Margane de la Valterie, a lieutenant who originally arrived with the
Carignan-Salieres regiment and who ended up settling and becoming a habitant, while
maintaining his status in the French military.*® Louise was born in Québec to a Norman
father who immigrated to the colony in the 1640s. Her mother was born in Québec in
the 1630s, to Guillaume Couillard and Guillemette Hébert. Guillaume Couillard was one
of the first settlers of Québec, having arrived in 1613. He married Guillemette Hébert,

the daughter of Québec’s first farmer, in 1621, thereby inheriting half of the lands that

38 Jean Hamelin, “Legardeur de Tilly, Charles,” DCB; PRDH; see also chapter 2.

39 See below. Deposition of Barbe Loisel, “Informations et autres procédures contre Jean Boudor et Réné
Godefroy de Tonnacour” February 19 1689. Proces Leblanc 1689.

40 PRDH.
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were cleared by Louis Hébert.** Beyond those she named, Loisel was unsure who else
attended.*?

Loisel then described what she had heard about the “entertainment” portion of
the evening, the mocking of the Catholic funeral mass. During the meal, Boudor got his
servant into such a state of drunkenness that he fell asleep. Boudor used the dining
table to lay out the sleeping man as if he were a dead man in a tomb. The exact word
used by Loisel in her deposition was “ensevelir,” which is a term meaning to put a dead
body into a tomb.*® He placed a white cloth over him, lit candles all around the “body,”
and with a bottle full of wine tied with ropes as if it were a censer, he sang the libera,
sprinkling the wine over the sleeping man as if it were holy water. After the guests had
all been well entertained, Boudor picked him up off the table with the help of a few
others and rolled him around until the servant was quite sick.**

The next witness was thirty-four-year-old Francgois Brilleausage, servant of
Mathurin Guilbert, a tavern-keeper on rue St-Francois in Ville-Marie. He contributed a
few more details concerning the dinner party, along with the names of a few more
guests. Two brothers from the Legardeur-Repentigny family, Pierre Legardeur de
Repentigny and Jean-Baptiste Legardeur de Repentigny, sons of Jean Baptiste
Legardeur de Repentigny and Marie Leneuf, long-time members of the expansive Trois-

Riveres Huguenot network. They were both staying at Guilbert’s tavern the night of the

“1 Honorius Provost, “Guillaume Couillard,” DCB; PRDH.

42 PRDH; Deposition of Barbe Loisel, February 19 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
43 Larousse, “Ensevelir: Mettre (un mort) au tombeau.”

44 Deposition of Barbe Loisel, February 19 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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infamous dinner.*> Their father served on the conseil souverain, and their uncles on
their mother’s side were seigneurs, former governors, and military commanders across
New France. Barbe Loisel had already named their aunt, Catherine, along with their
cousins Barbe and Catherine, as guests of Bourdor’s party. Due to the tangle of the
Huguenot network of Trois-Riveres, they were also distantly related to Marguerite
Seigneuret and her son, Tonnacour, through his father, Louis Godefroy.*®

Brilleausage recounted that Boudor and Tonnacour came to Guilbert’s tavern
after everyone had gone to bed, and pounded on the door until someone answered.
They demanded admission into the rooms of the Legardeur-Repentigny brothers,
ignoring protests that they had retired for the night. Boudor and Tonnacour barged in
and proceeded to make “such a terrible noise, taking the bedsheets and throwing them
on the ground, at which point Pierre Legardeur de Repentigny intervened in order to
cover up his nudity.” Boudor then invited them to his house, to see “a sight which they
had never before seen,” to which Pierre responded he was not at all interested in
going. Boudor persisted until the brothers finally agreed and left with him. They
returned about half an hour afterwards and went straight to bed. In the morning,
Guilbert, the tavern proprietor, asked them what had gotten them up so late at night.%’

“C’est Boudor qui m’a cherché cette nuit pour voir une chose horrible,”

answered one of the brothers. They proceeded to describe how one of Boudor’s

4> PRDH, DCB. Jean-Baptiste Legardeur de Repentigny deposition discussed below.

46 Deposition of Francois Brilleausage, “Informations et autres procédures contre Jean Boudor et Réné
Godefroy de Tonnacour” 19 février 1689. Proces Leblanc 1689; Deposition of Barbe Loisel, 19 février
1689. Proces Leblanc 1689; PRDH.

47 Deposition of Francois Brilleausage, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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servants, Cibeau, was so drunk when they arrived that he appeared to be dead.
Brilleausage’s account of the Repentignys’ tale provides more detail of Boudor’s mock
ceremony than the one given by Loisel, recognizing that both are second-hand
accounts as opposed to eye-witness testimony:
[il] estoit sur un boyart et un drap [estoit] sur luy dans la chamber du dit
Boudor, une crucifix de bois sur les pieds du corps et six bouteilles de verre au
lieu de six chandelliers dans lesquelles il y avoit six chandelles allumées et un
sceaux plein d’eau pour server de béniter, et une autre bouteille pleine de vin
pour un encensoir, apres quoy le dit Boudor et tous quy estoient presents les
nommer, chantérent le libera et ensuite le dit Boudor jetta un sceau d’eau sur le
corps du dit Cibeau son commis qui le reveille, le batit luy donna quelques
coups de pieds et le portérent en bas dans son lict ou il est malade, et

quelgu’un de la compagnie auroit pissé dans la bouche du dis commis.*®

From this recounting, we learn that there was a crucifix placed on the “body.” We also
learn that it was not just Boudor singing the libera, but other guests as well — though
exactly who, and how many of the dinner guests were still present is unclear. Finally, a
whole bucket of water was kept on hand as mock “holy water,” to be used to “revive”
the “dead man.” It would be hard to devise a more blasphemous entertainment. The
violence committed on the servant once he was awakened was really the finishing

touch, adding physical injury to blasphemous insult.

48 Deposition of Francois Brilleausage, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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When Mathurin Guilbert testified, he corroborated the deposition of his
servant, providing only a few additional details not recounted by Brilleausage. For
example, he told the court that Boudor became angry when the innkeeper refused him
access to the Repentigny-Legardeurs’ room. Otherwise, he repeated a very similar
account of Boudor’s party, involving a servant laid out like a dead man and covered
with something resembling a mortuary cloth, with a wooden crucifix, and a wine bottle
serving as a censer. Even minor details such as the number of candles placed around
the “body” were the same, and the placement of the bucket of water used to wake him
up. Another additional detail concerned Marguerite Seigneuret; it was the first time
any of the witnesses mentioned her directly. Before taking leave of the party and
returning to the auberge, Repentigny had reportedly spotted Seigneuret laughing
uproariously at her husband mocking the funeral mass and abusing his servant.*®

Louis Chambalon, a servant in the house of Sieur Frangois Hazeur on Rue Saint
Paul, repeated many of the same details, but it is again gossip and hearsay — he was not
at the dinner party, and he did not name his master as having been there either. He
heard the details from servants whose masters were there, and who attended as
valets. He heard that Cibeau was placed on a table while passed out drunk, under a
mock mortuary cloth, surrounded by six lit candles, and sprayed with wine from a mock
censer before being rudely woken up with a cold bucket of water. He also heard of the
subsequent mistreatment of Madeleine LeBlanc, saying that Lamorille and Gilbret,

soldiers billeted in Ville-Marie, had told him that Boudor had treated her terribly,

4 Deposition of Mathurin Guilbert, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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suspending her from her wrists. Captain de Caches arrived at Boudor’s house in time to
see both Boudor and Tonnacour burning her with a candle and was outraged by what
he saw.*°

The last of the first round of depositions came from Joseph Martel, soldier in
the company of Daniel D’Auger de Subercase, and formerly billeted as a servant in the
Boudor household. He is the first witness to have actually been present at the dinner
party, and was able to provide quite a few more pertinent details. He could not
remember many of the names of the guests. He was not from Ville Marie, and was
either unfamiliar with the local members of the upper class or smart enough to keep
names out of his account. He did remember the name of the particular guest he was
assigned to serve — Sr Michel Courtemanche. Michel Courtemanche was actually
Michel Legardeur de Repentigny Dalonceau, brother of Augustin Legardeur de
Courtemanche, Catherine Legardeur de Repentigny, Pierre and Jean-Baptiste.>! Along
with adding yet another member of the Legardeur de Repentigny family to the guest
list, he tells the court how Tonnacour bent down to his knees and began mock-praying,
continuing to drink the whole time. Boudor began to sing the libera, but his wife
Madeleine stopped him. At this point Martel decided to leave the room and did not
know if the dinner guests ended up singing the libera after all or not. He did notice an
extraordinary number of candles in bottles the next morning, which was unnecessary

given the number of actual candleholders in the household. He, too, heard that Boudor

50 Deposition of Louis Chambalon, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
51 Nora T. Corley, “Le Gardeur de Courtemanche, Augustin,” DCB; PRDH.

190



Chapter 5 S. Pettigrew

had made a complaint against his servants for the theft of two linen shirts, and wanted
soldiers to escort them to prison:
Pendant le temps que le dit Boudor fut les chercher le dit Tonnacour attacha un
nommé Picard valet du dit Boudor avec deux bouts de cordes aux deux poignets
séparément a deux clous qu’il avoit mis a la porte, apres quoy il tira la chaise sur
laguelle il avoit fait monter le dit Picard qui demeura suspendu en I'air et
soufrait de grandes douleurs et luy passa une corde aux deux jambs et le
brandilloit pour I'obliger a dire cy c’estoit luy quy avoit dérobé les dits chemises
ou la servante quy estoit presentement.>?
When the soldiers fetched by Boudor arrived, it was Madeleine LeBlanc being tortured
and questioned. Not being able to stomach the sight of the young woman being
tortured, they cut her down themselves, and took her to the Ville-Marie gaoler.>3
With these initial depositions completed, Jean Baptiste Migeon issued a warrant
for the arrest for both Boudor and Tonnacour, based on the information the court
received from the witnesses, as well as the information gathered from the
interrogation of Madeleine LeBlanc on February 17t". The court also issued a warrant to

depose Madeleine de Seigneuret, Boudor’s wife and Tonnacour’s mother.

52 Deposition of Joseph Martel, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
53 Deposition of Joseph Martel, 19 février 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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Blasphemy, Carnival, and God’s Punishments

Carnival season likely played a deciding factor in how the Ville-Marie judiciary
treated the case against Boudor and Tonnacour. Mardi Gras 1689 fell on February 27,
with the Lenten season beginning the next day, Ash Wednesday. The weeks leading up
to Lent in early modern European Christian culture were traditionally occupied by
carnival — a bacchanal of drunken behavior in which the population at large were given
license to let loose. Peter Burke has described carnival season as “the world turned
upside down,” a time when ordinary people were permitted to mock everything from
the church to the monarchy without fear of repercussion.> He identifies three
common themes: food, sex, and violence, with an over-indulgence in all three being
almost required. “Carnival was not only a festival of sex but a festival of aggression, of
destruction, desecration. (...) The violence, like the sex, was more or less sublimated
into ritual. Verbal aggression was licensed at this season; maskers were allowed to
insult individuals and to criticize the authorities.”>® This criticism could take on various
appearances. In some cases, it could be direct, in the form of masqueraders voicing
their mockery directly in the face of the individual they were criticising. Sometimes, it

would be a highly critical and mocking play put on by a professional or semi-

4 The pre-Lenten carnival was not universally popular in western Europe. Northern regions such as the
British Isles were less enamoured with the tradition; Peter Burke speculates that the climate on the day
that carnival usually fell likely had a large impact on how popular the festival was. Regions that did not
traditionally celebrate Carnival always had other festivals in replacement, such as May Day in Britain.
That said, Carnival was most certainly popular in early modern France. Peter Burke, Popular Culture in
Early Modern Europe (New York: Harper & Row, 1978), 187-88; Natalie Zemon Davis, Society and Culture
in Early Modern France (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975), 97-119; Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie,
The Beggar and the Professor: a sixteenth-century family saga (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1997), 104.

55 Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe, 187.
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professional troupe of carnival actors, often referred to as “Abbeys of misrule.” Both
Burke and Natalie Zemon Davis describe carnival, and other popular festivals, as a
“safety valve” for society; the elites and authority figures who were mocked by
masqueraders permitted their own mocking in what was considered a safe
environment, in prescribed form, as a way for society to vent frustrations without
starting an outright revolt.>®
Carnival also served the secondary purpose of clarifying and strengthening
societal roles and hierarchies. In allowing village youth and “societies of misrule” to
take on the roles of mock courts to imitate a monarchy with which most of the
populace would never interact in real life, Davis argues that young people were being
socialized to the role of monarchy and the church:
The use of the imagery of “Kingdoms” and especially of “Abbeys” not only
provided a carnival reversal of status in regard to a faraway king or a nearby
monastery, to whom peasants might owe services and dues, but — more
important — provided a rule that the youth had over others and perhaps too a
brotherhood existing among themselves; and it gave enormous scope to
mockery and derision. (...) It was very much in the service of the village
community, dramatizing the differences between different stages of life,

clarifying the responsibilities that the youth would have when they were

56 Davis, Society and Culture in Early Modern France, 98; see also Natalie Zemon Davis, “The Reasons of
Misrule: Youth Groups and Charivaris in Sixteenth-Century France” Past & Present, No. 50 (February
1971): 41-75.
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married men and fathers, helping to maintain proper order within marriage and

to sustain the biological continuity of the village.>’

These functional aspects of carnival and “the world turned upside down” began to
break down when the rule of the society being mocked became more and more
unstable. It was only safe to make fun of the elite when the elite were secure in their
status as rulers; as instability mounted, mockery could too easily turn into revolution.
The divisions between Huguenot and Catholic in France, and the instances of
revolt triggered between warring factions in cities such as Romans-sur-Isére and Rouen
in the sixteenth century, led to the beginning of a crackdown on popular festivals in
France.>® While Protestant reformers had supported carnival when they were mocking
the Catholic Church, they changed their tune when they themselves became the target
of the moqueries.>® Religious zeal on both sides, therefore, placed carnival celebrations
in the sights of Huguenot reformers and Catholic counter-reformers, alike. They
objected to what they saw as “blasphemous” popular use of the Christian liturgy, such
as guilds initiating their members using a mock baptism.®° Reformers set out to
“improve” what they saw as a flawed peasantry, little better than pagans. Making no
distinction between Catholic or Protestant but referring to reformers simply as “The

Godly,” Burke points out that, while their ultimate end goals might have been different,

57 Davis, Society & Culture in Early Modern France, 107.

58 See Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, Carnival in Romans trans. Mary Feeney (New York: George Braziller,
Inc., 1979); Dylan Reid, “Carnival in Rouen: A History of the Abbaye des Conards,” The Sixteenth Century
Journal, Vol. 32, No. 4 (Winter 2001): 1027-1055.

59 Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe, 210-212; Davis, Society and Culture in Early Modern
France, 119-120.

80 Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe, 210.
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their methods were strikingly similar: the suppression and drastic reform of popular
culture in order to bring about their image of a more holy society.®!

The position of the French government on carnival when they began colonizing
North America was to suppress it, particularly at the behest of the government-
sponsored missionaries who undertook to convert the Indigenous communities they
encountered to Christianity. Two separate studies, one done by Martin W. Walsh in
1982, the second by Olivia Bloechl in 2012, both take note of the Jesuits’ own
comparisons between Indigenous religious practices and European carnival
celebrations. Both authors note that these comparisons were clearly pejorative,
despite the missionaries’ usual attempts to liken local practices to those of European
Christians in order to lessen the impact of cultural change. In one of his Relations,
Claude Dablon compared an Indigenous festival to carnival by stating that, “This festival
might be called the feast of fools, or the carnival of wicked Christians; for, in both, the
devil plays almost the same part, and at the same season.”®? In his description of a
sacred ceremony, Jean de Brébeuf referred to actors as “jesters” using “marottes” and
making a terrible noise as if it were carnival, completely debasing the seriousness of
the ceremony he was witnessing.®® The missionaries clearly equated carnival
celebrations and Indigenous religious practices with something that was un-Christian

and that needed to be eradicated.

61 Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe, 211-215.

62 Olivia Bloechl, “Wendat Song and Carnival Noise in the Jesuit Relations”, in Native Acts: Indian
performance, 1603-1832 J. D. Bellin & L. L. Mielke, eds. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2012),
130.

83 Bloechl, “Wendat Song and Carnival Noise,” 132.
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The first study on this subject, Martin W. Walsh’s “The condemnation of
Carnival in the Jesuit Relations,” points out that the Jesuits were more than happy to
adapt other popular festivals in Europe, such as May Day, even using a may pole with
the names of Jesus, Marie, and Joseph, despite the popular and “pagan” origins of May
Day. They did nothing, however, to adapt carnival in the mission field. “Carnival proved
too ambivalent, too negatively charged to serve as a cultural bridge between Christian
Europe and pagan America.”% Olivia Bloechl makes a similar observation in “Wendat
Song and Carnival Noise in the Jesuit Relations.” While the Jesuit priests made
numerous comparisons between Wendat and Haudenosaunee spiritual practice and
the European Christian carnival, “The parallels the Jesuits perceived between Wendat
and French carnival song (...) reflected their fears of both the sinister religious charge
and the temporal threat that both traditions posed.”® In other words, to the Jesuits,
carnival represented a subversive form of celebration that could too easily lead to
resistance and revolt, and interfere with the missionaries’ evangelical work. Society in
New France could little support subversion — at least in the opinion of its
administrators, who were dealing with enough popular dissent in the homeland that
dealing with dissent in a borderland colony — already under constant threat of war with
neighbouring colonies and with the Indigenous peoples on whose land they were

encroaching — was too much to ponder and engendered policies of suppression.

4 Martin W. Walsh, "The Condemnation of Carnival in the Jesuit Relations." Michigan Academician 15,
no. 1(1982): 22.

85 Bloechl, “Wendat Song and Carnival Noise in the Jesuit Relations”, 137. It should also be noted that, as
Bloechl observes, the Jesuits’ comparisons of Wendat and Haudenosaunee spiritual leaders and healers
and groups to carnival fools and abbeys of misrule were disrespectful and insulting when made and
remain so.
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In this context of suppression, anxiety, and the attempt to maintain control over
an unruly territory, it is perhaps not surprising that sources concerning the importation
and celebration of carnival festivities to New France are scant. The missionary accounts
of the time were written for an audience who wanted to hear of successes in the
mission field. Writing about drunken Frenchmen and the sexual exploits of voyageurs
was not the type of material designed to keep donations coming their way. The most
prolific sources on the subject actually concern the earthquake of 1663. A massive
geologic event centred in the Saguenay Fjord, it was felt from Montréal to Cape Breton
to Boston, with aftershocks occuring for seven months after the initial quake on
February 5, 1663 — the day before Ash Wednesday. Eyewitness accounts, as well as
scientific studies conducted in the twentieth century, testify to the magnitude of the
quake. Sister Marguerite Bourgeoys wrote in a letter that the earth trembled so hard in
Montréal, the bell at the door rang as if someone were knocking on it as hard as they
could. Nicolas Denys wrote from Cape Breton that he felt three shocks, strong enough
to shake his vessel. Modern studies conducted by geologists and seismologists have
concluded that the earthquake of 1663 was an exceptional event, estimated between
7.3 and 7.6, one of the stronger earthquakes to ever hit North America.®® Yet despite
the seriousness of the earthquake, nobody was reported hurt. The missionaries were
quick to interpret this as divine intervention; God had sent his people a message, and

on the last day of carnival, no less! The fact that nobody died was interpreted as God

66 J. E. Ebel, “A New Analysis of the Magnitude of the February 1663 Earthquake at Charlevoix, Quebec,”
Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America 101, no. 3 (May 2011): 1024-1038.
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sending a warning, not a punishment — this was the colony’s chance to implement
change. The sins of the colony fell under immediate scrutiny; the sale of liquor and the
celebration of carnival were immediate targets.®’

Carnival, as celebrated by the French population of New France, was described
for the first time in the context of the 1663 earthquake, and the accounts of the seismic
event are some of the few sources that exist on the topic of seventeenth-century
carnival in the colony. While various Relations make it clear that the Jesuits made
repeated attempts to stamp out the practice, the 1663 carnival suggests these
attempts at curbing French popular culture failed. The Jesuit missionary Charles Simon
described the carnival of 1663 as “a debauchery of alcohol, feasting, dancing, and other
things which are better left unsaid for worry they should offend the reader.” The sisters
of the H6tel-Dieu of Québec were reportedly so dismayed by imminent carnival
proceedings that they would spend the weeks leading up to Lent praying for the souls
of those celebrating.%®

The impact of the earthquake was exactly what the religious elite wished it to
be — for a little while. The colonists treaded carefully, taking their religious duties

seriously — particularly in the seven months following, as aftershocks continued to

67 Lynn Berry cites Paul Lejeune’s Relation of 1635, in which he implores French colonial administrators
to take advantage of the creation of this “new French society” to stamp out “pagan” practices like
carnival. Lynn Berry, “’Le Ciel et la Terre nous ont parlé.” : comment les missionnaires du Canada francais
de I'époque coloniale interprétérent le tremblement de terre de 1663” Revue d'histoire de I'Amérique
frangaise 60, n. 1-2, (automne 2006): 15, 19, 22-24.

68 Berry, “Le ciel nous ont parlé,” 26, 28. These calls to use the colony to create a “purer” French society
were not uncommon, and were often used against the Huguenots.
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intermittently rock the colony. In a letter to her son, Mother Marie de I'Incarnation

remarked,
The terrifying earthquakes that were felt all over Canada are doing much to
bring people together, for just as they are keeping everyone in fear and
humiliation, so also everyone is keeping the peace. (...) At the same time that
God rattled the mountains and the marble rocks of these lands, it is said that he
took pleasure in rattling consciences. The days of carnival became days of
penitence and sadness. Public prayers, processions, and pilgrimages were
constant, fasts of bread and water quite common, and general confessions

more sincere than they would ever have been in the extremes of disease.®®

This state of penitence was temporary. By 1667, carnival was once again celebrated so
vigorously, it came to the attention of the conseil souverain. The events in question are
also described in Pierre-Georges Roy’s La Ville de Québec sous le régime francais, and
the entry on Jean Talon in the Dictionary of Canadian Biography.’® The incident was
referred to as “I'affaire des Dames de la Sainte-Famille,” the confraternity at the centre
of the scandal.

Confraternities were social groups, often organized by the religious bodies of

New France. Sister Marguerite Bourgeoys, founder of Montréal’s Congrégation de

9 Marie Guyart, From Mother to Son: the Selected Letters of Marie de I'Incarnation to Claude Martin
trans. & ed. Marie Dunn (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 177.

70 The BANQ record of the affair is actually limited to a single page. Pierre Georges Roy, La ville de
Québec: sous le régime frangais (Québec: Sa Majesté le Roi, 1930), 359-360; Vachon, “Talon, Jean,” DCB;
“Arrét portant ordre de remettre les minutes d'information touchant certaines assemblées qui se sont
tenues aux jours du carnaval dernier, entre les mains du sieur Intendant,” 1667-03-27. BANQ Québec:
Fonds Conseil Souverain, TP1,528,P537.
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Notre Dame, organized the Dames de la Sainte-Famille in 1663 to give her former
female students a place not only to gather, but to keep each other in moral order. Five
confraternities were founded in Montréal in the seventeenth century, and all had strict
moral codes written into their charters, which served to articulate the “moral
behaviour” expected not only of their members, but of good Christian members of
society. Led by a spiritual as well as a secular leader, the groups would hold various
events in order to model good behaviour to their members, and were expected to
inform on fellow members if they heard of any of them participating in any untoward
behaviour. The Dames de la Sainte Famille were given an additional patent to operate
in Québec as well as in Ville-Marie where its co-founder, Marie Barbe de Boulogne,
wife of governor Louis D’Ailleboust, sister-in-law of Catherine Legardeur and Charles
D’Ailleboust, and guests at the Boudor dinner party, was given the task of being its
secular leader.”! It was the Sainte-Famille group Québec that found itself being
monitored and harshly criticized by Bishop Laval in 1667.

The carnival celebrations of 1667 were, according to historian Pierre Georges
Roy, particularly festive. With no active campaigns and a good harvest the year before,
the colony felt like celebrating. The presence of officers from the Carrignan-Salieres
regiment led to some particularly raucous parties, in which the Dames de la Sainte-
Famille played a central role. Laval, along with local priests, were apparently so

scandalized, they wanted to suspend the confraternity entirely. They were prevented

71 Brigitte Caulier, “Les confréries de dévotion a Montréal du 17e au 19e siécle” (Dissertation, Université
de Montréal, 1986), 19, 347-8.

200



Chapter 5 S. Pettigrew

from doing so by Jean Talon, Intendant of New France, who intervened on behalf of not
only the confraternity, but of Marie Barbe de Boulogne — wanting, perhaps, to save the
D’Ailleboust family the humiliation of being involved in such a scandal. Speaking to the
conseil souverain, Talon reprimanded the church of New France for interfering in the
freedom of the people to engage in “les libertés sociales.” While Laval technically had
every right to censure a religious confraternity for breaking the rules he had himself set
out for them in regards to morality and behaviour, the conseil souverain did not cross
Talon in this matter, and the Dames de la Sainte-Famille were allowed to continue
without further reprimand.”?

Lieutenant Jacques de Mareuil would not be so lucky. In 1693, Mareuil arrived
at Chateau Saint-Louis as part of a military unit. An enthusiastic amateur actor, he was
quickly enlisted by Governor Frontenac to stage a production of Tartuffe. First staged
by Moliére in 1664 and almost immediately censured by Louis XIV due to its criticism of
the church and church officials, Tartuffe was an odd choice for a government-
sponsored play. Although it certainly fit the theme of carnival with its cutting mockery
of religious officials, Frontenac must have been aware of the possible repercussions of
staging such a play in Québec. The result was almost immediate controversy; the
bishop of Québec, Jean-Baptiste de la Croix de Saint-Vallier, moved to censure not only
the play, but Mareuil himself for staging it. This official rebuke triggered a months-long

proceeding before the conseil souverain, which eventually resulted in Mareuil’s recall

72 Roy, La ville de Québec: sous le régime francais, 359-360; Vachon, “Talon, Jean,” DCB; “Arrét portant
ordre de remettre les minutes d'information touchant certaines assemblées qui se sont tenues aux jours
du carnaval dernier, entre les mains du sieur Intendant” 1667.
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to France in the fall of 1694.72 Trial records make various references to past plays
staged for carnival season, but without any specific details. Due to the vast amount of
documentation left by this trial, there is no lack of scholarship on the attempted
staging of Tartuffe; many of the historians who have written about it in the past
speculate that Frontenac chose that play specifically to antagonize the religious officials
of the colony, who he felt interfered too often in secular matters.”

The “entertainment” chosen by Boudor for his dinner party also hit upon many
of the carnival themes that the church authorities of both France and New France were
trying so hard to stamp out. The drunken revelry, the mockery of the funeral mass with
the unconscious, drunken servant as stand-in for the corpse could even be considered a
form of carnival theatre, albeit a somewhat private form compared to the enormous
events organized by the Abbeys of Misrule in the homeland. The chanting of the libera
while sprinkling everyone with wine from a mock-censer were all acts mocking the
Catholic Church, an activity very much in keeping with the themes of carnival. The
proposed celebrations of 1694 at Chateau-Louis, with its plan to stage Tartuffe, was a
similar mockery of the Catholic Church and its priests. The guests were not only from

Montréal’s highest society, some of them had found themselves in hot water in prior

3 Leopold Lamontagne, “Mareuil, Jacques de,” DCB; “Remontrance du Comte de Frontenac, gouverneur
concernant les affaires du sieur de Mareuil, celle de Desbroyeux, du sieur de Jordy, et de la demande
qu'il a faite d'informer des désordres et des scandales qui pouvaient étre arrivés par les comédies
pendant le dernier carnaval, étant d'une assez grande importance, d'autant qu'il s'agit de connaitre si
Monsieur I'Evéque n'a pas dépassé son autorité au préjudice de celle du Roi,” 1694-06-11. BANQ
Québec: Fonds du conseil souverain, TP1,528,P5664.

74 For a solid synopsis of the historiography of this case, as well as a short history of the documented
staged theatre in New France, see Micah True, “Beyond the ‘Affaire Tartuffe’: Seventeenth-Century
French Theatre in Colonial Quebec” Romance Notes 55:3 (2015) 451-461.
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years for their carnival revelries, and only had their family honour saved by the highest

judicial elites of the colony.

The Acquittal of Jean Boudor and Réné Tonnacour Godefroy

A few days after the Ville-Marie judiciary issued a warrant for the arrest of
Boudor and Tonnacour, the Legardeur-Repentigny brothers, who had been dragged out
of their beds for the “festivities,” submitted their deposition to the court of Ville-Marie.
The tale they told Migeon and Adhémar was completely different from the accounts
the tavern-keeper and his servant had given. They told Migeon that accounts
circulating around town of the dinner party were greatly exaggerated and nothing but
gossip and surmise. They did not recall ever telling the story that was being attributed
to them by the Guilbert and Brilleausage; they must be mistaken.” They claimed the
innkeeper and his servant must be mistaken, not that Guilbert and Brilleausage are
lying. Defamation suits were a very real problem in New France and were the most
common form of archival legal dossier surviving from the time. Defamation suits were
also the primary reason why the priests of Ville-Marie commonly filed legal complaints
on behalf of the residents of Ville-Marie — to avoid a counter-suit. The carefully chosen
language of being mistaken reflects Legardeur-Repentigny brothers’ wish to avoid

calling someone else a liar, thereby violating the strict rules of early modern French

7> Depositions of the Repentigny brothers, “Informations et autres procédures contre Jean Boudor et
Réné Godefroy de Tonnacour” February 22 1689. Procés Leblanc 1689.
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honour.”® If the community of Ville-Marie had, in fact, taken a bit of gossip and run wild
with it, it would not have been the first time. Anne Lamarque’s trial and the depositions
taken in her case certainly give us a good indication of how seventeenth-century
Montréal could take accusations circulating around the community and not only spread
them like wildfire, but exaggerate them.’” In this particular case, however, it was more
likely that the Repentigny brothers were the ones downplaying the evening and what
actually happened; not only could they be implicated in criminal behaviour by their
own presence, a number of their own family members, including Catherine Legardeur
(Madame D’Ailleboust), and their brother, Michel Courtemanche, were also involved. A
guilty verdict would have been a huge blow to the family.

Marguerite Seigneuret never appeared after being formally called by the courts
to depose regarding the matter of the dinner party held at her home, but Boudor and
Tonnacour eventually did respond — four months later, in June 1689. They declared
they had only just heard of the warrants against them. Upon their appearance, Migeon
asked them where they had been this whole time. The response was, “we have been
here!” —indicating Ville-Marie. They were responding to their arrest warrant after four
months because the rumours and stories concerning the February dinner party were

hurting their business prospects. They had never abused their servants and never

78 |f Guilbert had been a man of equal station, he likely would have been risking a duel, rather than a
counter-suit. See Stuart Carroll, Blood and Violence in Early Modern France (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2006)

7 The discussion of Lamarque’s possession of a magic book or grimoire is an example of how something
that seems like a significant piece of evidence on the surface in the court records can be traced to
community gossip with just a little bit of digging; while many individuals had testified to having
knowledge of the book, it had only actually seen by one individual.
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purposely got their servants drunk. If their servants were drunk, it was because they
wanted to get drunk.”® Their story seems, to say the least, highly unlikely. Petty gossip
was unlikely to hurt their business, would have more than likely died down by then,
and if gossip was in fact hurting their business, going to the court to settle the matter
would not have had much impact on the matter. The people of Ville-Marie would still
gossip, whether they had their case resolved in court or not. What was much more
likely was that Boudor and Tonnacour laid low until well past the Easter season, to
avoid any pressure being placed on the courts by church officials.

Adding to the unlikelihood of Boudor’s account of events, Madeleine and
Nicolas LeBlanc had departed from Ville-Marie by the time Boudor came forward to
answer to his warrants. War had been heating up with the English and the
Haudenosaunee over the spring, with attacks in Acadia in April, and continued military
mobilization throughout the spring months. The soldiers who had served as witnesses
against Boudor and Tonnacour over the winter were otherwise occupied. There was
nobody to directly challenge Boudor’s charge that Nicolas LeBlanc was greatly
exaggerating his account of what happened at his dinner party. Neither would anybody
protest Tonnacour’s assertion that Madeleine was simply confused, that he had simply
“threatened” to beat her and had not actually done any of the things he had
threatened to do to her. There was nobody to advocate for Madeleine, and no

representative from the LeBlanc family to press for justice. It is also possible that

78 Boudor & Tonnacour statement, “Informations et autres procédures contre Jean Boudor et Réné
Godefroy de Tonnacour” June 1689. Proces Leblanc 1689.
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Tonnacour or Boudor came to a civil agreement with the LeBlanc family, making any
further criminal proceeding unnecessary.’”® The difference between how Marie-Barbe
de Boulogne and the Dames de la Sainte-Famille were treated after their indiscretions
with the carnival parties, as opposed to how Madeleine was treated by her employers,
make this abundantly clear. Marie-Barbe had the intendant of the colony himself
intercede on her behalf, when the only real punishment she was facing was the
dissolution of her social club. Madeleine did not even have the care of a doctor after
her employer’s son, with Boudor’s knowledge, viciously tortured her.8°

Once Bourdor and Tonnacour actually appeared in court to answer to the
charges against them, the court reversed its position and declared them acquitted of
the crimes of which they were accused. Despite the egregious abuse of their servants,
the blasphemous mockery of the church displayed in the evening’s chosen
entertainment, and the contempt shown for the court by simply not appearing when
arrest warrants were issued, the influence of the families who were involved that night
was ultimately enough to protect the perpetrators. The evidence for what happened to
Madeleine Leblanc is ambiguous. She appears to have been released of her contract
without penalty; her employers may have paid out her contract, offering enough to pay
a dowry as she was married a few months thereafter. This indicates that women had a
degree of legal autonomy that we do not yet understand; at the very least, Leblanc’s

case demonstrates that the assessments of elite men were not necessarily taken at

7® The fact that she was married the following November could possibly indicate that she had a financial
settlement significant enough for a dowry. See Paul, Sans différend, points d’harmonie, 152-160.

80 paul’s Sans différends, point d’harmonie has an excellent section discussing how the primary goal of
the legal system in New France was to protect the social order, starting on page 61.
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face value. While Boudor’s explanation for his temporary disappearance from Ville-
Marie was accepted by the court, it indicates a degree of culpability for which we do
not have any evidence to say anything more. Both Leblanc and Boudor belonged to
overlapping kin networks, and the outcome of this case for both of them hints at an

internal dispute resolution within those networks.
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Conclusion

Atlantic history has helped to shift scholarly discourse away from the nation-state to
other frameworks of analysis, including new emphasis on enslaved peoples, Indigenous
peoples, and diverse cultural minorities poorly reflected in previous nationalist
narratives. In recent decades, scholarship on religious minorities, many of whom were
migrants or refugees, has expanded significantly: conversos in the Iberian empires;
Protestant groups from continental Europe such as Huguenots and Moravians who
settled in British America and, of course, the English Pilgrims, Puritans, and Quakers.
While the Huguenot diaspora is receiving ever-greater attention, such as Owen
Stanwood’s recent book, The Global Refuge: Huguenots in an Age of Empire, most of
that scholarship concerns refugees after the 1685 Revocation of the Edict of Nantes.
Fewer studies deal with the Huguenot migrants in the seventeenth century, and more
particularly in the French Atlantic world. This study did not begin with the objective of
filling that gap, but as | studied trials about witchcraft, blasphemy, and violence against
women, Huguenot families kept turning up. New France historians have long
emphasized the importance of Huguenot merchant networks for transatlantic trade
and fisheries; for example, J. F. Bosher, who has published the most detailed studies of
Huguenots in New France, focuses almost exclusively on merchant networks.! But the

results here fit with wider scholarship on other parts of the early modern Americas that

1 See J. F. Bosher, The Canada Merchants, 1713-1763 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987).
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has emphasized how religious refugees managed to find safe havens in the oversees
territories of their home state, even when officially prohibited. New France did have a
significant permanent population of Huguenots and former Huguenots in the
seventeenth century. Like other religious refugees, they exhibited patterns of
adaptation, including strategies of subterfuge, that underpinned their resilience in
colonial society. Simply observing these family strategies changes the way we
understand patterns of migration into New France, the gendered character of the

emerging colonial society, and for this study, the character of early Montréal.

This study benefited from these broad developments in Atlantic history,
particularly studies of religious subterfuge in diasporic communities, such as those of
crypto-Jews and New Christians in colonial settings in Spanish America. Scholars such
as Nicholas Terpstra describe early modern religious refugee movements not only as
prevalent and commonplace throughout early modern Europe, but ascribe the
motivations for these movements as political, as much as religious in nature.? Kevin
Robbins ascribes a similar motivation to the troubles between Catholics and Huguenots
in seventeenth-century La Rochelle.? In colonial spaces, however, these political
motivations essentially worked in reverse; those who were “on the ground” depended
on harmonious relations with their neighbours, be they Catholic, Jewish, Huguenot, or

Indigenous. When the religious laws decreed by the crown clashed with profit and

2 Nicolas Terpstra, Religious Refugees in the Early Modern World: An Alternative History of the
Reformation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 56.
3 Robbins, City on the Ocean, 172-173, 246-251.
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prosperity, quiet toleration of religious Others usually won if it meant greater economic

stability.*

Studies of refugee migrations in the early modern Atlantic world show that
diasporic communities of religious refugees were often family dominated, and
Huguenot networks in New France were no exception. This study documents a record
of natural reproduction in Montréal that was a product of this family migration,
particularly families with Huguenot ties. While past examinations of the social and
merchant networks in Montréal have focused on men, this study has re-focused the
history of Ville-Marie to include the secular role of women. By reconstructing family
networks, three things become clear: first, migrant women’s contribution to the
natural reproduction in the colony was much earlier and much greater than previously
recognized. Second, many of these early migrant women arrived in New France as part
of a family, many with Huguenot ties. And third, these kin networks stretched up and
down the Saint Lawrence River; by the 1660s, family ties between Ville-Marie and
Trois-Rivieres were so common that it is impossible to study the kinship network of one
community without looking into the other. Women established and sustained many of
these kinship ties, standing as godmothers in dozens of baptisms and thereby
extending their families’ fictive kinship ties far beyond their blood ties. This finding calls
for a re-examination of the role of women in New France, particularly their role in the

establishment and stabilization of colonial society in the seventeenth century.

4 See Greene The Pursuit of Happiness; Block, Ordinary Lives in the Early Caribbean.
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The specific roles of secular women in New France require further investigation.
While there is excellent scholarship on the work of religious women in New France,
very little has been done to study the role of secular, or “everyday” women in the
colony. Many of the women who appear in the court trials featured in this study appear
as economically and politically independent individuals. This could also make them
targets. Both Judith Rigaud and Anne Lamarque were successful entrepreneurs and
their competitors leveraged courts to try to push them aside. Scholars who have
studied Rigaud note that commercial success could also turn quickly, for while she
encouraged her husbands to pursue trade, she ended up with their debt when they
either died or absconded from the colony. Jeanne Evrard, the widow of Christophe
Crevier, lived with her children on the same street as the Cavelier family, but never
remarried. At the age of forty-five, and with the property and money her husband had
left her, she would likely have had no problem attracting another husband. New
France’s marriage records certainly have enough examples of women in their forties
marrying much younger men. But Evrard chose to remain a widow. What does this tell
us about her economic status and ability to remain independent? Much of the
scholarship focusing on the role of women in early New France focuses on the lack of
them — it talks about the role of the religious women, the nursing sisters, the teaching
orders founded by Marguerite Bourgeoys, until marriageable women were finally sent
by the king, les filles du roi. This study suggests that women were there from the start,
and they played an important role in the establishment of the colony, not just as

mothers but as entrepreneurs and even, in some cases, power-brokers.
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Through more systematic analysis of legal records from the Montréal
sénéchausée, and combining those records with detailed network analysis, a different
picture of early Montréal society emerges, one that is not dominated by Catholic
orders. In the legal cases analyzed in this study, they are largely irrelevant except for
the seigneurial role of the Sulpicians and the role played by priests who brought
charges to the court on behalf of their parishioners. But once charges were brought to
the court, the court was responsible for prosecuting those charges on secular and not
religious terms. It shows a boisterous early modern town with influential women who
ran their own businesses. While some authorities did try to impose consequences on
the women who were seen to be acting outside of their desired role of mother and
wife, in the case of Anne Lamarque, her influential network isolated her from even the

worst of the accusations against her.

The different roles played by women and the impact of their economic status is
further illuminated by the women involved in the case against Jean Boudor and Réné
Godefroy dit Tonnacour. While Boudor and his stepson Tonnacour found themselves
accused of torture by their female servant, Madeleine LeBlanc, she was initially held by
them after they accused her of having stolen items from the household. The
interrogation of Madeleine by Ville-Marie’s court officials led to not only her
exoneration, it led into an investigation of the night those items supposedly went
missing. That new line of investigation revealed a blasphemous dinner party, in which
another servant was abused for the entertainment of the guests. Madeleine’s

testimony was enough to convince the court that she had been wrongly accused, but
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the trial record gives no evidence that she received justice against those who had
mistreated her. While the court did initially lay charges against both Boudor and
Tonnacour, and issued warrants for their arrest, they were eventually exonerated.
While both LeBlanc and Boudor had extensive ties to the Trois-Riviéres Huguenot
family networks, LeBlanc’s family was poor, while Boudor had ties to the powerful

Godefoy-Leneuf-Legardeur families.

This study also supports the need for a closer examination of the Ville-Marie
sénéchausée records. Despite the excellent condition of these records, and their
establishment as a separate archival collection within the Bibliothéque et Archives
Nationale Québec, they have never been examined as a whole. It is one of the few
surviving records of a seigneurial court within New France, yet it has been almost
entirely ignored except for the extrapolation of individual cases. What does this
collection of judicial records tell us about the Sulpicians as seigneurs and about Ville-
Marie as a colony before royalisation? How can we use this collection to compare and
contrast the application of early modern French judicial law in the rest of the Saint
Lawrence River Valley? It is extraordinary that the opportunity to study this collection
of seigneurial records has never been seized upon, and the legal history of New France

will not be complete until this is done.

By examining the micro-histories within the greater context of their
communities and social networks, the prominent role played by Ville-Marie’s secular
women becomes impossible to ignore. The women who emigrated to New France as

part of a large family network, as opposed to emigrating as members of a religious
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order or as filles du roi, played numerous important roles in the early days of the

colony. Many of these women were part of an even larger French Atlantic Huguenot
network, which has yet to be fulsomely studied. Women with Huguenot ties played a
critical role in Ville-Marie’s economy, in assuring the stability of its population, and in

consolidating both its social and economic networks.
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Appendix A2.1: Immigrants to Montréal by individual départements

Figure A2.1.1: Immigrants to Montréal by département, 1666-67 census

Département Region|#immigrants| Département |Region|#immigrants
Aisne N 3 Maine-et-Loire w 5
Allier C 1 Manche N 3
Aude S 2 Marne C 1
Calvados N 8 Mayenne w 2
Charente w 5 Moselle E 1
Charente-Maritime w 62 Nievre C 3
Correze C 1 Oise N 2
Cote-d'Armor N 1 Orne N 14
Céte-d'Or C 1 Paris IdF 28
Deux-Sevres w 2 Pas-de-Calais N 2
Eure N 3 Puy-de-Doéme C 2
Eure-et-Loir C 1 Sarthe w 40
Gironde w 2 Seine-Maritime N 23
Hauts-de-Seine IdF 1 Seine-et-Marne IdF 4
Haute-Vienne C 3 Somme N 2
Ille-et-Villaine N 2 Val-de-Marne IdF 2
Indre-et-Loire C 7 Val-d'Oise IdF 1
Loire-Atlantique w 5 Vendée w 8
Loir-et-Cher C 2 Vienne w 6
Loiret C 3 Yonne C 4
Lot-et-Garonne w 1 TOTAL 269

The départements are below the administrative regions, but above the level of
communes. They date to the 1790s and the French Revolution; during the old regime,
France was divided into provinces. The modern 101 départements are the easiest way
to categorize French regions and are widely used by today’s scholars, including
historians, to organize demographic data. This study includes neither the five overseas

départements nor the two Corsican departments, as they post-date the seventeenth
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century. The total number of départements which are relevant is therefore 94. For this

study, the départements are grouped into geographic regions, as follows: 1. lle-de-

France (IdF), 2. North (N), 3. West (W), 4. Central (C), 5. East (E), and 6. South (S). (See

figure A2.1.3, below.) The number of immigrants by geographic region, as defined by

figure A2.1.3, are as follows (figure A2.1.2).

Figure A2.1.3: Origin of Immigrants in Montréal by Geographic Region, 1666-67

Regional Totals
Region #immigrants %

lle-de-France 36 13.38
North 63 23.42
West 138 51.30
Central 29 10.78
East 1 0.37
South 2 0.74
TOTAL 269

As demonstrated above, the majority of Montréal’s immigrants originated from

France’s west coast, with the next highest concentration originating from the northern

coast. The eastern and southern regions (5 and 6 on the map, figure A2.2) have almost

no representation whatsoever.
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Figure A2.1.3: Départements of France divided by geographic regions (base map

source: Wikimedia commons; colour coding and divisions done by author.)

lle de France includes Paris and surrounding areas, the most densely populated
area of the country. The North includes the former provinces of Normandy, Picardie,
and Brittany, and its eastern border is shared with Belgium. The Western district
includes important port cities such as La Rochelle, Bordeaux and Nantes, and
corresponds roughly to the former provinces of Aunis, Guyenne, Saintonge, Anjou, and
parts of Poitou. The Central region includes Champagne, Orléanais, Troyes, Berry,
Auvergne, Bourbonnais, Nivernais, and Touraine. The Eastern region includes Lorraine
and Alsace, Franche-Comté, parts of Burgundy (the rest of Bungundy is in the Central
zone), and Dauphiné. Finally, the Southern region includes Languedoc, Lyonnais,
Provence, Roussillon, Foix, and the eastern parts of Gascony. These divisions only
imperfectly represent the former provinces, as France’s contemporary administrative
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regions and départements do not fit into that model. However, since most immigrants

to New France identified themselves by their province of origin, | have tried to work

within that general paradigm.

Figure A2.1.4: Immigrants to Montréal by département, 1681 census

Département Region | #immigrants [Département Region | #immigrants
Aisne N 6 Loire-Atlantique w 16
Allier C 5 Loir-et-Cher C 5
Ardennes C 3 Loiret C 5
Arriege S 2 Lot S 2
Aube C 13 Lot-et-Garonne w 3
Aude S 2 Maine-et-Loire w 12
Aveyron S 3 Manche N 7
Calvados N 17 Marne C 3
Charente w 20 Mayenne w 4
Charente-Maritime w 102 Meurthe-et-Moselle E 2
Cher C 4 Meuse E 1
Corréze C 3 Morbihan N 4
Coéte-d'Or C 4 Moselle E 2
Creuse C 2 Nievre C 5
Deux-Sevres w 8 Nord N 3
Dordogne w 11 Oise N 7
Essone IdF 3 Orne N 16
Eure N 8 Paris IdF 87
Eure-et-Loir C 8 Pas-de-Calais N 8
Finistére N 4 Puy-de-Dome C 4
Gers S 2 Pyrénées-Atlantique w 1
Gironde w 6 Rhéne E 1
Haute-Garonne S 3 Sarthe w 33
Haute-Loire C 4 Seine-Maritime N 84
Haute-Marne C 2 Seine-et-Marne IdF 7
Haute-Sadne E 1 Somme N 10
Haute-Vienne C 3 Tarn S 2
llle-et-Villaine N 9 Val-de-Marne IdF 2
Indre C 1 Val-d'Oise IdF 2
Indre-et-Loire C 24 Vendée w 25
Isere E 6 Vienne w 18
Landes w 2 Yonne C 6
Loire E 1 Yvelines IdF 4
TOTAL 688
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Départements appearing in the 1681 census but not represented on the 1666-
67 census are italicized. The 1681 census has a much higher representation of
individual départements, but many of them have only a few individuals immigrating to
Montréal. For example, while both the East and the South regions see the number of
départements represented increase from one each in 1666-67 to seven each in 1681,
the total number of immigrants from these fourteen départements is only thirty (see
figure A2.1.5). In contrast, the western département of Charente-Maritime, where La
Rochelle is located, sent sixty percent more immigrants in 1681 than it did in 1666-67,
increasing from 62 to 102. Seine-Maritime, a département located in Normandy, which
is represented by twenty-three immigrants in 1666-67, and had eighty-four in 1681 —
an increase of nearly four times. The geographic areas which were contributing large
groups of settlers to Canada were much more likely to be sending entire families than
were départements located in the Southern and Eastern regions, that were only
represented by one or two individuals each. The number of immigrants by geographic

region, as defined by figure A2.1.2, are as follows (figure A2.1.5).

Figure A2.1.5: Origin of Immigrants in Montréal by Geographic Region, 1681

Regional Totals
Region #immigrants %

Ile-de-France 105 15.37
North 183 26.79
West 261 38.21
Central 104 15.23
East 14 2.05
South 16 2.34
TOTAL 683
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Appendix A2.2: Evidence of Subterfuge from Vital Statistic records

Figure A2.2.1: Marriage record of Anne Javelot and Jacques Leboeuf. (Source: PRDH)

Mariage

Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)

Rang Nom

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

JACQUES LEBEUF
CONJOINT DE 02

Origine : SIRAY, EVECHE DE LA ROCHELLE

ANNE JAVELOT
CONJOINTE DE 01

union

Origine : ST-NICOLAS, VILLE ET DIOCESE DE LA ROCHELLE

THOMAS LEBEUF
PERE DEO1 CONIJOINT DE 04

NICOLE GAZEL
MERE DEO1 CONJOINTE DE 03

ANDRE JAVELOT
PERE DE02 CONIJOINT DE 06

SEPHORA LESCUSE
MERE DE 02 CONJOINTE DE 05

ETIENNE BLANCHON LAROSE

GILLES RAGEAUT
Profession : NOTAIRE

HENRI DEBERNIERES
Profession : PRETRE

© PRDH-IGD

#66717

voir I'acte original

sur GenealogieQuébec.com
1667-01-24

Age Em. Pr. Sexe
-— & p m
G 0, f
S LR
SR e
o 1 e L
-— - P m
-— -— p m
S G 1) W 1)

WW!

w.prdh-igd.com

This marriage record gives Anne Javelot’s “origin” as St-Nicolas, a Catholic parish within

the Huguenot city of La Rochelle. The PRDH individual record for Javelot, in contrast,
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states her baptism occurred at a Calvinist Temple, indicating she was likely of of
Huguenot origin. In New France where authorities did not check her baptism record,
Javelot self-reported her origin for a marriage contract as a Catholic parish and thus hid

her Huguenot origins.

Figure A2.2.2: Anne Javelot’s individual Record: (source: PRDH)

Individu L
ANNE JAVELOT Statut : Immigrante

Pére : ANDRE JAVELOT

Meére : SEPHORA LESCUSE
Famille

Baptéme : 1636-06-14 temple calviniste, v. et ev. la rochelle, aunis (ar. la rochelle, charente-maritime)

Premier mariage 1667-01-24 Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)
avec
JACQUES LEBOEUF

Pére : THOMAS LEBOEUF

Mére : NICOLE GAZEL
Famille

© PRDH-IGD www.prdh-igd.com
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Figure A2.2.3: Baptismal/individual record. (Source: PRDH.)

Individu #68597

JEAN BAPTISTE SOULARD sttt : immigrant
Pére : JEAN SOULARD
Meére : JEANNE COUVREUR

Famille

Naissance : 1643-12-08 temple calviniste et st-sauveur, v.
et ev. la rochelle, aunis (ar. la
rochelle, charente maritime)

Décés: 1710-07-07
Sépulture : 1710-07-09 Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)

Premier mariage 1666-03-08 Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)
avec

CATHERINE BOUTET
Pére : MARTIN BOUTET

Mére : CATHERINE SOULAGE
Famille

Deuxiéme mariage 1692-09-22 Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)
avec
ADRIENNE ROLLAND STGEORGE

Pere : ADRIEN ROLLAND STGEORGE

Mere : JEANNE GENON
Famille

Troisieme mariage 1701-09-16 Québec (Notre-Dame-de-Québec)
avec

MARIE CATHERINE MIVILLE DESCHENES
Pére : JACQUES MIVILLE DESCHENES
Mére”: MARIE CATHERINE BAILLON
Famille

© PRDH-IGD www.prdh-igd.com

The PRDH individual record for Jean Baptiste Soulard (figure A2.2.3, above), includes
two baptismal records, one from the Calvinist temple in La Rochelle, and one from the
Catholic church of Saint-Sauveur in the same city. Born in 1643, a time of turmoil for La

Rochelle’s Huguenot population following the siege of the city by Cardinal Richelieu,
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Soulard’s parents were likely either attempting to appease local Catholic authorities by

having their child baptised in the Catholic church.
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Figure 2.2.4: Antoine Barrois’ second baptism upon return to Montreal from New York,
1699. (Source: PRDH.)

~ #210949
Bapteme voir Facts ofigina
sur GénéalogieQuébec.com
La Prairie 1699-07-26
Rang Nom Age Em. Pr. Sexe
01 ANTOINE BAROIS 015 ¢ p m
Origine : FLAMAND
02 ANTOINE BAROIS --- m d m
PERE DE0O1 CONJOINT DE 03
03 ANNE LEBERT g ) f
MERE DEO1 CONJOINTE DE 02
04 JEAN GAUTIER S o) m
05 Louis DELAFAYE === € 'p m
Profession : PRETRE, CURE
Résidence : LA PRAIRIE
NULLE MENTION N'EST FAITE DE LA MARRAINE .
«CERTIFIE AVOIR SUPPLEE LES SAINTES CEREMONIES DU BAPTESME A
IANTOINE BARROIS QUI AVAIT ETE BAPTIZE AUX FLAMANS...»
© PRDH-IGD www.prdh-igd.com

Antoine Barrois, the son of Anne Lebert and Antoine Barrois, was Flemish in origin.
Born in La Prairie in 1683, he was baptised as an infant by a Jesuit priest, Claude
Chaussetiére. Not long after he was born (the date is unclear), his father died, and his
mother relocated to New York, where she married for a second time, this time to a
Dutchman — Jean Baptiste Hilldebrand Landreman. The couple had three children in
Ulster, New York, before returning to Montréal, where their minor children had to be

baptised as Catholics, including Antoine, who had been baptised as a Catholic at birth.
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Appendix A2.3: Family Networks

Figure A2.3.1: Bizard-Closse extended kin network (Source: PRDH)

Jeanne Closse & Jacques Bizard (m. 1678)
Children Baptism [Godfather Godmother
Louise 1679 |Louis de Buade de Frontenac|Elisabeth Moyen
Marie Madeleine| 1681 |Francois Perrot (fils) Marie Moyen
Jeanne 1682 [Dominicde la Mothe Hélene Picotte
Jean Louis 1683 |Jean Vincent du Hautmenil |Anne de St André
Louis Hector 1684 |Louis Hector de la Calliere Dailleboust (no first name)
Jacques 1687 |Sidrac Dugue Marie Catherine Lambert

Jacques Bizard, the son of a Swiss Calvinist minister, was appointed Major of the town
of Ville-Marie in 1677. His wife, Jeanne Closse, was born in New France and served as
the godmother to many children, expanding the Bizard-Closse family network far
beyond the godparents to their own children. The godfathers of their children were all
men of important status and rank within the colony, or the sons of important men in
the colony, including three governors (Frontenac, Perrot, and Calliére), and a
seigneurial family (La Mothe) who later were one of the most important founding
families of colonial Detroit. The godmothers, on the other hand, are either related to
Jeanne, or part of the local fur trading network. Elisabeth Moyen was her mother,
Marie Moyen was her aunt and married to Sidrac Dugue, the only godfather who was
not a part of a prominent colonial family. Hélene Picotté and Marie Catherine Lambert

are both part of the Perrot-Frontenac merchant network discussed in chapter 3.
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Figure A2.3.2: Dodin-Deniau extended kin network (source: PRDH)

Héléne Dodin & Jean Deniau (m. 1664)
Children Baptism |[Godfather Godmother
Rene 1665 |Rene Ferezet Mathurine Juillet
Gilles 1666 |Gilles Devennes |Catherine Lorion
Thomas 1668 |Thomas Mounier |Marguerite Landreau
Pierre 1670 |Pierre Pigeon Elizabeth Haquin
Marguerite 1671 |Pierre Devanchy |Marguerite Leclerc
Jean Baptiste 1673 |Jean Guerout Marie Valade

Hélene Dodin was baptized in the Calvinist temple of Villeneuve in La Rochelle and
immigrated to New France sometime in the early 1660s. After marrying Jean Deniau,
they had six children, for whom they chose godparents from other members of the
local Calvinist network. Marie Valade was originally from La Rochelle and was a
Calvinist before converting back to Catholicism at the age of five, eventually
immigrating to New France as a fille du roi. Mathurine Juillet and Pierre Pigeon were
both members of the Marans network; other godparents, such as Réné Ferezet and

Gilles Devennes, appear to be transient, as they do not appear in any other records.
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Figure A2.3.3: Dagenay-Brandon extended kin network (source: PRDH)

Anne Brandon & Pierre Dagenay (m. 1665)
Children Baptism |Godfather Godmother
Michel 1666 |lsaac Nafrechou |Barbe Barbier
Francoise 1668 |Gabriel Barbier |Francoise Janot
Cecile 1670 |Jean Desbroieux |[Cecile Janot
Pierre 1672 |Pierre Devanchy [Mathurine Juillet
Elisabeth 1676 |Guillaume Leber |Elisabeth Charbonneau
Cunegonde 1679 |Jean Baroussel Cunegonde Masta

Anne Brandon, like Héléne Dodin, was baptised in a Calvinist temple before making her

way to New France. The Dagenay-Brandon family was closely associated with the

Marans network, with almost all of their childrens’ godparents chosen either from the

immediate Marans group of immigrants, or from their extended kin. Gabriel Barbier

and Barbe Barbier were siblings, as were Frangoise and Cecile Janot.
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Figure A2.3.4: Leroy-Deschalets extended kin network (Source: PRDH)

Simon Leroy & Claude Deschalets (m. 1668)
Children Baptism |Godfather Godmother
Olivier 1669 |Olivier Morin Jeanne Delestre
Jean 1670 |Jean Giron Jeanne Richer
Augustin 1671 |Louis Lefebvre Madeleine Deschalets
Marie Anne| 1673 |Emmanuel Lopez Madeleine Deschalets
Leonard 1674 |Leonard Laverdure Angelique Lefebvre
Pierre 1676 |Pierre Moreau Elisabeth Deschalets
Charlotte 1678 |lean-Baptiste Legardeur |Marie Madeleine Legardeur
Jeanne 1679 |Jacques Champagne Jeanne Lemire
Marie 1681 |Jean Delacroix Marie Testard

The Leroy-Deschalets family illustrates the difficulties in locating Huguenot families in

the New France archives. Other than Marie Testard, and the historical links of the

Legardeur family to the Leneuf and Godefroy families when they first arrived in Trois-

Riviéres in the 1630s, there is no indication of anybody in the family having ties to

Calvinist networks. However, the entire family left New France in favour of the English

colonies so they could openly practice Protestantism. The only reason we know about it

today is because someone noted the event on Simon Leroy’s individual record in the

PRDH.
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Figure A2.3.5: Pierre Champoux abjuration record (Source: PRDH)

. . #404057
Abjuration
Trois-Riviéres 1672-08-16
01 PIERRE CHAMPOUT 020 ¢ p m
Origine : PAROISSE DE ST-GERMAIN, VILLE DE HEMET, DIOCESE DE PERIGUEUX, PERIGORD
02 ANDRE CHAMPOUT s e s
PERE DE 01
03 MARIE LAVAU o SRR
MERE DE 01
04 XXXXX DELINCTOT L SR
05 XxxxXX DENORMANVILLE B D am
06 XXXXX DESTQUENTIN = o M
07 XXXXX DUPRE = 5 om
08 CLAUDE MOIREAU e
Profession : PRETRE, RECOLLET, FAISANT LES FONCTIONS CURIALES
Résidence : TROIS-RIVIERES
PIERRE CHAMPOUT A FAIT ABJURATION DE LA RELIGION PRETENDUE
REFORMEE
© PROH-IGD www.prdh-igd.com|

Pierre Champoux’s abjuration record is the only such record to have survived from
Trois-Rivieres. Although his name is spelled “Champout” on this particular record, his
PRDH individual record indicates the correct spelling was “Champoux.” The extant
records of most abjurations took place in Québec, where the bishop was seated, with a
few taking place in Montréal, though there is no surviving records of any before the
Revocation of the Edit of Nantes in 1685, if indeed any took place earlier. Champoux’s
abjuration is notable for the witness list; while the names are not complete, “De

Linctot” and “De Normanville” indicate members of the Godefroy family, themselves of
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Calvinist origin. “De St Quentin” was likely Quentin Moral de St. Quentin, native of

Rouen and part of the Trois-Rivieres Huguenot network.
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Appendix A4: Depositions in the Anne Lamarque case, 1682

Figure A4.1: Witnesses, in the order they were deposed.

no. Accuser Date Gender Age
1 Abraham Bouat 1682-06-20 M 38
2 Jean Fonblanche 1682-06-20 M 37
3 Louis Cavelier 1682-06-20 M 18
4 Robert Cavelier 1682-06-20 M 58
5 Marguerite de Nivelet 1682-06-20 F 39
6 Jeanne Evrard 1682-06-20 F 64
7 Leger Hebert 1682-06-20 M 32
8 Marguerite Prudhomme | 1682-06-23 F 26
9 Francois Tardiff 1682-06-23 M 19
10 Adrienne Duvivier 1682-06-23 F 56
11 Antoine Forestier 1682-06-23 M 38
12 Pierre Mothin 1682-06-23 M 40
13 Pierre Perthuys 1682-06-25 M 37
14 Marie Carlie 1682-06-25 F 31
15 Claude Damise 1682-06-25 F 34
16 Isaac Nafrechon 1682-06-25 M 45
17 Catherine Leloup 1682-06-25 F 33
18 Catherine Charles 1682-06-26 F 45
19 Pierre Beauce 1682-06-26 M 32
20 Jean Lampron La Charité | 1682-06-26 F 45
21 Jaqueline Lagronge 1682-06-27 F 40
22 Agnes Tessier 1682-06-27 F 23
23 Guillaume Richard 1682-06-27 M 41
24 Louise Tessier 1682-06-27 F 25
25 Pierre St Amour 1682-06-27 M 41
26 Jean Coron 1682-06-27 M 38
27 Michelle Lauzon 1682-06-27 F 25
28 Charlotte Chauvin 1682-06-27 F 31
29 Jean Beaudoin 1682-06-27 M 44
30 Renée Lorion 1682-06-27 F 24
31 Jean Dalpe Pariseau 1682-06-27 M 24
32 Jean Rainaud Planchard | 1682-06-27 M 34
33 Catherine Millet 1682-06-27 F 24
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Figure A4.2 Types of questions asked of witnesses

Questions asked of Deposees - Categorized

Complaints from Delaurier Family
Name of Lovers

Complaints from sister-in-law
Magic Book

Attempted Abortion

Long-term scandal

Complaints from Testard
Debauched Youth

Lamarque's Misconduct

Knowledge of Pregnancy

Last time Testard was with Lamarque

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Methodology:
1. | categorized each question asked by content. (listed above in graph)
2. | also went through each deposition and categorized each question by the order

in which court officials asked it, and assigned it a numerical value based on that order.
a. Court officials asked 20 different questions more than once during the entire
inquest. They asked another five once that were specific to the depose. Preliminary
questions were also disregarded. Numerical values were assigned by the order in which
a question was asked, starting at “20” for the first question, being the “highest” or
“most important” question on the list, and so on in descending order. AlImost every
deposition begins with a question regarding the last time Anne Lamarque and Charles
Testard were known to spend the night under the same roof, which allows the
guestioners establish a line of questioning based on Lamarque’s sexual deviance based

on the absence of her husband.
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b. These values were then aggregated by category to create a number, which gives
us the most “important” question by the numbers, or at least according to the math,
the biggest concern of the court — when was the last time Testard spent the night with
Lamarque.

3. This gives us a reasonable look at both the number of times a question was
asked, as well as in what order it was asked; if you actually look at the depositions, “do
you know that Lamarque is pregnant” (category “knowledge of Lamarque’s
pregnancy”) was usually the second or third question, but it was not asked of everyone.
On the other hand, almost everyone was asked if they knew anything about Testard

and Lamarque’s separation, which skews the value of that question considerably.
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Appendix A5: Comparison of Adhémar’s handwriting

Figure A5.1: Adhémar’s writing while transcribing Madeleine Leblanc’s answers to basic

questions.
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Figure A5.2: Adhémar’s writing when transcribing Madeleine LeBlanc’s description of
her torture at the hands of Tonnacourt.

Both these images are from the interrogation of Madeleine Leblanc, and are separated
by just a few pages. When the greffier, Adhémar, recorded her answers to basic
questions such as whether she knew who might have taken the items she was accused
of stealing, or if she knows anything about the theft, his handwriting was steady and
neat (figure 5.1). But when he recorded her account of Tonnacour torturing her, his
handwriting became much messier, with ink blotches, margin notes correcting

information, and scratched-out mistakes (figure 5.2).
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Create animated cadastral maps which illustrate how communities in Kent
County were settled, by highlighting land grants in order of date granted.



Trainer, metadata presentation — Centre for Early Modern Visual Culture
Summer 2018
e Train students who were to be researching early modern images and loading
them to a database on how to implement coherent and meaningful metadata
which would be useful and functional for database users.
e Create training materials and modules which could be used by future database
employees and research assistants.

Webmaster/Project Manager, raceshifting.ca
2018-2019

e A website highlighting the research of sociologist Darryl Leroux, who studies the
rise of Eastern Métis groups, making his research more available.

e This website has been specifically requested by many indigenous groups who
have requested easier access to Leroux’s research and primary sources, which is
the primary goal of the website — access.

e Website consists of two parts — an ArcGIS storymap, which locates each group
geographically on a map with an informational index card, and a standard
website, containing source material, cross-referenced with the ArcGIS index
placements.

e URL still under construction

Digital Content Manager/Transcriber, Vocabulary of Identity Database Project
2014-2017
e Transcribe and enter material from early Acadian newspapers into an online
database.
e Digitize content and locate relevant material for transcribers to prepare for web
publication.
e URL: voi.lib.unb.ca

OTHER EMPLOYMENT HISTORY
Instructor, “Acadie in the Atlantic World”
Winter 2021

e Prepare and teach materials related to Acadian history, from initial settlement
to the end of the deportation era.

e Evaluate students on all submitted material including in-class assignments,
research papers, and in-class participation, based on course content and
criteria.

e Course taught at University of New Brunswick.



Research Director, Pointe Sainte Anne Acadians Exhibit (Fredericton Region Museum)
2018-2019
e Research all content related to the exhibit
e Locate source material related to exhibit and determine its veracity
o Delegate responsibilities to make sure those involved in project remain on task
and deadlines are met.
e Also involves a certain amount of digitization, as one of the projects will include
the building of an interactive digital map for museum visitors.

Chargée de cours, “Evolution de I’Acadie sous le regime francais”

Fall 2015
e Prepare and teach materials related to Acadia under the French regime (pre-
1713)

e Evaluate students and administer all graded material
e Course taught at Université de Moncton (undergraduate)

Sessional lecturer, Cape Breton University
2011-2013
e Courses taught included “Acadian and Québecois Civilization” (taught in
French), as well as introductory French classes.
e Prepare all lecture and course materials, administer all grades.

PUBLICATIONS

Books

Pettigrew, Todd, Stephanie Pettigrew and Jacques Bailly. The General Madness of the
Age: The Major Works of a Renaissance Physician (Brill: Netherlands, 2018)

Articles
“European Expansion and the Contested North Atlantic.” (co-authored with Elizabeth
Mancke) Terra Incognita vol 50.1 (2018),

“Social Networks across Chignecto: Applying Social Network Analysis to Acadie,
Mi'kma'ki, and Nova Scotia, 1670-1751" (co-authored with Greg Kennedy and
Tom Peace) Acadiensis (2018)

Web Publications:

“Memory and Objects: Family History, Local Economy, and Hook Rugs” Active History,
March 23 2020. http://activehistory.ca/2020/03/memory-and-objects-family-
history-local-economy-and-hook-rugs/




“Exhibiting the Acadian History of Pointe Sainte-Anne” Borealia: Early Canadian History,
July 9, 2019. https://earlycanadianhistory.ca/2019/07/09/exhibiting-the-
acadian-history-of-pointe-sainte-anne/

“The Hidden Narratives of Clandestine Communities: Digital History and the Religious
Minorities of New France” Borealia: Early Canadian History, December 3, 2018.
https://earlycanadianhistory.ca/2018/12/03/the-hidden-narratives-of-
clandestine-communities-digital-history-and-the-religious-minorities-of-new-
france%EF%BB%BF/

“Paleography a la Francgaise" Unwritten Histories: The Unwritten Rules of History,
January 16, 2018 http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/paleography-a-la-
francaise/

“Halloween Special: Witchcraft in Canada” Unwritten Histories: The Unwritten Rules of
History, October 31, 2017 http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/the-halloween-
special-witchcraft-in-canada/

“Digitizing Legislative Documents and the BNA Legislative Database” Unwritten
Histories: the UnwrittenRules of History, August 1, 2017
http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/guest-post-digitizing-legislative-
documents/

“CHA Reads: Ronald Rudin, Kouchibouguac: Removal, Resistance, and Remembrance at
a Canadian National Park.” Unwritten Histories: the Unwritten Rules of History,
May 25, 2017, http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/cha-reads-stephanie-
pettigrew-on-kouchibouguac-removal-resistance-and-remembrance-at-a-
canadian-national-park/

“After 1755: Archives and Acadian Identity,” Borealia: A Group Blog on Early Canadian
History, June 1, 2016, https://earlycanadianhistory.ca/2016/01/25/after-1755-
archives-and-acadian-identity/

“French Colonial Historical Society Ottawa 2016,” Borealia: A Group Blog on Early
Canadian History, January 25, 2016,
https://earlycanadianhistory.ca/2016/06/01/french-colonial-historical-society-
ottawa-2016-conference-recap/


https://earlycanadianhistory.ca/2019/07/09/exhibiting-the-
http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/paleography-a-la-
http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/paleography-a-la-
http://www.unwrittenhistories.com/the-halloween-

Book Reviews
Ronald Hutton, The Witch: A History of Fear from Ancient Times to the Present (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2018) in Histoire Sociale / Social History (52:2019)

Tolly Bradford and Chelsea Horton, eds, Mixed Blessings: Indigenous Encounters with
Christianity in Canada (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2016) in American Review of
Canadian Studies (47:2017)

Ronald Rudin, Kouchibouguac: Removal, Resistance and Remembrance at a Canadian
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2016) Journal of New Brunswick Studies
2016 (7:2016)

Review of Catherine Ferland and Dave Corriveau. La Corriveau: de I’histoire a la
légende. Magic, Ritual & Witchcraft (Winter 2015) vol. 10, Issue 1, p. 122-124,
INVITED TALKS

“Seventeenth-Century Beaubassin Witch Trial.” Nova Scotia Archaeology Society,
November 24 2020.

"Witchcraft in Acadie: the 17t Century Trial of Jean Campagnard.” York Sunbury
Historical Society Speaker Series, January 16 2020.

"Jean Campagnard: New Brunswick’s 17th Century Witchcraft Trial.” Fredericton
Heritage Trust, October 27 20109.

“February 18 1759: Pointe Sainte-Anne.” York Sunbury Historical Society Speaker
Series, March 21 2019.

“Les Huguenots de la Nouvelle-France: les réfugiés clandesdins du XVlle siecle.” Gordon
F. Henderson Series on Refugee History, University of Ottawa. February 15
2017.

“The Modernization of History: Research-Friendly and Sustainable Database Creation.”
Digital Humanities Brown Bag Series, University of Ottawa. February 15 2017.

“La sorcellerie en Nouvelle France.” Department of History, Université Laval.
September 22 2016.



“A Community in Conflict: Beaubassin and the Jean Campagnard Witchcraft Trial of
1685.” Department of History, Mount Allison University. March 28 2016
Department of History.

CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS

“Disrupting Colonial New France: Diversity in Seventeenth Century Colonial
Populations” Canadian Historical Association, Regina SK. May 27-31, 2018.

“The British North America Legislative Database” Atlantic Canada Studies Conference,
Wolfville NS. May 4-5, 2018.

“The Trans-Atlantic power of seventeenth-Century French women” Atlantic Medieval &
Early Modern Group, Fredericton NB. October 13-14, 2017.

“Witchcraft accusations as an expression of colonial anxiety in seventeenth century
Montreal” Collectif d’Antropologie et d’Histoire Spirituel sous I'ancien régime.
Montréal PQ. October 13-15, 2016

“Forgotten Narratives of the Acadian Deportation” (co-authored with E. Mancke & K.
Grant). French Colonial Historical Society. Ottawa, ON. May 19-21, 2016.

“The Quieting of Possessions: Legally binding the Grand Derangement,” co-authored
with E. Mancke & K. Grant). Atlantic Canada Studies Conference. Mount Allison
University. Sackville, NB. May 5-7, 2016.

“Digitizing History: the Challenges of Long-term sustainable Databases.” New
Directions in Active History. Huron College. London, ON. October 2-4 2015.

“Greenland & European Expansion: Re-Imagining the Imperial Narrative.” Atlantic
Medieval & Early Modern Group. St. Francis Xavier University. Antigonish, NS.
September 25-26, 2015

“Witchcraft in the French Atlantic World: Gender and Social Tension in New France.”
Canadian Historical Association. Ottawa, Ontario. June 1-3, 2015.

“French Witchcraft Belief in Colonial America.” Atlantic Medieval and Early Modern
Conference. August 25-26, 2014



“Jean Campagnard: Acadian Witch or Marginal Outsider?” Atlantic Canada Studies
Conference. University of New Brunswick and St. Thomas University. May 1-3,
2014.

“Witchcraft in Early Acadia.” University of Maine-UNB Grad Conference. Orono,
Maine. October 3-4, 2014.

AWARDS
Hugh John Flemming Award in Maritime Provinces History, UNB $5,000.00
Alfred G. Bailey Scholarship, UNB $1,000.00

SGS Merit Award, UNB $6,000.00
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