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Introduction

This special issue of Prairie Forum focusses on aboriginal peoples and
studies. Publication was planned for the fall of 1992, coinciding with the
contentious 500th anniversary of the arrival of Christopher Columbus in the
Americas.

Studies of aboriginal peoples have been dominated by a conventional
scholarship, which has empowered non-Native academics, who have defined
the issues they feel to be the critical ones. Until recently, few aboriginals have
contributed directly to the growth of this scholarship and its products, while they
have continued to be the objects of study. This situation is paralleled by the
historic subordination and marginalization of aboriginal peoples in North
American society, a process that began five centuries ago, with the “discovery”
of the Americas by Europeans and the incorporation of its lands and peoples
into a world economy dominated by a European core.

The decades since World War i have seen the cultural, political, economic
and religious revitalization of aboriginal communities, with consequences for
research approaches in the social sciences, natural sciences, and humanities.
This special issue of Prairie Forum is intended to explore alternative scholar-
ship, challenging conventional understandings of how aboriginal cultures,
lifeways and histories should be studied and represented. A call for papers was
widely distributed; it was hoped to include in the issue papers from both
aboriginal and non-aboriginal scholars. Unfortunately, the response from
aboriginal scholars was minimal. In part, that reflects the relatively small number
of aborigina! peoples who have entered the humanities and social sciences.
However, many of the authors of the papers have involved aboriginal peoples
directly in their research and interpretation efforts, and they are addressing
issues of direct concern to aboriginal communities.

The Papers

One of the legacies of the journeys of Columbus and the other Europeans
who followed was the transmission of new diseases to the aboriginal popula-
tions of the Americas, with usually devastating consequences. Ann Herring
considers the evidence for the existence of diseases in the era before contact
and for the nature of the disease experience after contact. Post-contact disease
epidemics were not uniform either in incidence of disease or in demographic
implications, which in turn has implications for the study of pre-contact disease.

We often bemoan the anonymity of aboriginal peoples in the post-contact
period. Even when particular persons are identified, the details of their identities
are often confusing. Raymond Beaumont presents the exhaustive research he
has conducted into the early life of Sakachuwescum, known in his later life as
the Reverend Henry Budd. He shows how a persistent and careful study of
archival documents can be made to yield a great deal of information aboutsome
aboriginal people. It is the precision of his search, along with some informed
guii.swork, that makes this article a first-rate exercise in historical detective
work.

The search for pre-contact and post-contact aboriginal occupation sites can
also profit from a careful reading of both archival documents and the features of
the landscape. Another piece of detective work is explained by David Meyer,



Terry Gibson and Dale Russell, who rediscovered Pasquatinow, an aboriginal
gathering centre in the Saskatchewan River valley.

Frank Tough takes a critical look at the Deed of Surrender, the agreement
that transferred Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory to the Dominion
of Canada, a topic largely unexplored in traditional Canadian constitutional
history, but critical to the history of northwestern Canada and the issues of
comprehensive and specific Native claims in those regions. As well, this article
reflects the new scholarly interest in topics previously taken for granted.

David Lee deconstructs a romantic myth about Piapot, a highly respected
Cree leader, who was believed to have backed down in an encounter with the
North West Mounted Police over the building of the Canadian Pacific Railway.
He suggests reasons for the persistence of this tale in the accounts of
(non-aboriginal) historians.

The study of aboriginal material culture can provide another lens on the past.
Valerie Robertson analyzes some of the ledger paintings acquired from an
Assiniboine artistby Dr. O.C. Edwards, an Indian agent physician in Assiniboia
between 1882 and 1901. As well as utilizing conventional artistic and historic
approaches, she has begun to study these paintings with the assistance of band
members, acknowledging the contributions that can be made by aboriginal
peoples in the interpretation of their historic material culture and art.

The issue contains two articles relating to cultural tourism. Robert Coutts
focusses on the historic site of York Factory, raising issues related to research
about and interpretation of such sites. Parks Canada has begun to work
cooperatively with aboriginal communities in the study and interpretation of
sites with aboriginal components.

In a post-modernist analysis, Robert Rock considers the possibilities for
involvement by the Peigans and Bloods in the burgeoning heritage tourism
industry. He examines the socioeconomic and sociocultural impacts of the
“stacking” of tourist facilities in a relatively small region of southern Alberta, as
well as the conflicts between a mandate for heritage preservation and the
business of tourism.

Catherine Bell provides an introduction to contemporary legal issues sur-
rounding the subject of cultural property and aboriginal rights. Many readers will
be familiar with recent requests and demands by aboriginal peoples for the
return (“repatriation”) of material culture housed in museum collections. How-
ever, “cultural property” is a broader subject, one that is just beginning to
receive the concerned attention of aboriginal communities.

The last entry in the issue is a review article by David Smyth of John Milloy's
The Plains Cree. While this book has been heralded as a major contribution to
the literature of the Plains Cree, Smyth cautions the reader about the need to
read its analysis critically.

Patricia A. McCormack, Ph.D.
Special Issue Editor

vi



Toward a Reconsideration
of Disease and Contact in the Americas
D. Ann Herring

ABSTRACT. The common assumptions that serious infectious disease epidemics did not
occur before prolonged European contact and that introduced European and African
pathogens produced inevitable and devastating epidemics in the Americas are discussed.
Evidence for pre-contact epidemics in southern Ontario lroquoia is presented. The importance
of fertility data for evaluating the demographic consequences of virgin soil epidemics is
discussed and illustrated with a case study of the 1918 Spanish influenza epidemic at Norway
House, Manitoba. It is argued that pre-contact infectious disease loads in specific regional
sequences must be evaluated before the differential impact of post-contact pathogens can be
adequately assessed. Monte Carlo simulations, mathematical modelling, the tracking of
epidemic cycles, application of models developed for disease and sequences outside of the
Americas and more extensive use of information contained in parish registers are suggested
avenues for developing a more comprehensive understanding of disease and contact in the
Americas.

SOMMAIRE. Dans cet article, on remet en question des postulats communs qui veulent qu'il
n'y ait jamais eu d'épidémies de maladies contagieuses avant le contact prolongé avec des
Européens et que ce sont des pathogénes européens et africains qui ont entrainé des
épidémies fatales et dévastatrices aux Amériques. On y présente des preuves que la nation
iroquoise du sud de I'Ontario a connu des épidémies avant le contact avec les Européens. On
s'appuie sur I'épidémie de grippe espagnole qui a frappé Norway House au Manitobaen 1918
pour discuter etillustrer 'importance des données de fertilité afin d'évaluer les conséquences
démographiques des épidémies qui s'abattent sur un terrain vierge. On y affirme qu‘on doit
évaluer les conséquences d'une maladie contagieuse avant le contact par séquences
régionales précises avant de pouvoir bien évaluer I'impact différentiel des pathogénes aprées
le contact. Afin de mieux comprendre la maladie et le contact aux Amériques, on suggére
d'avoir recours a des simulations Monte-Carlo, des modéles mathématiques, des relevés des
cycles épidémiques, a I'application de modéles élaborés pour les maladies et les séquences
en dehors du continent américain et & une utilisation plus approfondie des registres
paroissiaux.

The 500th anniversary of Columbus’s journey from Spain to the West
Indies has rekindled popular interest in the significance of Europe’s first
prolonged encounter with the Americas and with the people in it (Booth
1991; Nikiforuk 1991). One facet of the “Columbian encounter’ that has
preoccupied anthropologists and historians for several decades is the idea
that devastating, imported European diseases precipitated an unprece-
dented demographic crisis in the Americas. For some, epidemiological
reconstructions constitute “the key to explaining and describing Native
American depopulation” (Dobyns 1984: 17); for others, “It was their germs,
notthese imperialists themselves, for all their brutality and callousness, that
were chiefly responsible for sweeping aside the indigenes and opening the
Neo-Europes to demographic takeover” (Crosby 1986: 196).

To date, most of the vigorous debate about disease and contact in the
Americas has centred on the post-contact period (an exception is Verano
and Ubelaker 1992). Major issues include: estimating initial and subsequent
population sizes (see Ubelaker 1988 for a review); assessing the
demographic impact of introduced epidemics (Meister 1976; Helm 1980;
Dobyns 1983; Krech 1983; Crosby 1986); evaluating and developing ap-
propriate methods and sources of data for deriving depopulation estimates
(Dobyns 1966; Joraleman 1982; Thomton 1987; Henige 1990); and
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estimating the timing and patterns of diffusion of early epidemics
(Ramenofsky 1987; Decker 1988; Snow and Lanphear 1988; Dobyns 1989;
Reff 1991).

Bruce Trigger (1985: 244) in Natives and Newcomers cautions, however,
that “scholars should not succumb to the temptation of believing that in
prehistoric times iliness had not been prevalent or of concern to native
people,” stressing that “there is physical anthropological evidence of much
chronic illness prior to the sixteenth century.” But despite the recognition
that infectious agents and pathogenic processes affected Amerindian
populations well before prolonged European contact, few attempts have
been made to evaluate the extent of pre-contact disease loads or to
speculate on the effect these might have had on the experience of post-
contact epidemics.

In fact, two common assumptions persist in visions of the relationship
between European contact and disease: that serious epidemics did not occur
prior to 1492 A.D., and that introduced European and African pathogens
produced inevitable and virtually universal devastating epidemics. This
article reviews some of the evidence for pre-contact disease in the Americas
and discusses recent research initiatives in southern Ontario Iroquoia that
suggest that epidemics occurred in the region prior to European contact. |
then consider some of the evidence for variation in the experience of virgin
soil epidemics and studies that indicate that mortality data alone are insuffi-
cient to gauge the demographic effects of epidemics. Lastly, | suggest a
number of research directions that may lead to a more comprehensive
understanding of disease and contact in the Americas.

Pre-contact Disease and Epidemics in the Americas

The evidence for health and disease in the Americas prior to European
contact has been pieced together by physical anthropologists and
paleopathologists from surviving bones, teeth and mummified tissue in
archaeological context. This research has demonstrated that infectious
diseases, with the capacity to erupt into epidemic form, were clearly present
in the pre-contact Americas. Communicable diseases such as tuberculosis
(Allison, Mendoza and Pezzia 1973; Katzenberg 1977; Buikstra and Cook
1981; Clarke et al. 1987), hookworm (Allison, Pezzia, Hasegawa and
Gerszten 1974), Carrion's disease and other rickettsial diseases (Allison,
Pezzia, Gerszten and Mendoza 1974), salmonellosis (Sawicki et al. 1976),
amoebic dysentery, arthropod-borne viral fevers, American leishmaniasis
and trypanosomiasis (Newman 1976), to name a few, appear to have been
part of the American microbiological environment prior to 1492 A.D. Even
supposedly harsh environments like the arctic which were once thought to
have filtered out pathogens harboured by trans-Beringian migrants (Stewart
1973), accommodated an impressive catalogue of viruses, bacteria and
parasites which likely infected people prior to European contact (Fortuine
1989: 45-72). Environmental mycobacteria,’ in particular, flourish in arctic
tundra conditions, especially in sphagnum moors (Clarke et al. 1987:51).
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Itis not sufficient to simply identify the presence of infectious agents prior
to European contact, for microorganisms will not erupt into epidemic form
unless there are frequent opportunities for contact with animal reservoirs or
insect vectors, or unless there is regular contact which allows them to
spread from person to person. Social circumstances create the oppor-
tunities for the spread of infection and thus define the limits of a
microorganism’s reproductive success within a human population (Dubos
1965; Black 1990).

Recognition of the importance of the socioecological context of human
disease has lead to the frequent observation that domestic animal reser-
voirs were lacking in the Americas, contributing to “the relatively disease-
free pre-contact condition of Indians and Eskimos” (Newman 1976: 668).
The potential for contracting zoonotic diseases, however, is high in any
society in which people come in frequent contact with animals, animal
wastes and insects (Fortuine 1989: 45-72). The impact of zoonotic disease
in prehistoric societies, moreover, likely varied to a great degree, depending
on local environmental features and subsistence activities.? Cohen (1989:
33) suggests, for instance, that tularemia, a dangerous relative of bubonic
plague, may have been a serious affliction in American Indian communities
whose subsistence economies involved the regular handling of game and
fur-bearing animals. In a similar way, bison were a possible reservoir for
Mycobacteriumbovisinthe pre-contact Americas (Buikstra 1981:13; Clarke
et al. 1987:51) and infected herds may have exposed populations depend-
ent on them to the risk of tuberculosis.

There is no doubt that small, sparsely distributed populations are unable
to sustain density-dependent infectious agents (Black 1975, 1980). Micro-
organsims that follow a K-selection strategy,’ however, can survive in
endemic form under these demographic conditions. Examples of K-
strategists include the treponematoses, mycobacteria and herpesviruses,
none of which require large populations to take a constant toll of human life.
They simply multiply slowly, persist in walled-off lesions, and provoke
recurrent bouts of infectivity and disease (Fenner 1980). Once again, it is
clear that even pre-contact gatherer-hunter communities were at risk of
epidemics of infectious disease prior to the introduction of acute community
infections from abroad. Given the general observation that infectious disease
loads have increased through time, broadening the range of infections and
increasing the opportunities for infection through increased population size
and socioecological changes (Cohen 1989: 54; Armelagos et al. 1990), it
must be concluded that the large number of agricultural and urbanized
societies in the pre-contact Americas were fertile soil for infectious disease
epidemics.

Over and above these general epidemiologic and demographic con-
siderations, archaeological reconstructions make it quite clear that social
conditions favourable for microorganisms to flourish were present in the
Americas prior to European contact. Saunders, Ramsden and Herring (in
press) argue, for instance, that pre-contact demographic and sanitary-
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Figure 1. A“typical” pre-contactOntario lroquoian village as represented by the earliest Phase A of the Draper
site. (From Saunders etal., 1992: 120.)

social conditions in southern Ontario Iroquoia were conducive to infectious
disease epidemics. From about the eighth century to the seventeenth
century, southern Ontario experienced a major demographic transformation
through population increase, the emergence of larger and more numerous
villages, increased village coalescence, and augmentation of the local
population with migrant Iroquois from the south and southeast (Warrick
1984). The net effect of these processes was a substantial increase in
village population densities and the creation of conditions necessary for
person to person spread of infectious agents both within and between
villages in the region.

Even the structure of Iroquoian villages was conducive to epidemic
outbreaks. This is illustrated by the prehistoric Draper Site (phase A), dated
to about 1450 A.D., which Finlayson (1985) conservatively estimates was
occupied by 200 to 400 people who lived in eleven long-houses (Figure 1).
The crowded village environment, in which the space between longhouses
rarely exceeded three metres, was also pervaded with refuse dumps of
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o4rganic waste. Such sanitary-social circumstances meant that villagers not
only were in close contact with each other, but also with the insects, dogs,
and rodents that infested or were periodically drawn to the dumps.

Village inhabitants thus would have been at risk of contracting a variety
of infections, such as encephalitis, rabies, and rickettsial diseases,* and
living conditions would have facilitated outbreaks of endemic enteric bac-
terial infections like dysentery or airborne diseases such as pneumonia and
tuberculosis (Saunders et al., in press). Recent work in Sarawak suggests,
moreover, that longhouse living itself may be conducive to the flourishing of
mycobacterialdisease (Chen 1988). It is possible, therefore, that the regular
relocation of Iroquoian villages every few decades or so was impelied by
pest infestations and declining sanitary conditions, not just resource deple-
tion (Fecteau et al. 1991).

There is strong evidence for pre-contact infectious disease stress and
epidemics in southern Ontario Iroquoia, in keeping with the densely popu-
lated communities, complexly networked social structures, and demo-
graphically and epidemiologically dynamic populations that occupied the
region at that time (for reviews see Pfeiffer 1984; Saunders et al., in press).
In particular, resorptive lesions resembling tuberculosis have been iden-
tified at a number of Ontario Iroquoian sites dated from 900 to 1300 A.D.
(Wright and Anderson 1969; Hartney 1981). Interestingly, these lesions
beginto be detected around the time that the first longhouse villages appear
inthe archaeological record. If this observation represents a real increase in
the bony expression of tuberculosis, then its coincidence with a change in
the structure of social networks is consistent with the argument from
theoretical ecology that the most important determinant of transmission
patterns in person-to-person diseases is the organization of contact and
interactions (McGrath 1988a: 329).

Temporal increases observed in the prevalence of tuberculosis lesions
in southern Ontario Iroquoia, coupled with skeletal evidence from the
Uxbridge site® (radiocarbon date estimated at 1490 + 80 A.D.), lead Pfeiffer
(1984: 188) to hypothesize that the disease was in the endemic, terminal
phase of an epidemic cycle.® Taken together, the various lines of evidence,
both osteological and socio-ecological, suggest that outbreaks of tuber-
culosis may have occurred in southern Ontario Iroquoia well before
European contact. Whether this was the case for other areas in the
northeast remains to be demonstrated. McGrath (1988b), for instance,
argues from computer simulations of the lower lllinois River valley from
middle Woodland to Mississippian times that M. tuberculosis could not
account for tuberculosis-like lesions found in the archaeological record for
Mississippian times. The application of mathematical models of specific
infectious diseases to the archaeological record is clearly an important new
development for understanding pre-contact health and disease (see
Ramenofsky 1987).

Other presumptive evidence of declining health conditions in the region,
prior to European contact, comes from studies of dental caries (Patterson
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1984) and of the quality of subadult and adult cortical bone (Pfeiffer and King
1983; Pfeiffer 1986; Saunders and Melbye 1990). If these reconstructions
are a reliable reflection of health in the prehistoric and protohistoric periods,
then it is tempting to speculate that introduced epidemics of European acute
community infections such as measles, smallpox, and whooping cough
probably took a more devastating toll in southern Ontario than they did in
other areas where health was less compromised, or where living conditions
were less favourable for the spread of airborne disease.

Variation in the Experience of Epidemics

Beyond the effects that preexisting infectious disease loads may have
had on the impact of introduced pathogens, other avenues of research
continue to demonstrate that the impact of virgin soil epidemics in the
Americas was not homogeneous, nor was the transmission of infectious
agents from community to community inevitable. There must have been
significant differences in the biosocial toil of epidemics, as is the case
everywhere else in the world, simply because of the immense variety and
complexity of the sociocultural and demographic fabric of aboriginal
societies (McGrath 1988a; Reff 1991: 181-242). It is also important to
acknowledge that microorganisms do not, in and of themselves, cause high
mortality during virgin soil epidemics. Rather, high mortality is firmly
embedded in the disintegration of daily life which accompanies community-
wide sickness (see also Neel 1982a: 48). This is especially true for groups
whose subsistence strategies do not include large stores of food or water.

Janet McGrath’'s work (1991: 412-14) on epidemics listed in the human
relations area files suggests that there is a continuum or gradient of social
responses to epidemics. The extent to which social disruption occurs,
moreover, depends to a great extent on the speed at which the disease
spreads, as well as on its mortality rate. The magnitude of disease and
death, in turn, are influenced by social responses. Flight from an epidemic,
for example, can either break the chain of transmission or spread micro-
organisms to other locations. In other words, local historical, social, and
demographic circumstances are critical for understanding population
responses to epidemics and these are extremely diverse.

This point is illustrated by the significant mortality differences observed
in Ojibwa/Cree trading-post communities in the central Canadian subarctic
during the 1918 Spanish flu epidemic (Herring 1989, 1990, in press).’
Analysis of parish and Hudson’s Bay Company records revealed that
Norway House, the headquarters for the Norway House Fur District,
experienced a horrendous influenza mortality rate of 183 deaths per 1,000.
Thatwinter, some 18 percent of the population perished during the six-week
duration of this virgin soil epidemic. This is six times higher than the
estimated 3 percent of the total Canadian Indian population lost to Spanish
flu (Graham-Cummings 1967: 149). In contrast, no one died or even got sick
at God's Lake or Oxford House, two other posts in the Norway House
district. Indeed, aboriginal communities in relatively close contact with the
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central source of infection (Winnipeg, Manitoba) suffered more severely
than those further removed from it (Herring, in press).

While the intensity of Spanish flu at Norway House remains to be fully
explained and obviously depends on a host of interrelated factors, its key
position in the fur-trade and transportation network and frequent contact
with locations to the west, northwest, northeast and south, made it par-
ticularly vulnerable to imported diseases, as Ray noted for the
mid-nineteenth century (Ray 1976: 156). This underlines the importance of
exchange networks as routes of contagion, channelling the movement of
microorganisms and patterning their dispersion across some regions (see
Dobyns 1983: 12-13; Reff 1991: 119-24), while bypassing others.

The study also serves to illustrate the danger of generalizing mortality
rates from small numbers of communities to derive regional epidemic
mortality rates. Overestimates of the death toll can ensue if they are based
on worst-case scenarios, that is, communities in close contact with
European pathogens and recorders (see also Ferguson 1992). The findings
also caution against assuming that post-contact virgin soil epidemics were
uniformly calamitous and inescapable; clearly, this was not the case for the
1918-19 influenza pandemic.

Itis noteworthy, moreover, that despite the sudden loss of about one-fifth
of the adults during the epidemic, the Norway House population rebounded
to its preepidemic size within five to ten years of the Spanish flu crisis
(Herring 1990; Herring in press). This rapid recovery essentially stemmed
from a modest postepidemic marriage boom and from the maintenance of
birth rates, both of which helped to blunt the effects of influenza mortality.
These results underline the well-known caveat that mortality data alone
provide an insufficient basis for estimating depopulation from infectious
disease epidemics. Fertility and nuptiality data — as well as information on
migration and mobility — must also be examined in detail (Clark 1985;
Thornton 1987; Thornton et al. 1991 ; Mielke and Pitkanen 1989; Sattenspiel
and Powell, in press).

The importance of fertility on postepidemic depopulation is well ex-
pressed in Stannard’s work (1990) on Hawaiian history. Working from
information in records, station reports, and other medico-demographic data
for the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, he develops the argument that
infertility and a high infant death rate prevented population recovery from
mortality from introduced diseases. He further hypothesizes that post-
contact declines in Amerindian populations may best be explained by a
similar process: infertility and subfecundity following on the heels of the
disease-malnutrition-stress-disease cycle. Stannard's research offers an
excellent illustration of how historical sequences outside of the Americas
can provide powerful analogies against which to test assumptions about
disease and contact withinthe Americas.

Thornton et al. (1991) have tried to envisage the range of demographic
consequences for smallpox epidemics in the Americas via an interesting
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series of Monte Carlo simulations. The simulations predict changes in
population size over time under different growth rate regimes, after an initial
smallpox epidemic and then subsequent epidemics, ten and thirty years
later. The program assumes a base population of 5,000, a 100 percent
infection rate, 40 percent mortality rate (factoring in higher mortality rates for
pregnant women and infants), and a retumn to preepidemic, age-specific
fertility and mortality levels in the year after the epidemic. When post-
epidemic growth rates of -.5 percent, 0 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent
were loaded into the simulation, remarkably different consequences
emerged for the hypothetical populations. The most dramatic effects
emerged after two epidemics, thirty years apart. A population with a growth
rate of -.5 percent failed to regain its preepidemic numbers and continued to
decline over a 120 year interval; the population with a growth rate of 1 percent
rebounded within eighty years. While no empirical data are generated,
simulations of this sort are valuable heuristic tools for charting the range of
variation in population responses to epidemics, especially since population
parameters other than crude mortality are built into the experiments.

Both approaches point up the pitfalls of making generalizations about
postepidemic demographic responses without taking into account the sub-
stantial recuperative or debilitative potential of fertility, marital, or migration
responses. But these are rarely taken into account in arriving at post-
epidemic demographic estimates. Neither is population loss through the
emergence of new ethnic groups, such as the Métis, figured into the
numbers.

Finally, the almost exclusive emphasis on mortality has tended to
overshadow other significant contributors to demographic decline
(Thornton 1987: 42-59). Warfare, the nature of contact with colonial society,
the extent to which the local ecology was transformed through the introduc-
tion of new plants and animals, changes in technology, trade, and lifeways,
all had epidemiological repercussions (Krech 1983; Crosby 1986; Ferguson
1992). The relocation of aboriginal people to reserves with minimal resour-
ces and appalling living conditions, for example, served to catapuit mortality
rates in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and to facilitate outbreaks of
epidemics. As Walker noted in 1909 (cited in Bryce 1909: 282), increasing
tuberculosis mortality rates represented “the whole story of the passing of
the Indian from the nomadic to the settled habits of life.”

New Directions

I have argued that there is good evidence for pre-contact epidemics in
the Americas, that these inturn likely influenced the extent of devastation by
introduced pathogens, and that the experience of post-contact epidemics
must have been highly variable in aboriginal American societies. The
magnitude and severity of introduced diseases undoubtedly dependedon a
host of local factors, including previous disease experience, proximity to and
connections with sources of contagion, and local sanitary-social conditions.

This raises the question of what can be done to provide a more
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comprehensive appreciation of variation in epidemiologic and demographic
responses to prolonged European contact. One of the first and most obvious
research initiatives involves a careful knitting together of the archaeological,
physical anthropological, and ethnohistoric evidence in specific regional
sequences with a view to evaluating pre-contact disease loads. What may
appear superficially to be a lack of attention to the possibility of pre-contact
epidemics is, in part, the natural outgrowth of the artificial structure of
academic inquiry which parcels human history inthe Americas into “historic”
and “prehistoric” components. The tendency of researchers to specialize in
one or the other periods inadvertently contributes to the impression that
disease was not a serious problem before European contact and to the
noticeable lack of attempts to connect pre-contact infectious disease
experience with differential encounters with post-contact epidemics. Before
we can understand the effects of introduced disease, we need to know more
about disease loads and disease stress already operating in aboriginal
communities before prolonged European and African contact. Research in
this direction has already begun (Larocque 1991), but is certainly in its
infancy.

Another avenue for widening the scope of our vision would be to look
more closely at disease and contact sequences elsewhere, like Stannard’s
work (1990) in Hawaii, and interpret local sequences in the Americas in
terms of these models. The tracking of epidemic cycles, advocated by
Thornton et al. (1991), also offers a useful means of assessing the impact of
a series of disease experiences in single populations. Recent work along
these lines by Decker (1989), based on Hudson’s Bay Company records,
suggests that depopulation through disease in the central subarctic may not
have been as extensive as has been suggested for other parts of the
Americas. Monte Carlo simulations (Thornton et al. 1991) and mathematical
modelling of a variety of diseases under very different demographic regimes
(McGrath 1988b) will also help evaluate the relative impacts of tuberculosis,
influenza, measles, whooping cough, and other infections traditionally
viewed as agents of depopulation.

In addition, there is a wealth of virtually untapped information in parish
records that can provide information on fertility, nuptiality and sometimes
even census data necessary to truly assess the demographic consequen-
ces of virgin soil epidemics (Herring, in press). Inexpensive, powerful, and
readily accessible software, such as Populate (McCaa and Brignoli 1989)
can use these data to project the full range of population parameters when
only birth and death information is available.

Finally, we must be careful about the “implicit narrative structure ... [the]
story we tell about the peoples we study,” (Bruner 1986: 139) in the course
of piecing together the disease history of the Americas. The depopulationto
nadir model, which is central to the disease and contact discourse, can also
be interpreted as a romantic story, one that describes a golden past in which
the Americas were populated by people with immune systems relatively
unchallenged by infectious disease. To accept the assertion that “germs’,
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not these imperialists themselves ... were chiefly responsible for sweeping
aside the indigenes and opening the Neo-Europes to demographic
takeover” (Crosby 1986: 196) is to ignore the massive social upheavais that
ultimately underlie the effiourescence of disease in post-contact North
America (Trigger 1985). We need to be aware of the stories that underlie our
research as we work to create credible scientific imaginings about North
American disease history.

NOTES

| am grateful to Peter Ramsden, Shelley Saunders and Colin Varley for their comments on an
earlier version of this work, presented in October 1991 atthe Canadian Association for Physical
Anthropology annual meeting in Hamilton, Ontario. | would also like to thank William O. Autry
for introducing me to Populate software. The comments of three anonymous reviewers
strengthened the piece immeasurably.

1. Alsoknown as “atypical mycobacteria,” these relatives of Mycobacterium tuberculosis are
saprophytes normally found in watery environments and can produce pulmonary lesions
and disease in humans, clinically indistinguishable from that caused by M. tuberculosis
(Clarke et al. 1987: 48).

2. SeeCohen (1989:33-36) foran extensive list of potential zoonoticinfections in prehistoric
band societies.

3. Alsoreferred to as macroparasites.

Newman (1976: 669) notes that typhus may have been part of American pre-contact
disease ecology because the Aztecs had a name for it and depicted its symptoms, as well
as on the basis of its generally subclinical manifestation in the contemporary South
Peruvian Sierra.

5. At the Uxbridge site, Pleiffer (1984) identified a minimum of at least eight children and
- eighteeen adults with clearly distinguishable tuberculosis lesions.

6. For an excellent summary of tuberculosis epidemic wave theory, see Grigg (1958). The
theoretical period of a tuberculosis epidemic wave is 300 years and epidemic waves are
asymptoptic, showing astrong mortality peak at the beginning of the wave as susceptibles
are eliminated from the population. Mortality gradually declines as herd immunity is
acquired and as the natural cycle of the wave shifts to endemicity.

7. Parish records, cross-checked against Hudson’s Bay Company post journals and other
official documents for the period, make it possible to generate comparative mortality rates
from the epidemic for a number of subarctic communities (Herring 1990).
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Origins and Influences:
The Family Ties of the Reverend Henry Budd
Raymond M. Beaumont

ABSTRACT. In 1820, a Cree boy named Sakachuwescum left his home at Norway House for
the Red River Settlement, one of the first two students to be enrolled in the Church Missionary
Society school there. Later, as the Reverend Henry Budd, he became one of the first Church
of England missionaries of aboriginal descent in western Canada and served the Cree people
of Cumberland District for thirty-five years until his death in 1875. Budd's career has been
relatively well documented, but ittle has been written about his origins. Building on Irene Spry's
research, the first aim of this article is to clarify and expand existing knowlege of Budd's
complex maternal and extended family connections. its second objective is to use this
information to challenge George van der Goes Ladd's conciusion that Budd's exposure to the
foreign culture of the mission school was traumatic. Citing evidence from his background and
early life experiences, it shows Budd had personal resources to withstand the negative aspects
of that exposure, indeed, the ability to turn it into a positive advantage.

SOMMAIRE. En 1820, un jeune Cri, Sakachuwescum, quitte Norway House pour aller
s'installer dans ia Colonie de la Riviére Rouge. ll est I'un des deux premiers éléves a s'inscrire
al'école de fa Church Missionary Society. Plus tard, devenu le Révérend Henry Budd, il estl'un
des premiers missionnaires d'origine autochtone de I'Eglise anglicane a oeuvrer dans 'ouest
canadien et a servir les Cris du district de Cumberland, ce qu‘il fera jusqu'a sa mort en 1875.
Bien que sa carriére soit relativement bien connue, on sait peu de chose de ses antécédants
familiaux. Cet article veut d'abord rectifier ce point. En s’appuyant sur les recherches d'Irene
Spry dans ce domaine, on clarifie et élargit ce qu'on sait déja des relations complexes de la
famille maternelle de Budd et de sa tamille élargie. On veut ensuite utiliser cette information
pour contester la position de George van der Goes Ladd qui conclue que le fait d'avoir été
exposé a la culture étrangére de I'école missionnaire a été une expérience traumatique pour
Budd. Si I'on s'appuie sur des faits tirés de sa jeunesse et sur ses antécédents, on voit que
Budd avait en lui la force de résister aux aspects négatifs de cette expérience et de les utiliser
& son avantage.

The Reverend Henry Budd, missionary and friend to the Cree people of
The Pas, Moose Lake, and Nepowewin from 1840 until his death in 1875,
was one of the first people of aboriginal descent ordained as a Church of
England clergyman in North America.' Much is known about his life after he
arrived at Red River in 1820, but his history prior to that date has remained a
mystery, although Irene Spg grappled with family origins in her book on his
nephew, Peter Erasmus Jr.“ This article continues the research she began
and aims to provide conclusive evidence of Henry Budd’s maternal ancestry
and make some tentative suggestions regarding his extended family connec-
tions. This new understanding of Budd's cultural roots will be used as a basis
to reevaluate the influence of the missionaries and the church on his later life.
It will also consider George van der Goes Ladd’s essay on the same theme,®
and question his negative conclusions concerning the impact of the mission
school on the boy, in light of what we now know about the man.

Cree Boys and the Church Missionary Society

The firstinformation we have about Henry Budd comes from the journals
of the Reverend John West, who was appointed chaplain to the Hudson’s
Bay Company (HBC) in 1820 and sent out from England in August of that
yearto establish an Anglican mission in Rupert's Land. Sponsored jointly by
the Company and the Church Missionary Society, of which he was a
member, West subscribed to the society’s interest in the evangelization of
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the aboriginal and mixed blood populations within the HBC territories.
Hoping to establish a school at Red River Colony where apt young Natives
could be educated and prepared for service in the church, he began to look
for likely students immediately after disembarking from the Company ship
at York Factory.

He did not have to look far. Numerous mixed-blood children, the progeny
of European fathers and aboriginal mothers, were “growing up in ignorance
and idleness” about the fort, a situation which prompted West to prepare and
submit a plan to the factor in charge at York “for collecting a certain number
of them, to be maintained, clothed, and educated upon aregularly organized
system.” Yet in spite of his interest, his first students did not come from this
group, perhaps because the plan had to be submitted to London for
approval; instead, he found them outside the fort among the children of the
Home-Guard Cree, aboriginal hunters who had been associated with the
HBC for upwards of 150 years.

The Home-Guard at York Factory was composed of Swampy or Mus-
kego Cree who provided furs, fresh provisions, and other necessary
services to the traders in retum for European goods. It was a reciprocal
economic relationship strengthened by the filial ties mentioned above, but
not without its difficulties. Increased population, severe weather conditions,
and fluctuation in the number of game animals, particularly in the decade
prior to 1820, had combined to reduce the Home-Guard to poverty and
starvation. Indeed, during his brief stay at York, West visited several families
in their “miserable-looking tents” and described them as “degraded and
emaciated, wandering in ignorance, and wearing away a short existence in
one continued succession of hardships in procuring food.”

Under such circumstances, it is hardly surprising he was able to per-
suade a local hunter named Withewecappo® to give up one of his sons to be
enrolled in the proposed school. Named Pemuteuithinew, meaning “Walk-
ing Indian,” and renamed James Hope by the missionary, this boy was
joined on the journey south to Red River by another lad at Norway House,
“an orphan, the son of a deceased Indian and half breed woman.” This
second boy, named Sakachuwescum, or “Going-up-the-Hill,” was soon to
be known by the English name Henry Budd.®

James Hope and Henry Budd were the first two students in the mission
school and also the first baptized into the church in 1822.° Others were
baptized the following year, including a girl named Nehowgatim or Sally
Budd, a sister of Henry.'® She had arrived in the fall of 1822 with their
mother,'’ a woman named “Agathus,” who assisted in looking after the
children at the school.' West left scant information about Agathus, other
than she was being supported by the Church Missionary Society in 1823."
To learn more about her identity and background, one must look elsewhere.

The Woman from The Bay
Aboriginal and mixed-blood women who settled at Red River were rarely
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Table 1
Name Changes in Agathus Account at Red River, 1824-1828
Year Retired Servants Accounts, Duplicate Accounts
Colony Shop, Ft. Garry

1824/1825 *The Woman on Missionary Establishment” “Annuity of Aggathas™

(B.235/d/18, fo.86d) (B.235/d/19, fo.7d)
1825/1826 “Annuity of Agathas” “Annuity of Agathas”
(B.235/d/22, fo.79d) (B.235/d/24, fo.7d)
1826/1827  “Annuity of Agathas” “Annuity of Agathas™
(B.235/d/28, fo.80d.) (B.235/d/30, fo.6)
1827/1828 . “Annuity of Agathas or Wahahesquew" “Annuity of Wahuhes quew”
(B.235/d/34, fo.6) (B.235/d/35a, fo.45)

Source: Hudson's Bay Company Archives, Provincial Archives of Manitoba.

identified clearly in any records of the day. Sometimes they were listed under
their Christian names or simply described as “the wife of,” “half caste,” or “an
Indian woman.” Agathus, however, is exceptional in that much more can be
discovered about her, but not in the journals and correspondence of the
Church Missionary Society. Instead, one must study-the records of the HBC,
because she had another source of income, details of which span more than
forty years in the extant documents of the “Honourable Company.”

The records from Red River are particularly informative. The following
table illustrates changes in the name of Agathus’s account between the
years 1824 and 1828 and furnishes the key by which her specific identity
can be determined.

Why the name changed from “The Woman on Missionary Establishment”
or “Aggathas” in 1824 to Wahuhes quew in 1827 is unexplained in the Red
River records, but clues can be found in the account books at York Factory,
particularly those kept from 1809 through 1817. In them, the name
“Wahuhes quew,” or variants of the same, ™ appears over and over again,
but never as an alternative to “Aggathas.” That name was reserved for
another woman, the wife of William Hemmings Cook, chief at York Factory
from 1809 to 1815. To complicate matters further, this second “Aggathas”
was also a sister of Wahuhes quew.

The records reveal more. Wahuhes quew and Aggathas were daughters
of a Mr. Cocking. They also had another sister named Kishe cow e cume
coot or Wemistigoose.'® Their father, an Englishman named Matthew
Cocking, was hired by the HBC as a writer in 1765 and quickly rose to second
at York Factory by 1770. His journey inland up the Saskatchewan River in
1772 influenced the HBC’s decision to establish Cumberland House, where
he was in charge between 1775 and 1777. He next served as master at
Severn from 1777 to 1781, and as chief the following year at York Factory,
from which he retired to England in 1782 on account of his poor health."
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Table 2
The Family of Matthew Cocking

Matthew Cocking
¢ 1743-1799 England
Master at Severn 1777-1781
Cbief at York Factory 1781-1782

=Le-lo-escom =Ke-che-cho-wick = A-pis-ta-Squa-sish
Kc-che—co;v-e-eom'e—eoot Wash-e-s00-E'Squew Mith-coo-coo-man-E'Squew
alias Weemistigoose or Betsy alias Agathas or Mary Budd alias Agathas or Mary Cocking
c 1775-1835 ©.1780-1850s <1782-1853
1. Thomas Stayner "Budd", a Muskego Cree William Hemmings Cook
Christ Church, Spital field, England. of SLAn:mHolbom
Chief at Churchill 1792-1801. me. 1768W- 1846,
2. Jobn Pocock Holmes
of South Leverton, Sarah Budd Henry Budd
Nottinghamshire, England. Nehowgatim Sakachuwescum
1784 - c. 1850s. or “Four Legs* or *Going Up The Hill"
¢ 1309-1833 ¢ 1810- 1875

Unlike many of his contemporaries, Cocking did not forget the associa-
tions he had made at Hudson Bay and before long began sending funds on
a regular basis for the use of his children there.'” Nor did he forget them in
death. His detailed will named the three daughters mentioned above, as well
as their mothers, and provided generous annuities for their support.’ The
eldest was Ke-che-cow-e-com-e-coot, daughter of a deceased woman
named Le-lo-es-com'®; the second Wash-e-soo-E’Squaw, daughter of Ke-
che-cho-wick; and the third Mith-coo-coo-man-E'Squaw, daughter of
A-pis-ta-Squa-sish® (Table 2).

Traditional Cree names often reveal details about a child’s personal
characteristics or circumstances at time of birth. The name of the third child,
forinstance, who later became the wife of William Hemmings Cook, hints at
Dene or Chipewyan origins. “Mithcocoman” was an eighteenth-century
name used by the HBC for a “Northern Indian” or Chipewyan band trading at
Churchill Fort.?' Its use in the name of Cocking’s youngest daughter
suggests her mother, A-pis-ta-Squa-sish, was. of that-nation.

The name chosen for the second daughter, who was Henry Budd's
mother, is even more revealing. “Wash-e-soo0-E’Squaw” is derived from Wa
shisoo “she is bright, she shines” and iskwao “woman,” and in this form
means, “she shines in her brightness, shines in her glory.” The use of Wa
shisoo rather than the more common Wa sisoo is also significant. Shis a
sound in Cree found historically only along Hudson Bay, not in the interior;
thus, its presence here suggests her people were coastal Cree. A slight
change in the spelling of the name in later years aliows the possibility of an
even more specific location. Because “Wash-e-s0o-E’Squaw” was the
name used in her father's will, it is probably the correct one, but later
references altered it to “Wash-e-hoo-E'Squew,” which has a different
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meaning. Wa shahoo or Wa sahoo, meaning the big bay, is the Cree name
for Severn; therefore, “Wash-e-hoo-E'Squew” might mean “the woman from
Severn.”® The change was probably based on the assumption it referred to
her place of origin, which is logical enough, if indeed she came from Severn.
And she may have, as her father was there from 1777 to 1781, the
approximate time of her birth.

Although the HBC account books and Cocking’s letters provude important
information about her, references to Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew® also appear in
other correspondence from time to time. In one such letter, the clerk at
Norway House requested additional information from York Factory on the
annuitants list which had been sentto him, specifically the amounts to which
each annuitant was entitled. He explained his request as follows:

Mrs Holmes/Kees e cow e cum a coot/ says that for the four years of 1816/17,
1817/18, 1818/19, and 1819/20 She received no part of her Annuity. Nor did her

Sister/ Washihoesquew/ any part of hers for the year 1818/19. Agatha/Mrs.
Cool/itis presumed, has invariably received her Annuity in full 2>

Besides highlighting the confusion connected with sorting out the ac-
counts of the annuitants, particularly when they moved from place to place,
this letter establishes that Kees-e-cow-e-cum-a-coot was at Norway House
in 1825, and other evidence confirms this.? Since she was knowledgeable
about her sister’s account, she must have been in contact with her. Wash-e-
s00-E'Squew had gone to Red River in the fall of 1822, but she may have
travelled back to Norway House from time to time, probably to visit children
who resided there.?

Another letter, written by William Hemmings Cook, contains evidence
that she was indeed at Norway House in May 1825, and explains why she
and her younger sister, Mrs. Cook, were both calied “Agathas” in the HBC
records. Cook clearly distinguished between the three Cocking daughters,
noting that his wife Agathas had not received the full portion of her
inheritance because:

— some wrong payment of this annuity must have taken place owing to the
Gentm at the Factory not being able to identify the parties — the name of Agathas
being an Appelation suitable to any of the halfbreed Ladies — Mr. Jones informs
me that a Box procured by Mr. West on behalf of WashehoEsqow was marked
with the name Agathas — from which | conclude that the Arrears of Annuity taken

by Mr. West for Washeho Esqow was debned to Agathas — & thus the deficiency
in my wifes Acct may have occurred —

This letter contributes significantly to the identification of Henry Budd's
mother. While she and her sisters were at or near York Factory, there was
no confusion about their names, but problems arose later when they moved
to Norway House, then Red River, where they were unknown.® Since all
“halfbreed Ladies” could be called “Agathas” — a small but important detail
— the accountants at Red River in 1824 simply used that name for
Wash-e-s00-E’'Squew, and opened the door for confusion with her sister,
who had been called Aggathas in the account books at York Factory for
years. By 1827, however, they were better informed and able to identify her
more specifically.
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Cook’s letter also links Wash-e-soo-E'Squew to John West and the
mission, thereby adding support for the connections already made between
“The Woman on Missionary Establishment” and Henry Budd. The 1828
baptismal record of “Waso-eyesquew” even more specifically pinpoints her
residence as the church mission house, as well as stating her new name,
“Mary Budd."® Later, scrip applications for two of her children, Henry and his
sister Catherine, confirm that “Mary” was indeed the mother of both.*'

The Cook Connection

Past confusion over the identity of Wash-e-soo-E'Squew was not con-
fined to HBC records alone. It also occurred in a biographical sketch of her
grandson, Peter Erasmus, Jr., written at a much later date by George
Gooderham. In it, he described Peter's mother, Catherine Budd, as a
granddaughter of William Hemmings Cook,* thereby implying her brother
Henry was a grandson of Cook also. This was Irene Spry’s assumption in
her book on Peter Erasmus (Table 3), in which she tried to reconcile
Gooderham’s information by suggesting Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew had at least
one child by Cook named Aggathus, and this child was the mother of the

,Budd children.® '

However, no evidence has been found to support either Spry or
Gooderham. There is no substantiation anywhere for an intervening
“Aggathus” between Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew and the Budd children. There
was only one “Woman on Missionary Establishment” at Red River for the
years in question,* and she was Wash-e-s00-E’Squew, the mother of
Henry and Sally Budd. Her age also does not allow for an extra generation.
Bornbetween 1775 and 1783, she was no more than twenty-four years old,
and probably younger, when her eldest known son, The Cask or James
Budd, was born around 1799.% It stretches credulity to suggest he might
have been her grandson. Existing evidence also confirms that Catherine
Budd was her daughter, not granddaughter. Catherine stated clearly in her
scrip application that she was born in 1805 and was the daughter of Budd,
an Indian or mixed blood, and Mary, a mixed blood.* Wash-e-soo-E’Squew
was of course Mary Budd.

William Hemmings Cook could not have been grandfather to the Budd
children on the maternal side because Wash-e-soo0-E'Squew was not his
daughter. That leaves only the paternal side, an unlikely possibility because
none of his known sons were old enough to have beenthe elusive Budd, and
in any case they all bore Cook as their surname. Thus, Gooderham’s
statement is doubtful. William Hemmings Cook was brother-in-law to Wash-
e-s00-E'Squew through his marriage to her half-sister, making him, not
grandfather, but uncle by marriage to the Budd children.

Although she was certainly a sister-in-law to Cook, there is no support for
Spry’s suggestion that Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew was also his country wife. In
1812 Miles Macdonell claimed two wives were living with Cook at York
Factory, while another, presumably the first, had been repudiated by that
time, apparently because of old age.”” Although the York Factory records
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Table 3
Irene Spry’s Solution to the “Agathus” Problem

Matthew Cocking = Ke-che-cho-wick

Wash-e-s00-E'Squew = William Hemmings Cook

A Muskego = Aggathus
Cree | (Agathas)

1 L
J amm‘Budd Catherine Budd =l Peter Erasmus Sr. Sarah Budd Henry Budd

Peter Erasmus Jr.

rarely name the Cree hunters, when they do, as in 1811 and 1814,
Wash-e-s00-E'Squew and her family were living away from the fort. There
is no hint they ever lived there.

Wash-e-s00-E'Squew was born no later than 1783, the year following
Matthew Cocking’s return to England, and must have been a young child
when William Hemmings Cook arrived at York Factory in 1786.% Cook's first
wife was probably Kahnapawanakan, described in 1821 as “a deceased
Indian woman.” She was the mother of his eldest daughter Nancy,* who
was herself born in the late 1780s.

Both Cook’s second wife and Wash-e-soo-E'Squew have been
described as “half-caste,™' but they were clearly two different women. Cook
apparently had two wives living with him at York Fortin 1812, and although
there is no specific proof for that year, Wash-e-so00-E'Squew lived away
fromthe fort at those times where the records provide details. In 1816, Cook
claimed to be the father of ten children, all accounted for,*? while Wash-e-
s00-E’Squew had at least six by that time.*® Cook’s children, one or two of
whom presumably belonged to the second “half-caste” wife, were also born
at about the same time as those of Wash-e-s00-E'Squew.

Moreover, nothing has been found to suggest William Hemmings Cook
claimed any of Wash-e-s00-E'Squew’s children as his own, or that they
acknowledged him as their father. Yet he did acknowledge children by at
least two country wives,* and a review of his account at Red River shows his
children as well as grandchildren were given support by him from time to
time.*® The Budds, on the other hand, received none. Consequently, Henry
Budd was neither son nor grandson to William Hemmings Cook. The
connection to Cook was that of uncle, although Peter Erasmus, Jr. may have
correctly addressed him as grandfather without violating Cree practice.
'Perhaps this is where the confusion arose. Erasmus referredto his Rhein and
Calder first cousins as “brothers,™® using the proper Cree terminology for
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pérallel cousins;" therefore, it is quite possible he called William Hemmings
Cook “grandfather” as a term of respect in the same tradition.

Wash-e-s00-E’Squew: Widow 1811

As the foregoing shows, HBC records help to identify Wash-e-soo-E’-
Squew and clarify her relationship to Cook. They also contain specific
information about her life prior to 1820, including the strong possibility she
was a widow by 1811. The York Factory journals and provision books are
particularly useful. References in them to the Cree by name are infrequent
prior to 1810, and spotty in the years after that, but for a short period in the
early months of 1811 there is abundant detail about the Home-Guard living
inthe area. Not only are male heads of families or hunting parties identified,
but the locations of their trapping grounds are often given as well. Among
the few women mentioned are those who appear to have been heads of
families in their own right, possibly widows. One of these widows seems to
have been Wash-e-so0-E’'Squew, who lived across the river north of the fon,
yet close enough to come in regularly for supplies.

Winters along the Hudson Bay coast were often arduous, but according
to Miles Macdonell, who was there the following year, the winter of 1810-11
“was the severest ever known in those parts, game disappeared, & many of
the improvident natives perished thro cold & want.”® Others were kept alive
with provisions given them by the HBC which for purely economic reasons,
quite apart from common humanity, had to assure the survival of the Home-
Guard Cree.

During February and March 1811, a number of families journeyedto York
Factory “from the Northwd” for food.*® Although none among them was
named, except for Nancy Jefferson,” two women came in together on 7
February. Their identity is uncertain, but they may have been two widows
who had attached themselves to Thuthat, a hunter “from Sams Creek onthe
North side of Nelson River,”who occasionally acted as “Master of the Goose
Tent” there. On 24 March he came to the fort to obtain oatmeal for his own
family and those of two widows “belonging to Natives lately deceased.”’
Whether Wash-e-soo-E'Squew was one of these widows is difficult to
determine, but her name was associated so often with Thuthat in the
following two months that the circumstantial evidence suggests a connec-
tion of some kind (Figure 1).

Thefirst reference to heroccurred on 7 April, when provisions were given
out to four “Indians” from the “distressed families to the Norward.” Three of
these people, namely “Washehow Eq, Skewnish, and Twaootum,” were
listed in a marginal notation,** Skewnish being the daughter of the late
Captain Jonathan Fowler,> and Twaootum a local hunter who later moved
to Oxford House.* The fourth family head was not indicated, but existing
evidence points to Thuthat.*®

There are other possibilities, oo, as several families gathered together
at Sams Creek when Thuthat was placed in charge of the Northern Goose
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Hudson
Bay
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"Northemn Goose Tent™ Provisons at York Factory
Thuthat, Ancheckuck, | Washehow Esq.,
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Hayes River

Figure 1. Locations and associations of certain Home-Guard families at York Factory, 1811.

Tentthere on 18 April.* Family heads included Mayaham, Ancheckuck, and
Woetassum, whose names were also associated with Wash-e-so00-E’-
Squew in later records; nevertheless, in the early months of 1811 the
linkages to Thuthat are more compelling. In late March, he was described
as a“northward Indian,” indistress, supporting two widows andtheirfamilies
in addition to his own. Two weeks later, Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew, Skewnish,
Twaootum, and one other person arrived from the north to obtain provisions
for their families. Being named in their own right, the women were probably
heads of families,” and quite possibly the two widows mentioned earlier in
association with Thuthat. Several references to Wash-e-soo-E'Squew and
Thuthat together in the following weeks add plausibility to this argument. In
short, existing evidence suggests she was a widow, whose family was
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dependent at times for its sustenance on friends and relatives among the
Home-Guard Cree, as well as on the charity of the HBC.

Family Connections Among the Home-Guard Cree

Who thenwere her relatives? Although nothing can be proven conclusive-
ly, she was linked to a group of families located between York Factory and
Churchill, families who were the source of considerable friction between the
two posts. Some of these people had been part of the Churchill Home-Guard,
but in the spring of 1794 at least twelve families switched their alleglance to
York Factory, claiming they had been cheated in trade (Figure 2).%

As William Hemmings Cook of Split Lake pointed out in a letter to
Thomas Stayner, the officer in charge at Churchill, “they say you take the
Beaver skins not by size or quality but by weight so that a 3/4 Beaver which
perhaps hunger may have induced them to scrape rather beyond the
common rule only passes with you as a half one.” Stayner responded
defensively to these complaints by accusing Joseph Colen, chief at York, of
having encouraged the desertion, with Colen countering that “ill usage” was
the cause. There were misunderstandings on both sides, but the incident
stands out as one irritant in a growing rivalry between the two posts over
expansion of the fur trade inland. It was not until the summer of 1797 that
Colen, whether to appease Stayner or to rid himself of a hindrance, ordered
the dissidents back to Churchill.*°

The first arrivals were received there in September by William Auld, who
left the following dry commentary in the post journal:

This morning upon observing a smoke across the River sent the Boat which
returned with 3 of our old Homegaurds [sic] accompanied by a young Indian man
from York but being found in such company | suppose he must be a very
worthless fellow. This is the most useless part of the homegaurds formerly
belonging to Churchill & must have left York with regret where they say they had
been treated with great liberality in the articies of English salt meat Bacon flour
oatmeal Plumb puddings & Brandy served out to them the same as the
Englishmen & where they had gotvery large quantities of Goods upon trustwhich
they can never pay being ennervated by continual debauchery. These four men
have families mustering altogether 21 Heads.

Auld was in temporary charge of Churchill in the absence of Stayner, who
had returned home to England on furlough, and his observations were
perhaps biased by the trouble these people had caused his fellow officer.
Still, other entries in the next few months do confirm the difficulties they had
surviving away from the fort. When one family retumed to the factory in
December begging to remain after an unsuccessful hunting expedition, Auld
hadthis to say, “l was obliged to consent as they would sooner die than exert
themselves having been so much & so impoliticly indulged in idleness at
York that they really seem to have forgot that they are natives of this
Country.®® Shortly, the remainder returned, and Auld recorded, “The
Homegaurds all returned they seem to be lean WhICh they say is owing to
their having no Bacon or Pork to their partridges.”

Lateron, in April 1798, an additional family arrived. Auld noted:
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Figure 2. Home-Guard movement between Churchili and York Factory, 1794-1809.

This day one of our Homegaurd Indians arrived from York with a letter from Mr.
Colen where he says he was obliged to compel the Churchill Homegaurds to
leave York. Which | certainly believe to be true for this man & his family have lived
near 4 years there constantly at the factory without having once left it.8

“This man”was most certainly “Jamahoggan” who had beenunable to leave
York earlier because of weather conditions. Colen wrote that Okisk, Hug-
gemgswkeshick, John Peitre, and others were on their way to Churchill as
well.

The issue of Home-Guard Cree moving back and forth between York
Factory and Churchill did not end there, however, as John Ballenden,
Colen’s successor at York, corresponded with Thomas Stayneronthe same
matter during the summer of 1801. Later, in the fall of 1809, William
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Hemmings Cook, the recently appointed chief at York, ordered back to
Churchill a family which included HookemowKeshick and his three sons, as
well as Withewecappo, Shewacoochin, Jammehogan, Keshecowethin, and
Thomas Isham’s son,*® the same people who had been the subject of
correspondence in the past. Although Cook never made clear the relation-
ship between them, subsequent letters suggest at least that Keshecowethin
was the father of Withewecappo.”

HookemowKeshick remained at Churchill only brieﬂ&, if at all, as he
received provisions at York in February and April 1810.™ Keshecowethin
and Withewecappo probably stayed beyond the winter of 1810-11, when
Wash-e-s00-E'Squew was associated with Thuthat, because their names
do not appear in the York Factory journals. Although the exact date of their
return is uncertain, as the records vary considerably in detail from year to
year, in December 1813 Withewecappo was hired at York to take the packet
to Albany. Described as starving at the time, his family included two wives
as well as his mother. She was mentioned 22 April 1814, the same day “Kis
kick cow Ethin and his family were sent to Churchill” again. This latter man
had been at York from at least January 1814, and references to “3 women
of Kishecowethins Family,” “his two daughters,” and “Kishicow Ethins son”
tell us a little about the nature of this family unit.®®

There are hints Wash-e-so00-E’Squew was a relative, t00. She may have
gone to Churchill with Keshecowethin, as her name does not appear in the
York Factory records until late December 1814, when it is mentioned in
conjunction with members of his family. On 6 December, Mahhum, Patah
hootow, Kisheck cowethin, Pachewethat, and Cask came in from Nelson
River to trade furs in exchange for powder, shot, and other goods (Figure 3).
Wash-e-s00-E'Squew, “legatee,” received a blanket and fifteen pounds of
oatmeal that same day. Three weeks later, Wash-e-soo-E'Squew,
Skewnish, Jenny Johnston, and another woman came in from Flamborough
House where their families were tenting, and the following day Wash-e-soo-
E’Squew and Skewnish traded rabbit skins and partridge feathers.™

Evidence suggests these people were members of an extended family.
Patah hootow, for example, was the son of Keshecowethin’' and of Jenny
Johnston.” Cask was the son of Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew. Pachewethat was
firstmentioned in April 1814 in company with Mahhum or Mayaham at Sams
Creek, and was probably his son or younger brother, as they were often
listed together in later records.™

The associations do not end there. Sams Creek is a reminder that
Wash-e-s00-E'Squew was closely linked to Thuthat in 1811, when he was
in charge of the Northern Goose Tent. Mahhumwas also there, and serves
as a link between two periods of time for which we have information about
Wash-e-so0-E'Squew. But he is not the only link, for Woetassum was also
goose hunting at Sams Creek in 1811,” and in 1814, he too was closely
connected with the above-mentioned family grouping. In December 1814,
Woetassum and Withewecappo, both described as “two Nelson River
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Figure 3. Locations and associations of certain Home-Guard families at York Factory, 1814-15.

homeguards,” were trapping at Owl River. Mahum, Pachewethat, and Cask
later joined them, as there are references to them in April 1815.”

Although relationships cannot be proven conclusively, Wash-e-soo-E’-
Squew was clearly associated with the Home-Guard Cree living between
York Factory and Churchill. There were at least two interconnected groups
of people, one centred around Thuthat and the other around
Keshecowethin, with which she had connections, but by 1814, those with
Keshecowethin were the most evident.

Migration South to Norway House and Family Ties There

These linkages continued as members of this extended family began to
move inland in response to privation at York Factory and the promise of a
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Figure 4. Movement south from York Factory to Red River, 1815-1835.

better life elsewhere (Figure 4). Withewecappo probably became the
catalyst to this migration when he was hired in 1815 to work as a boatman
for the HBC and was posted consecutively to “Jack River,” “Manitoba,” and
“Norway House” during the next three years.” Just when he headed inland
is unknown but Withewecappo was at York Factory in September 1815
because he and another man were paid there for journeys they made to
Churchill and Jack River. No records exist for the latter post in 1815-16, nor
forthe newly built Norway House near Warrens Landing, so the matter must
remain unresolved; however, Wash-e-soo-E'Squew and others probably
stayed at York Factory that year. Her son Cask, Woetassum, and
Keshecowethinwere at Yorkin June and August 1815, and Woetassum and
Cask were still hunting in the vicinity during January and April 1816.”
However, “Kishecaethin” and Thomas Isham had definitely migrated south
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Table 4
The Budds of York Factory and Norway House: Possible Relationships
Matthew Cocking = Ke-che-cho-wick A French Canadian = 7
€ 17431799
Wash-c600-ESquew = “Budd,” a Muskego Uchegonalias =  Nancy
©1780-1799 Cree or mixed-blood Charies Curicyhead
2 ; ? — _
Muminawatum Betsy or Elizabeth Budd Daughter, one of the Henry Curieybead Tepwatum
alias lsaac Elizabeth oncof thewives  wives of Quesque Kaboo or Budd alias Philip
c1794-27 © 18067 of Nakawao alias Thomas Cochran c1811-? Curicyhead
[ [ of The Pas or Bodd
2
t T T T !
Rebecca Budd  James Budd Catherinc Budd Rev. Heary Budd and others
©1800-1805-7  "The Cask* 18057 1810 - 1875
17991829 \
Charlotte Budd  Peter Erasmus Jr.
cIRU-7 1833- 1931
Thomas 'Big'l'o;n‘ Jessic Mami nd others

18187 e 18252

Rev. Henry Bird Steinhaver

by the following year, because their names suddenly appeared on the
Norway House Indian debt list for 1816-17. ltis likely Wash-e-soo-E'Squew
arrived there at the same time.

An 1816-17 arrival makes sense for another reason as well. Wash-e-
so00-E'Squew had a married daughter at Norway House who was later
mentioned in family correspondence, but never named. Although there is no
definitive proof of her identity, existing evidence points to the wife™ of
Muminawatum, the eldest son of a hunter named Uchegon or Curieyhead
(Table 4).

The Muminawatums, whose Christian names were Isaac and Rebecca,
were probably married in 1817, since their eldest son Thomas was born the
following year.” If Rebecca was a daughter of Wash-e-soo-E'Squew, it is
likely she met her husband shortly after her family arrived in the area.
Although inconclusive by itself, this evidence is bolstered by other informa-
tion. Rebecca and her husband were among the earliest Christians at
Norway House, a circumstance in keeping with close ties to the Budd family
at Red River. Their son Thomas, known as “Big Tom” because of his
imposing stature, became a local leader in the church, while a daughter
Jessy married the Reverend Henry Bird Steinhauer, one of the first
Methodist missionaries of aboriginal descent to serve in western Canada.
Any one of their three younger sons, Robert, Benjamin, or Charles, could
have been the young man who accompanied Peter Erasmus, Jr. in 1851 to
enter the mission school at The Pas.® Also, when their granddaughter
Sarah Steinhauer Kirkness applied for scrip, she identified her mother
incorrectly as Jessy Erasmus, an error indicating some memory of a
connection to that family.®'



182 BEAUMONT

Cask, alias James Budd, eldest son of Wash-e-s00-E'Squew, seems to
have married one of the younger daughters of Curleyhead. Following a
custom which can be traced for several families in the extant Indian debt
lists,? Cask joined the hunting party of his father-in-law in 1823, the year
before the birth of his eldest daughter.?® This made a second alliance
between these two families and explains in part why a couple of
Curleyhead's own sons eventually adopted Budd as their surname, too.
One was baptized at Red River in March 1840 under the name Henry Budd,
probably while he was on a visit to relatives there.* This Henry, who
acknowledged the Reverend Henry Budd as his namesake when he applied
for scrip, became an important lay leader inthe Methodist Church at Norway
House.? Another son, Philip or Tepwatum, also adopted the surname Budd.

The above illustrates the extent of the interrelationships which began in
1817 and is the best evidence Wash-e-so0o-E'Squew remained nearby in
1817-18, even though Thomas Isham was the only one of the York Factory
hunters listed among the Indian debtors at Norway House that year.
Withewecappo was also stationed there with the HBC at the same time and
remained in the Norway House district during the winter of 1818-19, as did
Maham, Pechewethat, and Woetassum.® They were listed along with Cask
inthe No’gvay House accounts under “indian Debt Remaining unpaid June
1,1819.

Whether or not Withewecappo went to York Factory during the summer
of 1819 is unknown, but he and Thomas Isham both took debt at Oxford
House in the fall and were probably among the three families which arrived
starving at Norway House in late December. Woetassum, if indeed a
different manfrom Thomas Isham, may have led the third family inthis group
as he and Withewecappo were hunting together in March 1820.% Cask was
also in the vicinity because he brought in the “meat of one Deer” to the fort
in February.®® He may have been hunting on his own by this time or attached
to one of the other extended family units in the area.

Withewecappo returned to York Factory in 1820 where records establish
that he and his wives received provisions during the summer and into the fall.
Maham, Pechewethat, and Keshecowethin also returned, but Woetassum
znd Cgsk did not, preferring perhaps to take their chances at Norway

ouse.

Considering the difficulties of the previous winter and the size of his
family, as well as the obvious problem of feeding them in the fall of 1820, it
is not much wonder Withewecappo was willing to give up his son to be
educated by the Reverend John West. Nor is it surprising that West
obtained another boy at Norway House from Wash-e-s00-E'Squew, as he
passed through on his way to Red River. Undoubtedly there was com-
munication between the families, as they had been closely connected for
many years, and we can be sure that relatives came along with or preceded
West to tell Wash-e-s00-E'Squew the news. Indeed, her relations at York
Factory may have suggested her son accompany Pemuteuithinew, since
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the two boys were close to the same age, had probably grown up together,
and could be company for each other at the mission.

From other sources, we know Withewecappo (William Hope) and Wash-
e-s00-E'Squew (Mary Budd) were of the same generation, while
Keshecowethin was probably a generation earlier.’' Ke-che-cho-wick, the
mother of Wash-e-soo-E’Squew, may have been wife to Keshecowethin, or
one of his near relations, making Withewecappo a half-brother or cousin to
Wash-e-soo-E'Squew. Or perhaps Wash-e-soo-E’Squew married into this
family. Could her husband have been Jammahogan, who disappeared from
the scene at about the same time she seems to have become a widow? We
may never know, but circumstantial evidence suggests at least that
Withewecappo and Wash-e-soo-E'Squew were related in some way,
evidence which may help to explain why their boys together became the first
students in the Church Missionary Society school at Red River.

The Influence of Family on the Formative Years of Henry Budd

With a clearer picture of Henry Budd's early life and family connections,
it becomes possible to evaluate more forcibly the impact of the mission
school on his psyche and later career. Budd’'s Cree heritage exerted a
powerful influence in his formative years. The evidence indicates he was
raised away from the fort in an extended hunting and trapping family, but
there were European influences as well. Budd himself said as much when
years later, he contrasted the Plains Cree of Nepowewin with near relatives
of his people, the Muskego or Swampy Cree of Cumberland, noting that:

These [at Nepowewin] speak the plain Cree, but those, [at The Pas], the
Muscago Cree; their habits also is much different. The Muskego crees are more
mixed up with the whitepeople and they learn much of their ways and habits.
They seem quite ripe to receive the Gospel wherever they are met with; butitis
different with the Crees who inhabit these vast plains of the west. They seldom
ever see the white people in all their life. They have few opportunities of learning
the civilizedlife. They are truly heathen, and truly barbarous. They live among the
Buffaloe, eat the flesh of that animal, and clothe themselves with its skins. They
are more independent, and therefore more haughty.g2

Evidently, generations of contact with Europeans had left its mark on the
Muskego Cree, who made up the Home-Guard along the Bay and inland as
far as Cumberland. The contrast between them and their Plains Cree
relatives strengthens Winona Stevenson’s assertion that men like Budd
“were not representational of the general Native Ministry. They appear to
have been thoroughly indoctrinated in European values and perspectives.”™

While such indoctrination undoubtedly intensified when Henry Budd
entered the mission school, Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew is key to an under-
standing of its extent in his early childhood. Many of the York Factory
Home-Guards were of mixed descent, including Budd's mother and possibly
his father as well. The degree to which they had absorbed customs and
values from their European connections is unclear, but if Auld can be
believed, some had become so closely tied to the fort they had almost
forgotten they were Natives of the country. Even allowing for Auld’s tendency
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to exaggeration, it would be strange indeed if there had not been significant
cultural borrowing among some families at least. European influence had
been felt for over a hundred years when Wash-e-soo-E’Squew was born, and
even though her father returned to England when she was an infant,
presumably leaving her to be raised by matemnal relatives, it is doubtful
whether Cree culture was all-pervasive in her life. Because of her birth and
tamily connections, associations with the fort would have been greater than
for the average Cree woman, and if not fully at ease in that environment, she
could nevertheless get by init. Certainly there was no reason why she should
feel any sense of inferiority among her father's people as Wash-e-soo-E'-
Squew was, after all, the daughter of an English officer in the HBC.

Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew may also have missed intercuttural stresses to a
greater degree than other Cree children with a European parent. She was
very young when her father returned to England; therefore, she was spared
the subtle criticism of her “Indian ways” which might have occurred had he
remained. Instead, he became a memory which could be embellished and
enhanced, a memory rekindled each year with the payment of his legacy to
her. Indeed, at a time when HBC policy discouraged any mention of its
officers’ and servants’ families, her father not only acknowledged his
children and their mothers, but also provided them with generous annuities.
He did the best he could under the circumstances, whenill health prevented
his remaining in the country. Consequently, there was no reason for
Wash-e-s00-E’'Squew to resent her British heritage. It was distant enough
to be nonthreatening, yet close enough to be an advantage. Moreover,
having an English father, particuiarly one in the officer class, brought her
distinct social and economic benefits. Michael Payne has pointed out that
the social structure at York Factory was hierarchical.*® Wash-e-soo-
E’'Squew’s status and prestige within that hierarchy was strengthened by
her birth and annuity.

In a time when most women were dependent upon husbands for their
material comforts, Wash-e-so0-E’'Squew had access to a yearly income
which, when first provided by her father, was equivalent to a common
labourer's annual salary in the HBC.* We can only guess the effect this had
on her life, but undoubtedly it gave her more options than would otherwise
have been available. For one thing, her income made her an attractive
-marriage prospect not only for the Cree hunters in the vicinity, but also for
the European officers and servants at York Factory. While her two sisters
chose this latter route,® making it obvious the option was open to her as
well, she married a Cree hunter. Her choice may have been a tacit
- expression of her loyalty to, and comfort with, her mother's culture, or
perhaps her annuity afforded her the luxury of allowing heart to rule in the
selection of a husband. Certainly, after his death she never married again,
even though she was still a relatively young woman.

Thus, Wash-e-soo-E'Squew emerges as a woman with more advantages
than most and one who may have been able to get along in two quite different
worlds. While essentially Cree in culture, she moved among the traders at
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York Factory with relative ease. In addition, she may have escaped the
cultural ambivalence of later generations of mixed-blood people, when such
background offered few benefits.” Her life was difficult, particularly after the
death of her husband; but, steeped in Cree culture as she was, Wash-e-soo-
E’Squew had all the necessary skills to survive on her own.

These skills were no doubt passed on to her children along with the
stories and traditions which had been passed down to her. It is quite
possible she gave her son Sakachuwescum a sense of self, a sense of his
own worth as a person, or in other words, a firm identity. Descriptions of this
quiet, attentive boy at the Red River school indicate a proper Cree upbring-
ing.*® Atthe same time, given his background, he may have acquired some
European values and perspectives prior to his arival at Red River.
Whatever the case, when Sakachuwescum became Henry Budd, he
entered the cultural world of his English grandfather Matthew Cocking, a
man of whom he was no doubt aware, since an annuity from him had helped
meet the family’s needs for many years.

His family background may partially explain Sakachuwescum'’s success-
ful transition to Red River, but his memory of the hungry times gave him a
tangible reason for viewing the move favourably. There is no question he
experienced hunger as a child. Although the HBC journalists at York Factory
often reported starving Cree coming in for provisions, such references
increased during the period between 1810 and 1820 when colder weather
conditions prevailed. Just how devastating it must have been to the Cree is
indicated in a letter from Auld to Topping, 27 June 1813:
It is not in my power to tell how many wretches belonging to YF have died of
hunger, suffice it to say that in one Tent 8 perished whose carcases supplied
sustenanance [sic] to two female survivors for a time, but the most strange and

unaccountable part of the result is, that our Indians are even determined to brave
another year in Nelson River rather than repair to the interior.

Increased population, overhunting, and adverse weather conditions
probably combined to bring about such dreadful conditions, and while at first
the people may have been reluctant to leave traditional lands, the exodus
inland was well under way even as Auld wrote. By the second half of the
decade, Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew and her family had joined this movement,
taking with them vivid memories of the hardship and starvation they had
faced in the Hudson Bay lowlands. Their hunger persisted, however, after
they went to Norway House, so that Wash-e-soo-E’Squew's decision to
allow her son to go to Red River must have been motivated in part at least
by concern for his physical welfare. Young as he was, the boy was old
enough to understand that reasoning.

Privation during the lean years prepared Wash-e-soo-E'Squew and her
family psychologically for change, convincing them that there were alterna-
tives to starvation at York Factory, and perhaps prompting a rethinking of
Cree values and religious thought as well. When under stress, when old
ways no longer seem to work, people may be open to radical change.'® The
difficult conditions faced by the Cree and mixed bloods of York Factory
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made them willing to go in new directions in search of security, and the
movement toward Red River promised religious and educational, as well as
economic, alternatives. Thus, Wash-e-soo-E’'Squew lived at a time of
expanding possibilities, when many of her people were beginning to ques-
tion old assumptions, and aithough she undoubtedly gave up her son with
sadness, she must have done so with some understanding of the oppor-
tunity afforded him. Indeed, the choice of Sakachuwescum to be educated
may have been viewed as a singular honour.

When Wash-e-soo0-E’Squew gave her son Sakachuwescum to the mis-
sionary, he was about ten years old, just old enough to appreciate the
adventure of travel to Red River. The excitement of new discoveries shared
with his friend Pemuteuithinew would have eased the sadness of parting
with his family, and although there were undoubtedly periods of loneliness
after he settlied at the mission, his studies kept him preoccupied in the two
years before his mother’s arrival. The colony was quite different geographi-
cally from York Factory and Norway House, but it still had much that was
familiar. There was the HBC on which his family had relied for years, as well
as friends who had also made the journey south. The Cree and mixed
bloods were gathering to Red Riverfrom alloverthe HBC lands inthe 1820s,
just one of several groups, none predominant, to be found there at the time.
They represented a powerful counterbalance to the foreign culture of the
mission school and helped reduce any negative effects Henry Budd and his
friend James Hope might have experienced there.

As George van der Goes Ladd pointed out in his book Shall We Gather
At The River,'®' there were negative aspects to the evangelism of the
Church Missionary Society. Ladd provided convincing evidence that its
missionaries often confused Christian salvation with the adoption of English
civilization, with the obvious corollary that aboriginal culture had to be totally
erased in order for Native people to be acceptable to God. Considering the
type of society which existed at Red River in the early 1820s, there must
have beenresistance to this deviation fromthe Christian message, although
undoubtedly those who became members of the church were in varying
degrees influenced by it. For the students at the mission school, who were
in almost constant contact with the missionaries, the impact is likely to have
been greatest. As far as Henry Budd is concerned, however, the strength of
the cultural base he had inherited from his mother, the presence of family in
numbers, and his associations within the larger community would have
shielded him somewhat from this bias.

These conclusions modify those to which Ladd arrived in his study
“Going-Up-The-Hill: The Journey of Henry Budd.” This psychohistorical
analysis of Budd in the context of his mission school experience presupposes
a strong Cree cultural background for the boy,'? as well as a pervasive
English evangelical pedagogy, to explain what Ladd saw as the detrimental
effects of Budd’s education by the missionaries at Red River. His study also
exposes the shortcomings of evangelical child-rearing methods, contrasting
them to Cree practices which were less emotionally destructive. Ladd felt a
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traditional upbringing may have assisted Budd and the other aboriginal
students in resisting the worst effects of the system.

There are difficulties with this study. Ladd provided no proof that Budd did,
infact, have atraditional upbringing, whateverthat meant in the context ofthe
York Factory Home-Guard, whose associations with the European traders
extended over so many years. But even if we knew, there would still be
problems, because we cannot be sure how closely Budd's family
approximated existing norms. Ladd's study also portrays Budd and his fellow
students as more vulnerable than they may in fact have been. Whether or not
the theory behind evangelical pedagogy was ever consistently put into
practice is one question, but how far it could be implemented, with all its
assumptions of British cultural superiority, at the Red River mission in the
1820s is a more pertinent one. That the question has relevance is under-
scored by the bewilderment of the missionary William Cockran when, afterall
his efforts to make his students English, they remained “Indians still.”

As a mixed society with many different viewpoints, Red Riverwas aplace
where aboriginal roots still counted for something in the 1820s. Itwas notthe
Red River of later years, when an infusion of Ontario Protestants per-
manently shifted power away from the Native population.'® Rather, the
English presence was just one of several, and the church was barely
established. The mission students were not captives; they could and did
leave when they or their families became dissatisfied. Moreover, they were
not isolated from the aboriginal and mixed-blocod community, which was
growing each year. While insecure in its religious knowledge and education,
this group was far from seeing itself as inferior in other respects. Unques-
tionably, many eventually accepted the twinning of religious salvation with
English civilization, with all the tragic implications for their own aboriginal
roots and identity, but it is doubtful whether this could have been achieved
quickly. Such dualism would become entrenched only after a couple of
generations of indoctrination, and then only when it became evident that
-one’s Native background was a liability in the existing society. Clearly that
was not the case at Red River in 1820.

In such a community it is hard to imagine the racism of a William Cockran
going unnoticed, if it was as blatant in life as it was in his journals. Perhaps
it was an idiosyncrasy tolerated because the colonists needed a ministerto
teachthemthe Christian religion and assist inthe education of their children.
Ifthey had the ability to “adapt and transform. ... in order to survive in the face
of changing conditions,” as Ladd suggests, the Cree, and by extension their
mixed-blood relatives, may have had the strength and fortitude to withstand
the missionary’s folly, at least in the short run. Atthough allied politically and
often by blood to the British, they were a long-suffering people accustomed
to hardship, whose religious identification may have been with the children
of Israel, to whom some felt they were related. ™ Such a relationship could
allow themto accept the Christian message of salvation without necessarily
accepting the parochial cultural baggage the missionaries were wont te
attachto it.
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Table5
The Family of Wash-e-soo-E'Squew
Wash-e-s00-E'Squew = "Budd,” a Muskego Crec

! | I |

James Budd  Rebecea Budd Catherine Budd Nancy Budd Sarah Budd . Heary Budd
"The Cask” c 1800-1805 - 7 c1805-7 © 1805-1807 - 7 Nchowgati
< 1800 - 1829 c 1809 -'1833 <. 1810 - 1875
Elizabeth Isaac Peter Erasmus Sr. 1. Michael Rhein Alexander Elizabeth Work
or Betsy Muminawatum alias Johann c 1788-1789 - 1829 Birston ¢ 1820 - 1864
c 1806- 7 . 1794-7 Frederick Swendsen 2. Horatio Nelson <1805 -7
€ 1792 - 1849 Calder
< 1806-7
Charloue Thomas Sophia 1. Michel Janc Heary
Sophia John Catherinc Charles James Sarah
Joseph Margaret Heary Nancy Mary Ann
Elizabeth Jessy Sally Jane Elizabeth
Robert Peter 2. Sarah Jobn Work
Beajamin William Letitia Flona
Mary Mary Ann John Caroline Margaret
Ncison James Hunter
David
Eliza Letitia
Ellen Harriet

Since Budd and his classmates retained many of their traditional ways,
they would have been incredulous had the missionaries suggested that
aboriginal culture per se was incompatibie with European civilization. This
thinking was especially contradicted in Budd's own multicultural family
which had neverrestricted its Cree or European associations in his mother’s
generation or his own (Table 5). Indeed, while a brother and sister married
within the Cree community at Norway House, Budd's sister Catherine
married the Norwegian Peter Erasmus, who had been in the Napoleonic
Wars, served with the HBC, and become a respected member of the Red
River agricultural community. His sister Nancy’s first husband was Michel
Rhein of Strasbourg, France, her second Horatio Nelson Calder, the
Orkney-Cree son of a surgeon who had served at York Factory. Sally, the
sister who was with him at the school, married Alexander Birston, the
Orkney-Cree son of a retired HBC servant, and Henry himself was to marry
Elizabeth Work, the Irish-Cree daughter of an officer in the same company.
Consequently, this family was more likely characterized by a quiet con-
fidence than by any sense of its own inferiority, and its diversity of origin and
viewpoint must have broadened Budd’s outlook rather than diminished it.

Budd'’s family was also nearby during his formative years at Red River.
The arrival of his mother and sister at the mission school in 1822 and his
eldest brother in 1827 undoubtedly strengthened ties with Cree culture, ties
which were further enhanced by his sisters Catherine and Nancy who had
settled with their families at the colony in the mid-1820s. Their European
husbands undoubtedly introduced Henry to alternative views with which to
weigh the assumptions of the missionaries and to challenge some of their
worst biases. Catherine’s husband Peter Erasmus, whom Budd described
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as “our old friend Peter,”'® was a particularly independent man. In fact,
under the name Johann Frederick Swendsen or Swedson, he had been a
ringleader in a revolt over working conditions among the Norwegian
labourers at Norway House in the spring of 1815. In spite of threats from the
overseer and the pleadings of officers from Jack River nearby, the Nor-
wegians did not retum to work until their demands were met.'™ In spite of
such behaviour, Erasmus was again hired in 1823 for a two-year contract at
Brandon House in which there was a proviso that “the said Frederick
Swedson not obliged to buy dogs while employed as sawyer at Brandon
House.”'”” Erasmus was still setting conditions.

Such independence of mind was certainly common enough in the frontier
setting of Red River, and no more so than in the person of William
Hemmings Cook, another relative of Henry Budd, whose “eccentric”
opinions became well known in the colony and led to a direct confrontation
with the formidable Reverend William Cockran in 1834.'® Cockran wrote
several pages in his journal concerning his debate with Cook, whom he
described as “one of the grossest infidels that is to be met with.” The
exchange is instructive on several levels. Although Cook was obviously
baiting the clergyman, he was skeptical nevertheless about the mission of
the church and raised questions which were no doubt current at the time
among the unconverted at Red River. Cockran’s response, on the other
hand, reveals him to be a more complicated man than his written views on
Native culture might indicate. It is easy enough to dismiss him as a racist,
since he expressed so many negative opinions on aboriginal character and
culture, but then his writing style is full of hyperbole, as illustrated in the
following response to Cook’s attack on the Christian congregation:

He [Cook] was remarkably malignant against some of my professing brethren, to
which | replied, They have been 30 or 40 years under the baneful influence of
your example, and others of a similar nature. You have taught them to be
licentious, intemperate, and avaricious, and now you grumble because you do
not see those vices eradicated at once, which you have been fostering for so
many years. He said, | never thought myself accountabile for their moral conduct.
| replied, You were the Master of a post; these are the Indians with whom you
traded, the slaves whom you demoralized. Had you then done your duty, they

would have had fewer blemishes in their characters now. You findfaultwiththese
men, not because they are vicious, but because they are not perfect."’9

and

| am happy you have nothing worse to say of my congregation than what you
have stated. In the course of our conversation, you have told me you are better
than one half of them. They consist of 100 families; you have picked these failings
out of 50 of the worst of them. They are much better than | expected; | thought
that after they had witnessed such an atrocious example for so many years, that
you would have been able to have charged them with murder, adultery, incest,
theft, and all manner of intemperance and licentiousness: but no! you have only
pointed out imperfections, and imperfections which never could have been
ﬂdisw\:?ged by you, if it had not been for the light of the Gospel which shines upon
em.

Besides affirming that sin rather than race was the real enemy of the
missionary, the exchange between Cockran and Cook dramatically
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illustrates the tensions and undercurrents at Red River in the 1820s and
1830s which challenged the church’s claim to exclusive jurisdiction in matters
of faith and morals, and prevented the missionaries from exerting the kind of
control necessary to erase the Cree culture, even from the students under
their direct instruction. According to Ladd, Henry Budd's mission school
education made him withdrawn and perfectionist in response to a growing
shame over his Cree background. Yet his quiet demeanour, rather than a
defense, may have been the best evidence of his Cree upbringing which, as
Ladd points out elsewhere, probably helped him resist the worst aspects of
evangelical education. His schooling may have produced stress, but there is
no convincing evidence it did any permanent harm.

After its completion, he farmed for atime near the Lower Church (later St.
Andrews). He went there in May 1829 with his mother, brother’s widow, and
her three children, in Cockran’s words, “to raise as much wheat, barley, and
potatoes as will serve themselves and feed a few hogs, to make pork for
their own use. And | am happy to say they have managed very weil.”'"" Budd
also worked for the HBC first as a day labourer,'" then as a full-time
employee at Lac La Pluie from 1832 to 1835."" In 1836, he married
Elizabeth, the daughter of John Work,'"* who provided a dowry of £100 on
her behalf.'® With these funds, Budd was able to purchase land in addition
to the grant he had received from the HBC in 1831.""® By 1837 he was a
schoolmaster for the Church Missionary Society,'’” in which capacity he
remained until he was called to openthe mission at Cumberland. Separately
and collectively these actions indicate initiative, drive, and self-confidence.

Knowledge of Budd’s origins is essential to understanding the man. His
background, with its roots in Cree and English realities, prepared him to
walk in two worlds. It helped him adjust to the mission school and to
synthesize successfully the sometimes contradictory forces that impinged
upon him. Budd was a fervent Christian. What he and the missionaries had
incommon was far more important than the differences between them. They
were all part of a Christian subculture which faced opposition among the
unconverted, whether Cree or European. Although his journals sound much
the same as those of his non-Native contemporaries, and references to
“Indians™ might imply his identification with Europeans, one’s identity is
never a simple matter. Certainly Budd was comfortable with the English
missionaries. They had similar educations, were often interested in the
same issues, and were involved in a common cause.

Nevertheless, he also identified with the Cree, whose language and
culture had been instilled in him during his childhood. At the same time, he
rejected any traditional behaviours and beliefs he perceived as working
against their acceptance of Christianity, although his views remained
flexible. In the early years, for example, he felt the necessity to teach
converts to read and write English, because that opened the door to
salvation through the Bible. Later, when syllabics had been developed and
the scriptures became available in his Native tongue, he no longer saw that
need as crucial. His journals, which are a product of his later life, affirm again
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Figure 5. Henry Budd, Sr.
Courtesy of the Provincial Archives of Manitoba, Rupert's Land Collection21, #N10617.

and again Budd's identification with his own people and roots he never left
behind. With paternal attention, he saw to their welfare, just as in his private
life he kept close watch over his immediate and extended family.

Heritage and traditional upbringing prepared Budd to meet the challen-
ges posed by the mission school, while his keen intelligence and thoughtful
nature enabled him to acquire an education sufficient for service as a
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missionary to his own people. Based solidly on this background and a deep
and abiding commitment to his beliefs, Budd went on to build an enduring
Christian community among the Cree. His journals reveal his dedication to
this ministry, and provide a poignant testimony to the faith he demonstrated
in response to the trials and tragedies he suffered, including the premature
deaths of his wife and nine children, among whom were all four of his sons.
Budd's faith sustained him, and he continued to serve the church for the rest
of his life.

Even on the day he died, Budd was a reflection of the two cuiltural
currents which made him the man he was. In describing his last hours, his
daughter later wrote, “I caught the words ‘Abide with Me’ & ‘Rock of Ages’,
his mind seemed on holy things for he murmured words in Indian from God’s
Word.”""® Such a man, whose life represented values sacred to both
cultures, is a fitting tribute to the memory of the Cree mother who nurtured
him in his childhood, as well as to the English missionaries, who gave him
the Christian principles which guided his later life. Their combined teachings
helped build a man of “many talents,” whose life of service to others might
have been summed up in the epitaph:

Well done, thou good and faithful servant: thou hast been faithful over a few

thing§,1 | will make thee ruler over many things: enter thou into the joy of thy
Lord. .
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fo.39d; B.239/d/162, f0.59; B.239/d/163, fo.66d; B.239/d/165, fos.14d/15; B.239/d/179,
fo.13d; B.239/d/180, fo.9d; B.239/d/186, fos.22d,27d; B.239/d/188, fo.16d;
B.239/d/199b, fo.84/84d,162,168.

PAM, HBCA, Search File, Matthew Cocking.

PAM, HBCA, A.5/2, fo.176d, London Outward Correspondence, 1776-1788, letter dated
January 30, 1788; also B.239/b/79, fo.28d, York Factory Correspondence, 1794/1809,
letter dated September 1799.

Cocking's will, Borthwick Institute, Prerogative Court Probate Records, April 1799,
allowed an annuity of £6 for each of his three mixed-blood daughters and their two
surviving mothers.

Although Spry read this name as “Sen-lo-es-com,” an analysis of Cocking's will suggests
Le-lo-es-com is the name intended. “L" is written exactly the same in the words “Letter,”
“London,” “Lines,” and “Le-lo-es-com,” while “S" is formed somewhat differently. “L is
used only in Moosonee, at Moose Factory,” according to R. Faries and E.A. Watkins, A
Dictionary of the Cree Language (Toronto: Anglican Book Centre, 1938, 1986.), v.

Cocking’s daughters were probably born between 1775 and 1783. Ke-che-cow-e-com-e-
coot, described as 60 when she died in 1835, is unlikely to have been much older since
her daughter Charlotte was born in 1819 when she would have been 44. Mith-coo-coo-
man-E'Squew was probably the youngest daughter. She was 71 when she died 14
October 1853, therefore was born around 1782, the year her father returned to England.
Wash-e-soo-E'Squew then would have been the middie daughter, born some time
between 1775 and 1782,

Glyndwyr Williams, ed., Andrew Graham's Observations on Hudson Bay 1767-1791, vol.
27 (London: Hudson's Bay Record Society, 1969), 205

“8Sh,’ asound heard only among the Crees of Hudson Bay ... anyone in Hudson Bay will
discover that Sesep in the interior becomes Sheshep on the coast. It is the ‘Shibboleth’
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which distinguishes the Eastern Cree from the Western Cree Indian.” See Faries and
Watkins, A Dictionary of the Cree Language, v.

Ibid., 502. | also am indebted to Ken Paupanekis, Cree Consultant, Frontier School
Division, for his suggestions on the possible meaning of the name.

Although there are a variety of alternatives, Wash-e-soo-E'Squew is the spelling | prefer.
Itis close to the original in Matthew Cocking's will, the only change being “E'Squew” in
place of “E'Squaw.” “Squaw"” has taken on a derogatory meaning and a harsh, monosyl-
labic sound. “E'Squew" is equivalent to the Cree “Iskwao,” meaning “woman,” with the “a”
pronounced as in “made” and the “0” as in “snow.”

PAM, HBCA, B.239/c/1, fo.181, letter dated 3 February 1825 from Alex Robertson, clerk,
Norway House, to Robert Miles, accountant, York Factory.

She had actually been there since atleast 1822. Listed at Norway House in 1822-23 under
“Holmes™ were one woman, two boys, two girls, with the notation “Husband retired to
Europe.” (PAM, HBCA, B.154/e/2, fo.11d.) In September 1823, the eldest son went to
England. (Ibid., C.1/800, Ships' Logs — Prince of Wales 1823, fo.3d.) In the winter
1823-24, under “Holmes" are listed one woman, one boy under fourteen, and two girls
under fourteen. (Ibid., B.154/e/3, fos.5d/6.) “J.P. Holmes wife, Keese cow e cumacout”
also made purchases between 1827 and 1829. (Ibid., B.154/d/29, fo.51d; B.154/d/30,
fo.5d; B.154/d/33, fo.6.)

Her son James Budd, known as “Cask,” was probably there until late 1826 or early 1827
when he left to join his mother at Red River. Wash-e-soo-E'Squew visited her daughter at
Norway House in 1847 and 1849. See letters by Henry Budd to his sister Nancy Budd and
her husband Horatio Nelson Calder in the Columbia. (Provincial Archives of British
Columbia (PABC), A/E/R731/C12/B85 and A/E/R731/W921.91.) Peter Erasmus, Jr. also
mentioned his aunt at Norway House in a letter to the Calders in 1851. (lbid.,
A/E/R731/W921.91.)

PAM, HBCA, B.239/c/1, f0.201, York Factory Correspondence inward, 1808-1828,
William Hemmings Cook, Red River, to Robert Miles, accountant, York Factory, 25 May
1825. Cook's reference to the “Box" was correct. Justsuch abox had been sent from York
Factory. See PAM, HBCA B.235/d/20, fo.17d.

Mrs. Holmes lived at Norway House for a few years before following her sisters south to
the colony. She seems to have died at Red River in 1835. (PAM, M277, MG7, B7-1, St
John's Cathedral,. Burials, 1821-1900, 21, no.167, and PAM, HBCA, E.4/1b, f0.301d,
no.167, mf.4M5.)

PAM, M277, MG7, B7-1, 94, St. John's Register No.1, Entry, no. 645. The transcriptof her
baptismin the HBC register only gives the name Mary Budd. (PAM, HBCA, E.4/1a, f0.69d,
no.744, mf.4M4.)

Catherine’s scrip application identifies her mother as “Mary a half breed.” (PAM, Depart-
ment of the Interior, Dominion Lands Branch, Land Records, Métis and Original White
Settlers, “General Index to Manitoba and North West Territories Half-Breeds and Original
White Settlers, Half-Breed Heads of Families, Manitoba,” RG15, 1507:12, mf.C-11878.)
The Reverend Henry Budd's application states his mother was Mary MistaKanash. (PAM,
“Department of the Interior, Northwest Half-Breed Commission, 1885. Alphabetical List,
known as Book E in the report,” RG15, 1475:105, mf.C-11872.) There is no known
equivalent meaning for “Mistakanash” in Cree. “Mistakuya'sew” means “a large English-
man”; therefore, the name might have some reference to Wash-e-soo-E'Squew's
European background. See Faries and Watkins, A Dictionary of the Cree Language, 91,
329.

Glenbow-Alberta Institute, Peter Erasmus, 1833-1931:1. Gooderham also wrote that
Peter's mother was “an Ojibway mixed-blood” when in fact her aboriginal heritage was
Cree.

See inside back cover of Spry, Buffalo Days and Nights, for tamily chart.
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'CMS records indicate there was only one “Woman on Missionary Establishment” in

October 1822 and 1 July 1824. The 1827 census of the Red River Settliement confirms
this information. (PAM, HBCA, E.5/1, fos.8d/9, mf.4M4, *Statistical Statement of Red
River Settlement 31 May 1827.")

“James Budd, Red River Settiement, buried 21 January 1829, supposed about 30 years,
by William Cockran.” (PAM, CMS12, Class “C,” C1/0, “Orig. Letters, Journals, & Papers
Incoming, 1822-1880,” “Burials in the Territory of the Hudson's Bay Company, North
America, in the years 1828/9,” no.44, mf.A86.)

PAM, Department of the Interior, RG15, 15607:12, mf.C-11878.

*They [traders along the Bay] have almost uniformly taken up with Indian women, some
have a plurality, & even to these their cupidity is not always confined - The present Chief
of YF has three wives by whom he has a numerous issue. One he has discarded for being
old — the other two are younger & live with him at the Factory.” (PAM, Selkirk Papers,
MG2/A1, 2:376/377, mf.171, Macdonell to Selkirk, 20 May 1812. Also Ibid., 1:354/355,
Miles Macdonell, Nelson Encampment, to Selkirk, 31 May 1812, and PAM, MG 2/A1,
67:17868-9, mf. 187, Rev. Charles Bourke's journal, 1 May 1812.)

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/86, fo.57.

Nancy's scrip application states she was the daughter of William Hemmings Cook and
Kahnapawanakan. (PAM, Department of the interior, RG15, 1507:23, mf.C-11878.) Her
baptismal record in 1821 adds that her mother was a deceased Indian woman. (PAM,
HBCA, E.4/1a, f0.33d, no.11, mf.4M4.)

Her scrip application states Nancy was bornin 1785, while her burial record in 1875 claims
she was one hundred years old. (PAM, M32, MG7, B3, 15, St. Mary’s, Portage la Prairie,
Burials) Neither is accurate, as her father did not arrive at York Factory until 1786. When
baptized in 1821, Nancy had already been the country wife of James Sutherland
deceased, was currently married to William Garrioch, and was the mother of seven living
children. Therefore, she was probably born shortly after her father’s arrival.

Irene Spry describes the second wife as half-caste, but does not cite her source. Cook’s
HBC biography does the same. Still, it is probably true. Samuel, who was born c.1797,
was described as the son of a “half caste” woman, and the mother of Charles, c. 1804, was
described as "Agathas.” Since no evidence has been found that either of these men was
the son of Mary Cocking, they may have been children of the second wife. (PAM, HBCA,
E.4/1a, fo.44, n0.280 and fo.46d, no.315, mf.4M4; PAM, Department of the Interior,
RG.15, 1507:21, mf.C-11878.)

By 10 September 1816, William H. Cook had ten children, (PAM, HBCA, E.8/5, fo.128.)
Their names were Nancy, born 1787-88 (marr. 1. James Sutherland, 2. Wm. Garrioch);
Joseph c. 1792 (Catherine Sinclair); Samuel c. 1797 (isabella Gaddy); Jane, c. 1790-
1800 (1. John McNab 2. John Flett, 3. Henry Heckenberger); Jeremiah c. 1802-1804
(Eleanor Spence); Charles c. 1804-1805 (1. Nancy, 2. Catherine Anderson); Richard c.
1805 (See HBCA, B.239/a/115, fo.17d); Margaret 1808 (Wm. Sandison); Mary c. 1810
(Wm. Leask); Catherine 1815 (1. James Lyons, 2. Jos. Kirton). There may have been
anotherson named John, ¢. 1790s, as John and Joseph Cook obtained provisions at York
Factory 3 Oct 1804. (PAM, HBCA, B.239/d/127, 0.85d.) John must have died before
1816.

Wash-e-soo-E'Squew's son “The Cask” (James Budd) was born c. 1800; daughters
Catherine, wife of Peter Erasmus, born 1805; Nancy, wife first of Michel Rhein, second of
Horatio Nelson Calder, born c. 1805-1807; Nehowgatim (Sarah Budd), wife of Alexander
Birston, born about 1809; and son Sakachuwescum (Henry Budd), born no later than
1811. Another daughter at Norway House was probably born around 1800-05.

Only Kahnapawanakan and Aggathas/Mary Cocking have been clearly identified as
mothers to any of Cook’s children.

PAM, HBCA, B.235/d/1, fo.34; B.235/d/3, f0.56d; B.235/d/18, fo.60; B.235/d/20, fo.33d;
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- B.235/d/22, fo.52d; B.235/d/28, f0.36; B.235/d/34, fo.30; B.235/d/38, fo.28d; B.235/d/41,
" f0.35.
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PABC, A/E/R731/C12/Er12, letter from Peter Erasmus, Jr. to Horatio Nelson Calder, 27
June 1850.

The children of brothers (or sisters) are known as parallel cousins to each other. In Cree
kinship they are terminologically differentiated from cross cousins, who are the children
of their fathers' sisters (or mothers’ brothers).

PAM, Selkirk Papers, MG2/A1, 1:54/55, mf.171, York Factory, 1 October 1811, letter from
Miles Macdonell to Lord Selkirk. “Those parts” refers to the north side of Nelson River in
the vicinity of Seal Island. Macdonell was writing from York Factory.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/119, 10.49; B.239/d/155, fo.6d; B.239/d/155, fo.7, 14 February
1811; B.239/a/119, f0.50, 5 March 1811; B.239/a/119, f0.50d; and B.239/d/155, fo.9d.

PAM, HBCA, B.42/d/71, fo.10d, Churchill accounts, 1793/1794, “Wappy & Nancy Mr.
Jefferson's Wife & Daughter.”

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/119, f0.50d, and B.239/a/117, f0.5, entries for 24 March 1811;
B.239/d/155, f0.10, 25 March 1811.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/119, fo.51, entry for 7 April 1811, and B.239/d/155, fo.11, entry for
6 April 1811,

PAM, HBCA, B.42/d/71, fo.10d, Churchill accounts, 1793/1794, “Skunish Daughter of the
late Captn. Jonathan Fowler.” Her mother was probably Wappy, country wife to chief
factor William Jefferson of Churchill. PAM, HBCA, B.42/b/44, f0.50, states, “We have
received £13.3 of Mr Wm Jefferson for the use of his children at your Factory as last Year
vizt. To Wappee £5 To her daughter Ann [Nancy] £5 & to Squanish £3.3." Compare to
footnote 50.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/d/153, fo.16d; B.156/d/3b, fo.6; B.156/a/11, fo.4d.

See PAM, HBCA, B.239/d/155, fo.13-14d, entries dated 30 April, 12, 14 and 18 May 1811.
Although Anchuckuck was listed in the May entries, he is unlikely to have been the fourth
hunter. Between 19 April and 1 May, he was with “Wetasum" taking a packet to Churchill.
While he was away, Thuthat and Wash-e-soo-E'Squew obtained provisions on the 30
April. His close association with Thuthat after 1 May may be explained by a relationship
of some sort. In December 1810, for example, Thuthat and his son received provisions,
and two days later “Ancheeckuck™also received biscuits and oatmeal. See B.239/d/149,
fo.68, entries for 18 and 20 December. Perhaps Thuthat was father to Anchuckuck,
whose employment as a packeteer suggests a young man. On the other hand, Thuthat's
job as master of the goose tentimplies age and maturity. Thuthat's name disappears from
the records by 1812.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/119, 0.51, notes a Mr. McLaughlin was sentto Sams Creek on April
10 to prepare for the goose hunt and on April 18, Thuthat was employed “to convey Salt
& ammunition to the Northd. Goose Tent & engaged ... to conduct the business there.”
B.239/d/155, fo.11d-13, records that “five families about to leave for Sams Creek were
given salt venison on April 12, Thuthatt and 6 familys of Indians at Sams Creek received
provisions on April 19. Supplies were given to Mehaum & five families of Indians from
Sams Creek on April 29, to Thuthatand Washeho Essquoas on April 30, and to Wetasum
and Anchuckuck 1 May 1811."

One has to be cautious about assuming that all women named in the steward’s books
were widows. Jenny Johnson received provisions in her own name, even though
Keshecowethin, described as the father (or was he father-in-law?) of her son, was living.
(See PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/124, f0.78.) Wash-e-so00-E'Squew and Skunish may have
been mentioned because they were annuitants and thus had their own accounts. Still,
Thucotch, Mr. Jacobs’s daughter, was also an annuitant, and the only reference to her
found so far outside the account books is a note that her annuity was taken to her by



THE FAMILY TIES OF THE REVEREND HENRY BUDD 197

58.

59.

60.

61.
62.
63.
64.

65.
66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

_Pimme. (B.239/d/161, inside front cover.) It is the combination of information that

suggests Wash-e-soo-E'Squew and Skunish were widows by 1811.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/a/96, fo.23d. B.42/b/37, fo.12, letter from Stayner to Sutherland, 14
August 1795, lists debts of those who had gone to York under the names: Pom es cow
athinew, Tuskey, Nechowethow, Ethabiscum, Thomas Isham, Keshecow athine,
Ukemow keshick, Samashish, Jamahagun, James Wood, Bob, Sukesquatim, You Ham,
Okisk, Cauquoshish, John Moore, Mistannish.

PAM, HBCA, B.42/b/36, fo.4d. This accusation was probably true, as the London Council
had complained in its 1793 letter that furs would be better preserved if the Natives left
more faton them, to which Stayner promised in his reply thatthey could “depend on every
measure being adopted that can induce them to act as you have been pleased to direct.”
(B.42/b/44, fos.46d,48.)

For further details on this incident, see PAM, HBCA, B.42/b/37, fo.5d, 11d/12, letters
dated 19 March and 14 August 1795; B.239/a/96, fo.23d-26, entries 14 May-1 June 1794;
B.239/b/56, fo.9d and 26; also B.42/b/40, fo.3, letter from Joseph Colen to Wm Auld, 27
March 1798, where Colen mentions “Jamahoggan & Family,” as well as “Okisk, Hug-
gemowkeshick, John Peitre, etc, etc.”

PAM, HBCA, B.42/a/124, fo.4, entry for 7 September 1797.
Ibid., fo.8d, entry for 13 December 1797.
Ibid., fo.9, entry for 18 December 1797.

Ibid., fo.14, entry for 13 April 1798. Colen's letter dated 27 March 1798 is recorded in
B.42/b/40, fo.3.

See footnote 60.

PAM, HBCA, B.239/b/80, fo.1d, letter from Wm. H. Cook to Topping, Churchill, 24
September 1809, by Hookemowkeshick.

Ibid., B.239/b/80, f0.2; also B.42/b/53, fo.1, letter dated 30 September 1809 from Wm. H.
Cook to Topping by Keshecowethin indicates he (Cook) had recorded debt by
Keshecowethin and his son in the previous letter. {See footnote 66] He noted he has given
an additional 15 MB debt to them “to the Old Man 5 and to the Son 10.” ibid., B.239/B/80,
fo.2d; also B.42/b/53, fo.1, letter dated 10 December 1809 from Topping to Cook, says
letter of 30th delivered on 9 December by Wethewacappo. Topping had seen or heard
nothing of HugemowKeshick or any of his family that winter. in B.42/a/135, fo.4, entry for
9 December 1809, it reads, “Two Sn [Cree] Indians came received a letter by them from
Mr. Cook of YF who informs me he had discharged our late runaways entirely from YF
(much to his credit) but a prior letter given to one of them not yet come to hand.” These
“Two Sn Indians” must have been the father Keshecowethin, to whom Cook delivered the
letter, and the son Withewecappo, who gave it to Topping.

Ibid., B.239/d/149, fo.44d,48. Whether or not Hookemowkeshick ever reached Churchill
is unknown, but he could have been there for only a short time. While apparently a
Churchill Home-Guard, he was the eldest son of Mansee, who trapped to the east of York
Factory. (HBCA, B.239/2/26, fo.2 and B.198/d/93, fo.93a.) Perhaps one of his two wives
belonged to the Churchill Home-guard.

Ibid., B.239/a/124, fo.42d-53, esp. entry on 22 April, “sent off Keshickcow Ethin & family
to C.F. The mother of WithahweCappo being sufficiently recovered of her burnt footto be
hauld across the Nelson to her relations who are tenting there.”

See ibid., B.239/d/169, fo.4d and 6, for relevant entries and the details of the trade for
each person named. See B.239/a/121, fo.9d and 12, for the locations of their hunting
grounds.

Ibid., B.239/a/124, fo.78, “Patahootow the Son of Keshecowethin.” Or perhaps he was a
son-in-law. When Keshecowethin and his family were sent to Churchill in April 1814,
Patahhootow seems to have remained behind. He may have been one of the Fox River
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Indians mentioned 18 May 1814. (See B.239/a/124, f0.53, 56d.) Keshecowethin had a
son Tapoisa wa tum listed in the Indian Debt List 1815/1816. (B.239/d/182, fo.20d.)

Ibid., B.239/d/250, fo.20d and B.239/2/26, fo.2. Paytahootaw, Pay ta hoo we how, or
Petahootah is described as the son of Jean or Jeny Johnston.

Ibid., B.239/a/124, fo.54d, 30 April 1814.

Ibid., B.239/d/153, fos.1d, 8d, 16d, 18d. Among the Cree hunters paid for hunting geese
in 1811 were five men who could be identified with the Northern Goose Tent, namely,
Ancheckuck, Mayaham, Tuotum, Tuthat, and Woetassum.

Ibid., B.239/a/121, fos.12d, 24d/25, 26/26d; B.239/d/169, fos.6d, 9, 12d, 16/16d, 17;
B.239/d/124, f0.89d.

Ibid., B.239/d/188, fos.14d/15, York Factory General Accounts, lists Witheewecappo,
boatman, wages £4.8.9, Res. 1815/1816 Jack River, Res. 1816-17 Manitoba, Contract

expires 1817. B.239/d/195, fo.15d, lists Witheewecappo as having his winter residence
at Manitoba in 1816-17, and at Norway House in 1817-18.

Ibid., B.239/d/185, fo.5d, 6, 8d; B.239/a/124, fo.108d, 109, 119d.
Two other women were considered. Nancy, the wife of Curieyhead, who was too old, and

Elizabeth Budd, the wife of Charles Nakawao who, other evidence suggests, was a
daughter of Curieyhead and sister to Henry and Philip Budd of Norway House.

PAM, Norway House Methodist Mission, Baptisms, 1840-1889, no. 394.

“[Y]our Sister at Norway house is quite in good health and one of her Sons are hearalong
with me and | am Schooling him as much as | can...” PABC, A/E/R731/W921.91, letter
dated 11 August 1851 from Peter Erasmus, Jr. to his uncle and aunt, Horatio Nelson and
Nancy Budd Calder.

PAM, “Department of the Interior Applications of 1885 made by North West Half-Breeds,
RG15, vol.1329, Kallion-Loyer,” claim No. 1165, “Sarah Kirkness (née Steinhauer) child,”
mf.C-14939; PAM, “Department of the Interior Applications of 1886-1906, RG15,
vol.1352, Ignace-Kwenis,” Claim 2970, “James Kirkness for his deceased children,”
mf.C-14978.

PAM, HBCA, B.154/d/2a, fo.21d; B.154/d/2b, fo.53d/54; B.154/d/5, fo.6d/7 and 59d/60;
B.154/d/7, f0.77d; B.154/d/11, f0.32.

Ibid., B.154/a/10, 25 December 1822 and 23 May 1823,
Ibid., E.4/1a, f0.167, No.1756, mf.4M5.

PAM, “Department of the Interior, Applications of 1886-1906, RG15, vol. 1338, Brecklaw-
Budd,” Claim 2122, mf.C-14954.

PAM, HBCA, B.154/a/7, fos.8d/9, 12d, 15, 19d. Norway House Joumal, 24 and 31
December 1818, 11 February 1819, 8 March 1819, and 23 May 1819.

Ibid., B.154/d/7, fo.77d.

Ibid., B.154/a/8, p.12/13, 17/18, and 21. Entries for 28/29, and 31 December 1819, 1
January 1820, 4 and 7 February 1820, 7 March 1820.

Ibid., B.154/a/8, p.20, 26 February 1820.

Ibid., B.239/d/218, fos.29d, 30d, 31d, 34d. Entries for August 5, 12, and 19, and 9
September 1820. See also B.198/d/93b, fo.22d, 28, 31, 48d.

Ibid., E.4/1b, f0.302d, no.15, mf.4M5, William Hope (Weethaweecapo), Indian Settle-
ment, buried 15 December 1836, aged 55 years, by Wm. Cockran. Therefore, he was
born ¢.1781. Wash-e-soo-E'Squew was bom ¢.1777-1781. See Footnote 67 above for
evidence Keshecowethin was a generation earlier.

PAM, CMS9, Class “C,” C.1/0, “Orig. Letters, Journals & Papers (incoming) 1822-1880,"
mf.A83. Letter dated 13 January 1853 at Nepowewin from Henry Budd to Rev. J. Tucker.
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See Winona L. Stevenson, “Our Man in the Field': The Status and Role of a CMS Native
Catechist in Rupert's Land,” Journal of the Canadian Church Historical Society 33, no. 1
(April 1991): 65.

Michael Payne, The Most Respectable Place in the Territory: Everyday Life in Hudson's
Bay Company Service, York Factory, 1788 to 1870 (Ottawa: Canadian Government
Publishing Centre, 1989), 27-49.

PAM, HBCA, A.30/2, fo.52d; A.30/3, f0.63d.

Her sister Ke-che-cow-e-com-g-coot was country wife consecutively to Englishmen
Thomas Stayner and John Pocock Holmes. Her sister Mith-coo-coo-man-E'Squaw was
married to Englishman William Hemmings Cook.

Her background had distinct advantages in the fur-trade country of York Factory, and it
proved no impediment to her family's fortunes after she joined other mixed-blood people
atRed Riverin 1822.

Although one has to be careful about generalizations, silence and keen observation were
valued by the Cree, as both were necessary to survival in a hunting culture. In more
traditional communities, these traits are still noticeable today. | recall discussing this some
years ago with a Mohawk woman from Kahnawake, who with self-directed humour
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The Quest for Pasquatinow: An Aboriginal Gathering
' Centre in the Saskatchewan River Valley
David Meyer, Terry Gibson and Dale Russell

ABSTRACT. Pasquatinow is a Cree toponym which is recorded in eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century accounts pertaining to the Saskatchewan River valiey. The prominent portrayal of
Pasquatinow on nineteenth-century maps and repeated references to it in the fur trade and
other writings suggest that this location was important to the aboriginal occupants of the
Saskatchewan River valley. This site, which occupies a well elevated, sandy valley top at the
western edge of the Saskatchewan River delta, was recently located. Extensive archaeological
deposits (Site FkMs-2) are present here, stretching almost a kilometre along the valley rim.
Pasquatinow is interpreted as the location at which a regional band (perhaps 200-400 persons)
congregated annually in pre- and post-contact times. As such, itis one of several such centres,
regularly spaced along the Saskatchewan River.

SOMMAIRE. Pasquatinow est un toponyme cri qui apparaitdans les compte-rendus du XVIII®
et XIX® sigcle ayant trait 4 la vallée de ia riviére Saskatchewan. La place importante accordée
& Pasquatinow sur des cartes du XIX® siécle et les nombreuses références a ce site dans la
traite de la fourrure et dans divers récits prétent a penserqu'il s'agissait d'un site important pour
les Autochtones occupant la vallée de la riviere Saskatchewan. Ce site qui occupe le haut
d'une vallée sablonneuse sur F'extrémité ouest du delta de la riviere Saskatchewan a été
récemment retrouvé. On y trouve des dépdts archéologiques importants (site FkMs-2) qui
s'étendent sur prés d'un kilométre le long de la vallée. On pense que le site de Pasquatinow
est I'endroit ol une bande régionale (peut-étre de 200 4 400 personnes) se réunissait chaque
année avant etaprés le contactavec les Européens. En tantque tel, c'est'un de plusieurs sites
de ce genre qui s’échelonnent le long de la riviére Saskatchewan.

Introduction

Inthe late 1600s, those Europeans who beganto trade with the residents
of northern Saskatchewan and Manitoba found that thousands of locations
and landforms throughout the boreal-forest region had been named by the
first peoples. Since the Cree language was the lingua franca of the fur trade
in interior western Canada, most of the European traders gained some
grasp of this tongue and learned from the Crees the local place names. In
particular, they used and recorded a series of Cree toponyms along the
Saskatchewan River' (Figure 1). Most of these referred to the locations at
which the largest annual aggregations of peoples occurred.

“Pasquatinow” was one of these named places. It appears on
nineteenth-century maps as “Pasquatinow™ or “Pasquatinow Hill,”® posi-
tioned on the north side of the Saskatchewan River, a few kilometres
downstream from Tobin Rapids (Figure 1). One of the authors, David Meyer,
has long been intrigued by these references to Pasquatinow. Therefore,
during the summer of 1989 he, with another of the authors, Terry Gibson,
travelled to the central part of the Saskatchewan River valley to try to locate
the site. They were encouraged by the results of their 1989 visit and returned
in the summer of 1990 to make a more formal investigation of the region.
The following is a presentation and analysis of historical, geographical,
archaeological and ethnographic information relating to this location. In
particular, Pasquatinow will be discussed as an example of a seasonal
aggregating centre, in relationship to the larger settliement pattern of the
aboriginal hunters and gatherers of the Saskatchewan River valley.
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Figure 1. The Saskatchewan River valley, showing the extent of the Saskatchewan River delta. Some Cree
place names are also shown.

Topography of the Pasquatinow Area

Pasquatinow is located on the Saskatchewan River, precisely at the
point of transition between the Carrot River lowlands on the west and the
Saskatchewan River delta (or, Cumberland Lake lowlands) on the east.*
This part of the Carrot River lowlands lies on the flat (former) bed of glacial
Lake Agassiz. It is an area of very low relief, characterized by the sandy
strandlines of the latter glacial lake and by the remnants of distributary
channels through which the waters of the Saskatchewan River flowed into
this glacial lake.

Travelling downstream in 1910, William Mcinnes of the Geological
Survey of Canada described the descent into the Saskatchewan River delta
in this way:

For a short distance, where the river contracts at Tobin and Squaw Rapids, the
banks are again steep and high, but below the rapids fall away to a height of 10
feet or less and continue low to the mouth. This long stretch of river-valley
extending to Grand rapids near the mouth, has the character of an estuary, in
which the low, flat land is broken only by a few ridges of boulder clay... The
elevation of the land above the general river level is not more than 10 feet, and in
many places is much less, so thatin periods of flood the river overflows its banks
and spreads over nearly all this low-lying land.
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The low, fiat country forms a broad belt along this part of the river, extending
" northerly from the river for 15 miles, and southerly for 25 miles to the base of the

Pasquia Hills.®
More generally, the Saskatchewan River delta has been described as “a
gently sloping plain about 30 miles wide and 120 miles long,” extending
from just below Tobin Rapids east to Cedar Lake. Almost all of the elevated
land within the delta consists of levees which border either the Sas-
katchewan River or channels in which it has flowed in the distant past.”
Levees also border a number of smaller streams which flow into the delta.
One of the former channels of the Saskatchewan River is the Sipanok,
which trends southeast and eventually joins the Carrot River (Figure 1). The
latter river empties into the Saskatchewan River at The Pas. Also within the
delta are numerous lakes and marshes.

Historical Accounts

in order to understand the historical references to Pasquatinow and
environs, it is necessary to consider some of the changes in the course of
the Saskatchewan River which have occurred over the past two centuries
(Figure 2). Just downstream of Pasquatinow, the Saskatchewan Riveronce
executed a sharp 5 km long turn to the north. This produced a tongue of land
which was known in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries as Mosquito
Point.? In the first half of the 1870s there was a dramatic natural event (an
“avulsion”), the exact details of which do not seem to have been recorded;
however, due to some combination of ice jams the spring floodwaters of the
Saskatchewan River were diverted north from Mosquito Point, following Zig
Zag Creek for 4 km. At this point the river waters left Zig Zag Creek and
surged northward, eroding a new, 1.5 kmlong channel through to the Torch
River.’ Either at the same time, or within two or three years, the river also
gouged a “trench” across the base (south end) of Mosquito Point, forming
the “Cut-off.”™® As a result, Mosquito Point became surrounded by river
channels and now appears on topographic maps as Anderson Island. At
present, the new channel (post-1873) carries most of the water of the
Saskatchewan River, emptying it into the west end of Cumberland Lake.
The old channel (pre-1873) only flows during periods of high water.

Pasquatinow regularly appeared on nineteenth-century maps, the ear-
liest of which accompanied Sir John Franklin’s account of his travels
published in 1823."" On that map it is shown as a prominent hill on the north
side of the Saskatchewan River, opposite the mouth of the Sipanok Chan-
nel. Other nineteenth-century maps, such as the Palliser end map,'? also
show “Pasquatinow Hill"; however, it is evident that the information on this
latter map, and others, was recopied from the information on the Franklin
map. Pasquatinow Hill also appears on Dominion of Canada maps
produced in the 1880s under the direction of Edouard Deville, chief inspec-
tor of surveys of Canada.

We have not attempted an exhaustive search for historical accounts of
Pasquatinow but have reviewed several references to this location. The
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Figure 2. Saskatchewan River and Zig Zag Creek reconstructed to their approximate, pre-1870s channels,
showing Peter Fidler's survey courses.
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earliest of these is by a Hudson’s Bay Company employee, Matthew
Cocking. According to the unpublished version of Cocking’s journal, in the
course of journeying up the Saskatchewan River in 1772, his party portaged
across the base of Mosquito Point on 6 August.” Just before camping for
the night, they passed the head of the Sipanok Channel. It is possible that
they camped at Pasquatinow, because in his log entry for the next day
Cocking noted: “the Natives call this part Pusquatinow from its being the
termination of the woody Country.”** The next reference to Pasquatinow
occurs five years later, again by Cocking. By this time he was in charge of
Cumberland House and on 13 May 1777 he made this journal entry:

Two Indians arrived having left their Canoe in Saskachiwan River, brought little

or nothing with them: They tell me that they came from the Place called

Puskwatinow (i.e.) high bare ground — about One Third of the way between this
Place and the Pedlers nearest Settlement. '

Cocking’s obervations, therefore, place Pasquatinow just upstream from
Mosquito Point and provide a translation of the Cree name. We also learn
that Crees were camping here in the spring.

More precise locational information is provided some years later by
another Hudson’s Bay Company trader and surveyor, Peter Fidler. His
account of a survey trip up the Saskatchewan River in the autumn of 1792
is held in the Hudson’s Bay Company Archives.'® Traversing the western
portion of the Saskatchewan River delta, his observations of compass
directions and distance estimates for each stretch of the Saskatchewan
River make it reasonably straightforward to follow his course (Figure 2). His
notations of landmarks such as islands and creek mouths are also very
helpful. On 12 September 1792, Fidler's party reached ‘the head of Stur-
geon river on North side — sometimes pass thro it in canoes, but itis farther
about than to keep the Saskatchewan — it is partly supplied by this river —
& 2 small rivulets that fall into it from the North.”"” In other words, they had
passed the head of Zig Zag Creek, at the northern extremity of Mosquito
Point.

Fidler's party canoed on for another one-half mile on a southwesterly
course and then put up for the night. As indicated by the following quote,
Fidler's first courses for the moming of 13 September were SEbE1 and
S1/4, at which point they reached a small island (judging by contemporary
aerial photographs and maps, this island no longer exists):

At4 1/2 AM, gotunderway, went SEbE1-S 1/4 a small Isld. SWbS 2 1/2, a pretty
high bank on the North side, called Pes coo tin naw — a stony shore — T_?_ etc
—this is the firstappearance of agood dry place since we left Oo pas quiaw|[The
Pas]— it only extends about 1/4 mile along theriver & is the termination of asmall
hill from within — put out the Tracking Line & Tracked the Canoes — all below,
paddling & _?etting with poles. low _ ? _ steep banks, etc. — & several small
willow Islands — went along the North side SW 3/4 the head of Sepannuck or the
Carrot river on South side that falls into this river a littie above Oo pas quiaw ...'2

Fidler's account, therefore, indicates that Pasquatinow (“Pes coo tin naw”)
is on the north side of the riverbank, and in the vicinity of the head of the
Sipanok Channel.
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Additional information about Pasquatinow is provided by the travel diary
of Alexander Henry the Younger. In August 1808, his party travelled up the
Saskatchewan River. Having passed Mosquito Point, Henry wrote:

At this place, which is called Barren hill, commences the first range of high land
on this river; on the N., where the land is elevated near 100 feet, the soil is yeliow
sand covered only with short grass. The hill is a delightful spot, compared with
the low marshy country we have passed, but the surrounding country looks
wretched; it is overgrown with the same wood as below, which in many places
appears to have been ravaged by fire, the trees lying across each other in every
direction.'®

While Henry does not refer to this location as Pasquatinow, the editor
(Coues) does propose this identification. This is almost certainly correct
since Pasquatinow is the Cree word paskwatinow, “bare/bald hill” and it is
apparent that Henry has simply provided an alternate English translation
(“Barren hill").

A more recent reference to Pasquatinow occurs in the official report of
Otto J. Kiotz, a surveyor employed by the Canadian government. He
travelled the Nelson and Saskatchewan rivers in 1884 and made this
observation:

About opposite the head of the Sepenock Channel there is an elevation called

Pasquatinas, meaning, in Cree “the little bare hill”; Sepenock meaning “a narrow
channel making an island."%°

It is puzzling that Klotz employed this variant form, “Pasquatinas,” with the
diminutive suffix — evidently paskwatinis, which Klotz correctly transiated
as “the little bare hill.” However, the fact that Klotz recorded this place name
in the diminutive is evidence that he obtained his information locally, and did
not simply refer to existing maps.

Therefore, these accounts and maps indicate that the rise of land named
Pasquatinow is onthe north side of the Saskatchewan River, approximately
across from the entrance to the Sipanok Channel. It is composed of a
deposit of yellow sand that forms a valley side which rises nearly 30.5 m
{100 ft.) above the river and on its summit is/was a meadow. As well, the
riverbank at the base of this elevation is rocky — the first appearance of a
stony river’s edge on the western edge of the Saskatchewan River delta.

The Search

During our initial visit to this region on 15-16 July 1989, we walked about
1.5 km of valley side and found one location which we thought could be
Pasquatinow (Figure 3). This was on the north side of the Saskatchewan
River valley, roughly opposite the head of the Sipanok Channel. In the
winter of 1989-90, we decided to organize a more formal project and
subsequently obtained the requisite archaeological research permit. We
intended to expand our walking reconnaissance, to dig some trowel holes,
and to collect artifacts as warranted. In particular, we had noted a
topographic high mapped just west of the south end of Anderson Island
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Figure 3. Map showing twenty-five-foot contour lines and section of riverbank searched between Anderson
Island and the area across from the head of the Sipanok Channel.

(Figure 3). It seemed that this could be the location of a hill (and, therefore,
Pasquatinow) and so we determined to examine it in the summer of 1990.

Upon our return, on 25 August 1990 we first searched the forest on the
west side of the entrance to the abandoned channel on the west side of
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Figure 4. View of Pasquatinow from the Saskatchewan River, looking northeast. The arrows in the centre of
the photograph indicate the locations of two grassy openings on the valiey edge. The arrow on the right
indicates the eastern end of Pasquatinow, beyond which is the Saskatchewan River delta.

Anderson Island. We found that there was no elevated area and that the
topographic high shown on the map was not evident on the ground. We
walked a substantial portion of the forest bordering the north side of the
riverbank between Anderson Island and the area across from the entrance
to the Sipanok Channel (Figure 3).

In this entire area, the only terrain feature which corresponds to the
historical descriptions of Pasquatinow is the valley top on the north side of
the Saskatchewan River, across from the entrance to the Sipanok Channel.
Therefore, we have accepted this as the location of Pasquatinow: first, this
is where Peter Fidler and O.J. Klotz located it; second, the valley side here
is composed of fine yellow sand, just as described by Alexander Henry;
third, there are two meadows on the valley top, corresponding to Alexander
Henry’s observation of the grassy summit of Pasquatinow; fourth, stones
and rocks which are absent immediately downstream are abundant on the
riverbank here, and Peter Fidler noted that it is at Pasquatinow that the first
stony shore appears; fifth, this locale is the first high land on the western
edge of the delta, just as described by Alexander Henry; sixth, there is a
major archaeological site at this location, which would be expected of an
important camping place. The official archaeological designation of this site
is FkMs-2.

A Description of Pasquatinow

When we first visited this area, our attention was immediately drawn to
the treeless openings (Figure 4) along the valley summit across from the
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Figure 5. Meadow on the valley top at Pasquatinow, looking west.

head of the Sipanok Channel. These meadows on the valley rim were
obvious even from a distance of a kilometre away, out on the river. The
valley summit is about 15m (50 ft.) above the river, with one smali area rising
above 23m (751t.) (Figure 3). The valley side here is a huge deposit of yellow
sand, the edge of a large area of stabilized sand dunes which stretches
away to the north. While this dune area becomes quite hummocky a few
hundred metres north of the valley rim, at the rim itself the terrain is fairly flat.

The valley rim here supports a fringe of poplars which gives way on the
north to an open jack pine forest. There is very littie shrubbery within the
latter forest, although biueberries and bearberries form a mat over the forest
floor. Intwo locations, both hugging the valley rim, there are small meadows
(Figure 5). In both cases, young poplars appear to be invading the margins
of these grassy areas.

One of the meadows extends east-west along the valley edge for 30m
and is 18mwide north-south. The second meadow is positioned some 60 m
to the west and is larger, stretching along the valley rim for 45 m. We
collected two samples of grasses from the former meadow. Dr. Vernon
Harmes of the Fraser Herbarium, University of Saskatchewan, has iden-
titied one of the samples as Kentucky bluegrass, an introduced European
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Figure 6. The sandy valley side at Pasquatinow, looking north. Note the rocky shore and the figure standing
atthe water's edge. .

species, and the other as sand reed grass, Calamagrostis longifolia, a
species characteristic of the Prairies to the south. Dr. Harmes pointed out
that this location is an extension of the known range of the latter species, as
the nearest known occurrence is some 80 km to the southwest, south of the
town of Nipawin. Sand reed grass is the dominant grass of both of the small
meadows.

The valley side at Pasquatinow is steep and, except for the upper
quarter, supports a forest of young aspens, with willows just above the river-
bank (Figure 6). The upper part of the valley side is sparsely vegetated, and
sand is exposed in many areas; however, judging by the many rocks
exposed on the river’s edge here (Figure 6), this deposit of sand must rest
on glacial till.

Archaeological Observations

A 375 m long stretch of the outer edge of the valley rim is exposed in a
narrow “cutbank,” up to .5 m high, below which is a steep slope of slumped
sand (Figure 7). Some portions of the upper valley side have been trampled
by the resident elk and are free of vegetation. Apparently, these elk search
out areas near the valley top where they can stand in the breeze in an
attempt to escape their insect tormentors. There are, therefore, some
sizeable areas of open sand here, which we examined for visible
archaeological remains.
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Figure 7. The eroding upper edge of the valley side at Pasquatinow, looking west.

Along the cutbank we observed an intermittent scatter of archaeological
materials (Table 1), all originating from the thin, exposed “A” horizon
(topsoil) within a few centimetres of the surface. These included bone
fragments, bits of fire-cracked rock and some lithic debitage. A well-incised
elk trail follows the valley summit, while another, roughly parallel trail is
situated deeper in the forest (up to 40 m north of the valley rim). We walked
these trails and regularly observed fire-cracked rock. Indeed, some pieces
of fire-cracked rock were noted on the forest floor outside of the elk trails. It
is very unusual to find visible archaeological materials in undisturbed areas
within the boreal forest. We must conclude, therefore, that the occupational
remains here are prolific and concentrated.

We examined the eroding edge of the valley rim very carefully and set up
a temporary datum from which to take measurements. This datum is a
poplar tree which is located on the east side of a rise (1.5 m) in the central
area of the site. We blazed this tree on its east and west sides to allow its
identification over the next few years. Since the cultural materials in the cut
bank tended to occur in clusters, we measured the distance from the datum
tree to each of the concentrations, made notes on the materials visible in
each concentration and coliected some samples.
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Table 1

Observations of Archaeological Materials

Distance from Datum CutbankExposure Elk Trail Exposure
OmE 4 pieces fcr* 1 piece fer
15mE scatter of unburmed and
calcined bone fragments
18mE 4 pieces fcr
2mE 1 piece fcr
245mE 1 fragment clamshell
33mE 1 piece fcr
42mE 1 piece fcr, 1 unburned bone
fragment, 2 SRC™* flakes
45mE 3 small unburned bone fragments
485mE exposed hearth — 2 pieces fcr,
ashes, many small fragments of
calcinedbone
S50mE many small fragments of calcinedbone
565mE 1 piece fcr, 1 bumed and 5
calcined bone fragments
61mE 2 large mammal long bone fragments,
1 piece fcr
64.5-66 ME 2 SRC flakes, 1 quariz flake,
1 shale flake, 1 bird bone
fragment, many small fragments
of caicinedbone
70.5-72mE 1 piece burned limestone, many
small fragments of calcined bone
75E major hearth exposed — 13 pieces
fcr, charcoal fragments, 3 fragments of
unburnedbone - including one section
of large mammal rib
77.5mE 1 rim sherd, 1 basalt flake, 1fragment
unburnedbone
86.5mE 1 SRC uniface, 1 burned and 6
unburned bone fragments
96 mE 1 flake SRC, 1 flake basalt, 2
fragments burnedbone
108.5mE 1 flake SRC, 1 piece fcr, many
small fragments of calcined bone
115.5mE numerous small fragments of 1 piece fer
burned and unbumedbone
1425mE 10 pieces fer
167mE 1fer
9.5mwW 1 fer
116mwW 1fer
418mW 1 split phalanx moose,
1 unburned bone fragment
45mwW 1 SRC flake, 1 piece beaver mandible,
numerous unburned bone fragments
473 mW 1 fcr, numerous bone fragments
625 mwW 1 shale gouge blade, 1 endscraper
2 pieces fer, numerous caicined
bone fragments
81-85mwW 1 shale core fragment, 1 piece
schist, 1 piece fcr, numerous fragments
of unbumed and calcinedbone
159mwW 4 pieces fcr
165-166 mW numerous fragments unburnedbone
197-199 mW 4 SRC flakes, 1 burned and several
unburnedbone fragments, 1 first
phalanx deer
207 mW 1 piece fcr
* fire-cracked rock **Swan River chert
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Figure 8. Fire-cracked rocks and ashes eroding from a hearth exposed in the valley top at Pasquatinow.

The materials observed within and beyond each of the clusters are listed
in Table 1. Most striking are the major hearths, at 48.5 m east and 75 m east
(Figure 8); however, several smaller hearths are represented by smaller
concentrations of fire-cracked rock in association with burned and calcined
bone fragments.

Of particular interest is a pottery rimsherd which we found at 77.5 m east
of datum. This rimsherd (Figure 9a) has a maximum thickness of 10 mm and
tapers to a thickness of 4 mm at the narrow, uneven lip. Both the interior and
exterior surfaces are essentially smooth, although the interior bears some
broad striations, evidently a resuit of wiping with a coarse material. The
exterior does not bear any striations but is not perfectly smooth. The broken
edges of the sherd reveal the presence of two fragments of grey rock. These
are rounded pebbles which, with some other white flecks, may have been
natural inclusions in the clay. There is no evidence of the grit temper which
is characteristic of pre-contact pottery in central Saskatchewan. All of the
exterior surfaces are yellow-brown to reddish, evidence that this vessel was
fired in an oxidizing atmosphere. Generally, the interiors of such vessels,
and the interiors of individual sherds, are black (fired in a reducing atmos-
phere). The fact that the breaks on this sherd are yellow-brown in colour is
evidence that this vessel cracked in the course of firing and the surfaces
exposed by the cracks were also oxidized.

We also recovered three stone tools. At 62.5 m west of datum we found
a gouge and an endscraper, in association with a cluster of calcined bone
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Figure 9. Artifacts from Pasquatinow: a) rim sherd; b) gouge; c) end scraper; d) uniface; e) file fragment.
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fragments and two pieces of fire-cracked rock. The gouge (Figure 9b) is of
hard, gray-green shale which has been bifacially flaked on all of its margins.
One surface is flat, the other convex, resulting in a plano-convex cross
section. The working edge was flaked to form a hollow bit which had been
lightly ground on the dorsal surface. The cutting bits of these tools are
believed to have been periodically reflaked and then ground to a sharp
edge. It appears that one last attempt had been made at reshaping the bit
onthis tool. When it became apparent that this would not be successful, the
tool was discarded. This gouge is 81 mm long, 42 mm wide, and 29 mm
thick. With the gouge was a tiny endscraper of fine-grained Swan River
chert (Figure 9¢), 16 mm long, 16 mm wide, and 5 mm thick. The ventral
surface is unworked, with all flaking restricted to the working edge which has
an angle of 55°.

We found a third stone tool 86.5 m east of the datum. This is a large,
relatively thin flake of coarse Swan River chert (Figure 9d), the longest
margin of which has been unifacially flaked, as has a portion of an adjacent
margin. The ventral surface is not worked and this tool is 77 mmlong, 46 mm
wide, and 11 mm thick.

Lithic debitage was observed in relatively modest numbers. This totalled
eight flakes of Swan River chert, one flake of white quartz, one flake of hard
shale, and two flakes of basalt. Also present was a core fragment of hard
shale. All of these materials are characteristic of this part of Saskatchewan,
as evidenced by the results of the large-scale, multiyear archaeological
work whichwas conducted in the Nipawin area in the first half of the 1980s.?'

At 61 m east and 6.5 m north of the cutbank edge, we noted two pieces
of fire-cracked rock protruding from the surface. We trowelled away the
humus and found another three pieces of this rock. Then we dug a small
trowel hole, about 20 cm across and 15 cmdeep. All that this produced was
a section of a broken file (Figure 9¢). In width, this fragment tapers from 26
mmto 23 mm and it is 6 mm thick. According to Olga Klimko: “The sides are
double cut with about 20 teeth per inch, while one edge has a float or single
cut with about 20 teeth per inch. The other edge is too corroded for
observations.”? Because files have changed very little over time, it is not
possible to determine the age of this specimen; however, the heavy
encrustation of rust present on some parts would be consistent with a date
in the nineteenth century or earlier.

With regard to the faunal remains, the larger pieces were sections of
ungulate bones which had been smashed, often producing spiral fractures.
The faunal remains also included a section of a beaver mandible, the first
phalanx of a deer, a split phalanx of a moose, and a fragment of a bone from
alarge bird (Table 1).2

As noted above, the site datum is on the eastern edge of a slight rise on
the valley rim. This undulation is about 20 m wide (east-west) and about 1.5
m high. The exposed edge of the valley rim here revealed an almost
continuous exposure of bits of burned and caicined bone, along with some
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pieces of fire-cracked rock. It is possible that this slight rise contains the
greatest concentration of occupational remains at this site. In any case, itis
evident that archaeological materials are particularly abundant in the area
extending east fromthis rise for about 115 m. To the west of this low rise, the
exposed archaeological materials are less frequent, becoming very sparse
beyond 85 m west. In short, the main occupation here extends along the
valley edge for about 200 m, between 85 m west and 115 m east. However,
we found evidence of occupation well beyond this central concentration.
Very intriguing is a set of three depressions, around 164 m east of datum.
Two of these are 5 m apart and 37 m north of the valley rim. The more
easterly is about 1.5 min diameter, its sides sloping downto adepth of about
40 cm. A stone protruded from the leaf mold on the south side of this
depression and upon trowelling away the humus, we found four more
stones. As well, a sixth rock was found on the north side of the depression.
This is not fire-cracked rock, four being limestone and the remainder
Precambrian rocks. The depression on the west is slightly larger but we
found no rocks here, despite probing the soil with a trowel tip. Some 10 mto
the south is a smaller depression, about 40 cm in diameter and 20 cm deep,
with no rocks in association. Even more distant from the central section of
the site is a cluster of fire-cracked rock on an elk trail 256 m east of datum
and 30 m north of the valley rim.

Looking to the west, inthe course of our 1989 visit we followed the elk trail
along the valley rim for 1,040 paces, nearly a kilometre west of the datum
point. At 546 paces west we encountered a concentration of five pieces of
fire-cracked rock while there was a similar cluster on the trail at 624 paces.
At 700 paces west we began to ascend the topographic high shown on the
topographic map (Figure 4). The valley rim at this point rises over 24 m (75
ft.) above the river; however, the river, at a distance of .4 km, is hidden by
trees and one has the sense only of being in the midst of a large forest. At
present, therefore, this location is not attractive for camping because the
river is not readily accessible.

Archaeological interpretation

It is apparent that a very large archaeological site is present at
Pasquatinow, extending at least .9 kilometre along the valley rim. A central
area about 200 min length appears to contain the greatest concentration of
archaeological remains. Most of these remains appear to be pre-contact in
age, including lithic debitage, three stone tools and a rim sherd. Many of the
hearths, as well, are likely pre-contact. The only evidence of post-contact
occupation is the piece of afile.

The most puzzling features here are the three previously described
depressions which are grouped 30-40 m north of the valley edge. It is
possible that these depressions are natural (for example, uprooted trees);
however, the cluster of stones at one of these reflects human involvement
as stones do not occur naturally in the dune sand.

On the basis of the limited recoveries, it is difficult to assess either the
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time period of the pre-contact occupation(s) or its cultural affiliation. The
gouge blade is similar in size, workmanship and material to adze and celt
blades found in Laurel and Selkirk assemblages in northern Manitoba and
Saskatchewan. However, the puzzling aspect of this artifact is the fact that
this is the first gouge blade to be recovered from northern Saskatchewan.
The potsherd is also puzzling. It narrows to the lip, a characteristic of Laurel
{and Avoniea) pottery. However, given the strong curvature of the sherd it is
likely that it derives from a small bowl and it is probable that it was simply a
quickly made “pinch” pot. This interpretation is supported by the lack of the
normal grit temper, suggesting that the usual careful preparation of pottery
clay did not occur. Pinch pots need not conform to the usual pottery-making
styles, and so this pot could as likely be a Selkirk as a Laurel vessel. Inthe
Saskatchewan River valley, Laurel occupations generally date about A.D.
500-1000, while Selkirk occupations date ca. A.D. 1450-1700.%

Although we recovered only a few identifiable faunal remains, these
reflect the hunting of birds and a variety of animals, including beaver, moose
and deer. These materials are too few to allow a determination of the
- season(s) during which this site was occupied.

Congregating Centres in the Saskatchewan River Valley

Hunters and gatherers throughout the world employ systematic seasonal
rounds by which they endeavour to position themselves appropriately within
their territories as food resources become available for harvesting.®
Through much of the year these peoples live in small social units, often
composed of several closely related families (25-40 persons), in relative
isolation. These groups are sometimes referred to as “local bands.”® At
least once a year, all or most of the local bands in a particular region may
congregate at some location within their territory. This grouping of local
bands has beentermed the “regional band.”” These gatherings may involve
afew hundred individuals and serve vital cultural and social needs.? Major
religious ceremonies are celebrated, marriages are arranged, and disputes
are settled.

The Cree who occupied the Saskatchewan River delta in the 1700s and
1800s were hunters and gatherers whose social organization conformed to
the above outline. During some periods of the year, the population was
dispersed in small social units; at other times, larger social aggregations
occurred. The fur-trade and church-missionary accounts provide evidence
thatinthe late winter/early spring (before breakup) the occupants of various
parts of the Saskatchewan River valley moved to gathering places such as
Opaskweyaw (The Pas), Nipowiwinihk® (Nipawin) and Pehonan (Ft. a la
Corne)® (Figure 1). In the historic records, these gatherings were some-
times referred to as “rendezvous.”' At these locations these Cree built new
(orrefurbished old) canoes and waited for the waterfowl to return. Then, with
the onset of the major spring fish-spawning runs, this food resource was
harvested.® In particular, fish weirs were extensively used within the
Saskatchewan River delta.* They were often maintained into the summer,
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when sturgeon became an important food sou rce.> Major ceremonies, such
as the Goose Dance,* were held at these gathering centres. For example,
the Reverend Henry Budd described the annual spring ceremonial round at
Pehonan.* Eventually, the spring aggregation broke up into smaller groups
for the latter part of the summer. It should be noted, also, that small numbers
of people could be found camping at the congregating centres at aimost any
season — if local food resources were abundant.

In contrast to Pettipas,”” we see the various regional bands of the
Saskatchewan River valley as oriented to centralbases, in both pre-contact
and historic times. Indeed, the congregating centres may have been
occupied for two months or more, each spring and early summer. A smaller
scale aggregation sometimes occurred at the gathering centres in the
autumn, before the winter dispersal.

This contact period seasonal round may be considered a useful analog
for pre-contact times. Indeed, archaeological investigations at
Nipowiwinihk, Opaskweyaw, and Pehonan provide evidence that the cul-
tural deposits in each case are massive and extensive. Opaskweyaw has
been used for at least 3,500 years® and Nipowiwinihk for at least 5,000
years.* At the latter location, the authors have been involved in extensive
excavations of Selkirk sites (ca. A.D. 1400-1700) and found them to have
‘been occupied in the spring. A small amount of archaeological work was
conducted at Pehonan in the summer of 1985,* sufficient to show that the
extent and age of the archaeological remains there are comparable to those
at Nipowiwinihk.

Pasquatinow as a Regional Centre

We do not have for Pasquatinow the substantial historical documentation
which exists for locations such as Opaskweyaw, Nipowiwinihk and
Pehonan, nor the extensive archaeological data which are available for
Opaskweyaw and Nipowiwinihk; however, our archaeological observations
do confirm it as a major regional camping place. Indeed, aside from the
archaeological evidence, the fact that its summit is described historically as
bare of trees and covered with grass may be taken as an indicator of
intensive camp use. In the boreal forest, trees are largely absent from
regularly occupied camp sites — such as those in contemporary use along
the Churchill River. The trees are cut down for tent poles and for firewood,
or they are simply removed to enlarge the space available for tenting and
camp activities. Grasses become established as a result.

We would hypothesize also that, like the other named gathering places,
Pasquatinow was occupied primarily during the spring. Indeed, residents of
the western part of the Saskatchewan River delta may have found it
necessary to move to higher land in late winter/early spring to avoid floods,
particularly those associated with ice jams. Beyond this, the fact that
Pasquatinow is a sandy valley top would also make it attractive forcamp use
(at any season). The sandy soil would result in good drainage during rains,



THE QUEST FOR PASQUATINOW 219

Yo

T e e o e =,

Dg\;h\

4 KM

Figure 10. Map of the Pasquatinow region.

providing a relatively dry tenting area. As well, if occupied into the summer,
its elevated nature would subject it to breezes and so keep insects at bay.

It is apparent that Pasquatinow was well positioned in terms of travel
routes in the four cardinal directions (Figure 10). Of course, people could
come to Pasquatinow from the east and the west simply by following the
Saskatchewan River, but there was also a route to the site from the north
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(Figure 10). This involved a 1.5 kilometre portage fromthe Torch Riverto Zig
Zag Creek*' and then south to the Saskatchewan River at Mosquito Point
(Anderson Island). Similarly, the Sipanok Channel was used for travel from
the southeast, while Kennedy Creek (Figure 10) provided access from the
region more directly to the south.*?

These travel routes provide suggestive evidence of the territory which
could have been occupied by the peoples who seasonally gathered at
Pasquatinow. Stronger evidence in this regard is provided by a considera-
tion of the territory over which the Red Earth Cree hunted and trapped until
the early 1900s.”® Red Earth territory in the late 1800s and early 1900s
encompassed an extensive region centred on Red Earth. in part, it extended
north up the Kennedy Creek and Sipanok Channel systems and thence
across the Saskatchewan River (including Pasquatinow) into the Torch
River system.*

Summary

Based on the historical accounts, we believe that we have identified the
location known as Pasquatinow. It is a well-elevated section of sandy valley
summit across from the entrance to the Sipanok Channel. The small
meadows which are present here were probably larger in historic and
pre-contact times as a result of regular camp use, with associated removal
of trees.

Pasquatinow now appears as a large archaeological site, with a 200 m
long central concentration, and sparser occupational remains beyond this
core. ltis likely that several cultural phases are represented at this site. The
gouge blade and rimsherd which were recovered relate to either a Laurel or
a Selkirk assemblage. Only one specimen, a broken file, provides evidence
of post-contact occupation of this site; however, it is very likely that opening
an excavation block here would result in the recovery of numerous items
dating to the historic period.

Pasquatinow was only one of several major gathering places in the
Saskatchewan River valley. All of the members of a particular regional band
(perhaps 200-400 persons) would travel to their congregating centre at the
end of winter. With breakup they began to hunt returning waterfowl and then
took advantage of the spring fish-spawning runs. In many cases, this
aggregation lasted into the early summer. Archaeological investigations at
several of the aggregating centres have provided evidence that they have
been gathering places for thousands of years.

NOTES

Our thanks are extended to Olga Klimko who provided a written opinion on the broken file from
Pasquatinow, to Dr. Emest Walker who examined and identified the faunal remains from
Pasquatinow, to Dr. Vernon Harmes who identified the grasses collected at Pasquatinow, and
to Leslie Amundson who pointed out geomorphological studies relevant to the Saskatchewan
River delta. As well, David Arthurs of the Provincial Archives of Manitoba located late
nineteenth-century maps produced under the supervision of Edouard Deville.

In particular, we must thank Anne Morton, archivist of the Hudson's Bay Company Archives,




THE QUEST FOR PASQUATINOW 221

who very kindly provided an excerpt from Peter Fidier's journal of 1792. We gratefully
acknowledge the receipt of permission from the Hudson's Bay Company to quote materials
held in the Hudson's Bay Company Archives, Provincial Archives of Manitoba.

Archaeological investigations at Pasquatinow (Site FkMs-2) were conducted under Permit
90-54 issued by the Heritage Branch, Saskatchewan Parks, Recreation and Culture.
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Aboriginal Rights Versus the Deed of Surrender:
The Legal Rights of Native Peoples and Canada’s
‘Acquisition of the Hudson’s Bay Company Territory
Frank J. Tough

ABSTRACT. The Hudson's Bay Company's claim to Rupert's Land is compared to an
aboriginal claim based on Indian title. The compensation that the two claims received is
considered. Term 14 of the Deed of Surrender acknowledged Indian claims for compensation
for the lands required for settlement. A recognition of Indian title in the documents affecting the
transfer of Rupert's Land and the North-Western Territory to the Dominion of Canada is
approached from a political-economy perspective. The negotiations leading up to the transfer
documented the principles for compensation involved in the Company's surrender of its
temitorial claims. Archival information is combined with published documents to reconstruct the
legal and legislative process which led to the surrender and transfer of Rupert's Land. An
analysis of the documentation, including term 14, identifies the interests and bargaining
positions of the Hudson’s Bay Company, the Dominion of Canada, and the Colonial Office. An
understanding of the fur trade provides a means for interpreting the legal and legislative
processes that preceded the western treaties.

SOMMAIRE. Dans cet article, on compare la revendication de la Compagnie de la Baie
d’Hudson sur la Terre de Rupert a une revendication autochtone basée sur un droitindien. On
étudie la compensation regue dans les deux cas. Le paragraphe 14 du “Deed of Surrender”
(acte de cession) reconnaissait les droits des Indiens & étre compensés pour les terres
requises pour la colonisation. On adopte une perspective politico-économique pour
reconnaitre le droitindien dans les documents affectant le transfert de la Terre de Rupertetdu
Territoire du nord-ouest au Dominion du Canada. Les négociations menant au transfert
documentent les principes de compensation qui sont entrés en jeu lorsque la Compagnie de
la Baie d'Hudson a abandonné ses revendications territoriales. On combine l'information
archivale a celle fournie par des documents publiés pour reconstituer la procédure juridique et
législative qui a abouti a I'abandon et au transfert de la Terre de Rupert. Une analyse de la
documentation, y compris le paragraphe 14, identifie les intéréts et les positions de négociation
de la Compagnie de la Baie d’'Hudson, du Dominion du Canada et du bureau colonial. Si on
comprend la traite de la fourrure, cela permet d'interpréter les procédures légales et juridiques
qui existaient avant que les traités ne soient signés dans I'Ouest.

Introduction

On 23 June 1870, some 2.9 million square miles of British North America
— Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory — were incorporated into
the Dominion of Canada.' This vast area, composed largely of boreal forest,
tundra and prairie, now amounts to nearly 75 percent of Canada’s land mass
(Figure 1). Despite the geographical magnitude of this event in the history of
nation building, Canada’s acquisition of this territory fromthe Hudson’s Bay
Company (HBC) has been left unexamined. Traditional constitutional history
has focussed on political evolution in those areas of British North America
settled by Europeans.? The transfer agreement or Deed of Surrender has
been used by conventional fur-trade historians merely as a means to
conclude accounts of 200 years of Company history. The more recent work
on Native-white relationships has largely excluded the post-1870 furtrade.*
Again, the Deed of Surrender is seen as an insignificant event in Native
history. Because the question of Indian title enters into the transfer, legal
scholarship has examined the published documents associated with the
surrender of the HBC teritory and the subsequent union with Canada.’
These specialized approaches have not led to a general view of the long-
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term importance of the Rupert’s Land transfer to the history of Native
people. An analysis of the events surrounding the transfer of Rupert’s Land
will provide insights about Indian title.

Brian Slattery provides useful direction for pursuing research on Native
legal issues: “yet if the historical role of Native peoples is now widely
recognized, it has not yet been accommodated by the standard intellectual
framework that influences legal thinking.” This problem is evident in the
discussion on Indian title and the surrender of Rupert’s Land. Most publish-
ed research looks for meaning in the “Address to Her Majesty the Queen
from the Senate and House of Commons of the Dominion of Canada,” 16
and 17 December 1867 (hereafter Address of 1867); the “Address from the
Senate and House of Commons,” 29 and 31 May 1869 (hereafter Address
of 1869); term 14 of the draft of surrender, which is synonymous with the
HBC'’s Deed of Surrender; and term 8 of the “Memorandum of the Details of
Agreement between the Delegates of the Government of the Dominion and
the Directors of the Hudson's Bay Company,” 22 March 1869 (hereafter
Memorandum of 22 March 1869). These documents are reproduced in the
“Order of Her Majesty in Council admitting Rupert’s Land and the North-
Western Territory into the Union,” 23 June 1870 (hereafter the Rupert’s
Land Order).” Inthe Rupert’s Land Order the Crown accepted the surrender
of Rupert’s Land from the HBC and then transferred Rupert's Land and the
North-Western Termritory to the Dominion of Canada. Term 8 of the
Memorandum of 22 March 1869 provides the original source for the
aboriginal-title concept which emerged during the negotiations of 1868-69.°
It states:

8. Itis understood that any claims of Indians to compensation for lands required
for purposes of settlement shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government, in

communication with the Imperial Govemmenté and that the Company shall be
relieved of all responsibility in respect of them.

Term 14 of the Deed of Surrender states:

14. Any claims of Indians to compensation for lands required for purposes of
settlement shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government in communication
with the imperial Government; and the Company shall be relieved of all respon-
sibility in respect of them.!

On the surface, this is a clear recognition of Indian title, but since Indians
were not party to the surrender talks, it is not immediately clear which of the
parties — the HBC, the Canadian government or the Colonial Office —
sponsored this term concerning Indian title. Interpretations of the meaning
of the particular conceptualization of aboriginal title, which emerged during
the surrender negotiations, can be better appreciated by considering the
political and economic context of the events which led up to Canada’s
annexation of the region.

By discussing the leading Canadian court cases in an historical context,
Slattery has outlined a general theory of aboriginal rights.'' The transfer of
Rupert’s Land merits specific attention. An historical analysis of the Rupert’s
Land Order contributes to an understanding of the legal principles
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surrounding the extension of Canadian sovereignty into Indian lands under
the control of the HBC. For some Indians, the terms by which the HBC
surrendered its claim to Rupert's Land were a contentious issue during the
western or numbered treaty negotiations.'> Thus, research on the
aboriginal-title concept embodied in term 14 of the Rupert’s Land Order has
implications for ongoing comprehensive and specific Native land claims.
Given the importance of the Rupert's Land Order to the Constitution Act
1982 (more specifically, the British North America Act 1867, the Manitoba
Act 1870, and the BNA Act 1871), the meaning of term 14 has a bearing on
comprehending section 35 of the Constitution Act 1982, which recognizes
and affirms the existing aboriginal and treaty rights.

A broader interpretation of Indian title as conceived by the Rupert's Land
Order has not developed for several reasons. By and large, legal research
has focussed on term 14 and has excluded an examination of the other
terms of the surrender agreement. In specific terms, we do not know exactly
why and how the HBC ended up with one-twentieth of the surveyed lands of
the Prairies. An examination of the terms of surrender might cause one to
ponder the legal implications of the Crown granting lands to the HBC prior to
treaty making between the Canadian state and the Indians. Does the
inclusion of a recognition of Indian claims make the surrender consistent
with the Royal Proclamation of 1763, or could other terms, such as the HBC
land grants, actually make sections of the Rupert’s Land Order repugnantto
the Royal Proclamation of 1763? The history of the development of the
aboriginal-rights doctrine™ should consider the Rupert’s Land Order by
evaluating the terms of surrender as a package. McNeil has shown that the
Canadian government in the Address of 1867 was supposed to deal with
Indians on the basis of “equitable principles.”"* The meaning of the expres-
sion “equitable principles” can be considered by comparing the
compensation that the HBC received for its claims to Rupert’'s Land to the
compensation that Native people obtained for their interest in Indian title.
Methodological biases are responsible for some of the limitations on our
knowledge of the aboriginal-rights concept which emerged during the
transfer. Generally, the existing legal research has focussed on printed
documentation, in particular, “The Report of Delegates appointed to
negotiate for the acquisition of Rupert's Land and the North-West Ter-
ritory.”'® Although the Delegates’ Report contains a sizable selection of
correspondence between 8 August 1868 and 10 April 1869, it mainly
represents the Canadian position. Manuscript sources from the Hudson’s
Bay Company Archives (HBCA) not only present the HBC’s viewpoint, but
also provide some vital documentary evidence. In R. v. Sioui, extrinsic
historical evidence was vital to the judgement.'® New archival evidence
which reflects on the meaning of term 14 is presented in this article.

Finally, a close look at the negotiations leading to the HBC’s surrender of
Rupert’s Land, and a brief summary of Native reactions to this, will provide
insights about the formulation of Indian policy. Purely legalistic approaches
cannot evaluate Mr. Justice Mahoney'’s decision in the Baker Lake case that
term 14 “merely transferred existing obligations from the Company to
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Canada.”"” What were the HBC'’s obligations to Indians prior to the cession
of Rupert's Land to Canada in 18707 Certain obligations were embodied in
the practices of two centuries of trade relations between the HBC and the
Natives.'® Does term 14 create a fiduciary obligation? For some, a political-
economy approach is too unorthodox and unnecessary. However, and by
analogy, what sort of understanding of any of the aboriginal-rights sections
of Constitution Act 1982 would exist without some awareness of the
positions of various federal and provincial governments and the state of land
claims in their respective jurisdictions?

Dual Claims to Rupert’s Land: Mercantile and Aboriginal

The HBC's Royal Charter of 1670 not only incorporated the HBC but also
established this mercantile firm on a monopoly basis. Of importance to
Native people, the charter granted monopoly trading rights on the “whole
and entire trade and traffic.”"® Also, the HBC was given possessory rights.
This 1670 document stated:

and grant unto them and their successors the sole trade and commerce of all
those seas, straits, bays, rivers, lakes, creeks andsounds, in whatsoever latitude
they shall be, that lie within the entrance of the straits, commonly called Hudson's
Straits, together with all the lands, countries and territories upon the coasts and
confines of the seas, straits, bays, lakes, rivers, creeks and sounds aforesaid,
which are not now actually possessed % any of our subjects, or by the subjects
of any other Christian Prince or State...

ineffect, title was granted at the pleasure of the Crown. The all-encompass-
ing territorial claims were stressed because the Company
atall times hereafter shall be, personable and capable in law to have, purchase,
receive, possess, enjoy andretain lands, rents, privileges, liberties, jurisdictions,
franchises and hereditaments, of what kind, nature or quality soever they be, to

them and their successors; and also to give, grant, demise, alien, assign and
dispose lands, tenements and hereditaments...

The Charter granted a variety of proprietary rights and benefits to the HBC
and its successors; as well, the capacity to give up its proprietary rights was
granted. The Charter made several references to the HBC's proprietary
rights to the lands in the Hudson Bay basin.? In practice, the HBC was not
in the habit of making territorial claims to the exclusion of aboriginal land
tenure.? The Charter also granted the HBC judicial authority, and the HBC
thus had the status of a proprietary government. The authority of the HBC in
Rupert’s Land, with its governing powers, possessing land entitiements and
monopoly trade rights, generated political opposition; nonetheless, the
Charter was never challenged in court by the HBC’s opponents.® In 1857, a
legal opinion for the HBC tended to reinforce early European concepts of
possession:

lam of the opinion that the Grant of soil of the Territory embraced within the limits

mentioned in the Charter of incorporation of the Hudson's Bay Company is in

itself good newly discovered and unoccupied lands taken possession of by

British subjects in the name of the Crown of Great Britain became the property of
the Crown and therefore may be granted by it to anybody itpleases. The Territory
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of Hudson Bay was unoccupied by Christians until it was taken possession of by
the English and was first settied by the Company and their Servants. s

Such arguments and the unchallenged Charter of 1670 provided the basis
for a longstanding mercantile claim to Rupert’s Land. The HBC’s territorial
claims were advanced in the European sphere of diplomacy, and were
based on “discovery.” Because the HBC’s relationship with Natives em-
phasized trade, there was little effort in the first 200 years of its operations
to challenge Native use and occupancy of land.

The doctrine of aboriginal title substantiates a claim to Rupert’s Land by
Native people.? The basic concept of aboriginaltitle, that Indians had a valid
title that could only be surrendered by proper legal procedures, arose out of
some of the earliest interactions between Europeans and Indians. In
Canada, a legal foundation for the acknowledgment of aboriginal rights is
found in the Royal Proclamation of 1763. This constitutional document
indicated and summarized the preexisting British policies on aboriginal
rights. The prociamation restricted European encroachment on Indian lands
by closing off a large area (designated as the Indian Territory) to settiement
and by establishing a means for surrendering Indian title. Brian Slattery
argued that the Proclamation “is one of those legal instruments that does
simple things in complicated ways.” He simplified the Proclamation’s means
for defining aboriginalfitle by stating “colonial governments are forbidden to
grant any unceded Indian lands, British subjects to settie on them and
private individuals to purchase them.”?’ But the Royal Proclamation outlined
a system of public purchases “as the official mode of extinguishing Indian
title.”® Indians could surrender their lands only to the Crown. Slattery
concluded, “Intechnical terms, the Indian interest constitutes a legal burden
on the Crown’s ultimate title until surrendered.”® Significantly, the
Proclamation also declared that “the Trade with the said Indians shall be
free and open to all our Subjects whatever.”*

One of the complexities of the Proclamation pertains to an ambiguous
geographical designation of limits of the Indian Territory; this in turn
obscures the status of Indian title in those areas excluded from the Indian
Territory. In its definition of the Indian Territory, the Proclamation excluded
Rupert’'s Land by stating the Crown did “reserve under our Sovereignty,
Protection, and Dominion, for the use of the said Indians, all Lands and
Territories not included ... within the Limits of the Territory granted to the
Hudson’s Bay Company...”*' Under the terms of its Charter of 1670, the HBC
was, in effect, a proprietary government and notwithstanding the exclusion
of Rupert’s Land from the area designated as the Indian Territory, there is
an implicit recognition of Indian titie in the HBC Territory. The Proclamation
also provided:

that no private Person do presume to make any Purchase from the said Indians
of any Lands reserved to the said Indians ... and in the case they [Indian Lands]
shall lie within the limits of any Proprietary Government [HBC's Rupert's Land],
they shall be purchased only for the Use and in the name of such Proprietaries,

conformable to such Directions and Instructions as We or they shall think proper
to give for the Purpose...%
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Thus the Proclamation laid down a means for surrendering title in areas
such as Rupert’s Land. Legal scholarship has shown that the Proclamation
applies to Rupert’s Land; Slattery stated “the document’s main measures
are not confined to the Indian Territory; they apply throughout British North
America.”® The Royal Proclamation’s provision to open up trade was not
consistent with the monopoly terms granted by the Charter of 1670. The
exclusion of Rupert's Land from the designated Indian Territory must be
seen as an effort to accommodate the Proclamation’s open trade provision
with the existing HBC monopoly in Rupert’s Land.

Aboriginal title as a legal doctrine means that Native people’s rights have
survived the advent of the Crown’s sovereignty, but such rights may be
limited, as Slattery noted, “insofar as these [rights] were incompatible with
the Crown’s ultimate title, or were subsequently modified by statute or other
lawful acts.”* The original customs and practices of aboriginal people have
been enmeshed in the politics and law of European sovereignty. Slattery
has provided a lucid explanation for the reasoning behind the Crown’s
involvement in the surrender of Indian title:

Even if we suppose that a discovering state gained an exclusive right against
other European states to appropriate the region discovered and thereby gain
““territorial title, it does not necessarily follow that a subject of the discovering
: sovereign could not purchase private title from the native peoples and hold it
- under the sovereignty of the incoming monarch. Clearly a subject could not,
under the principle, obtain international title to any portion of the discovered
“ territory and set himself up as an independent potentate. But why could he not
- secure a private title? The answer must lie, not in the principle of discovery, but
-in the domestic law of the European state concerned. If that law stipulates that
the sovereign is the sole source of private title for subjects settling in colonial
acquisitions, then private purchases from native peoples are ruled out®

Moreover, the concept of aboriginal rights is not restricted to land rights but
also includes aboriginal “customary laws and governmental institutions.”
The HBC territorial claims cannot be easily reconciled with Slattery’s defini-
tion that aboriginal title “imported full rights of possession and use.”’ For
analytical purposes, the negotiations and legislative steps leading up to
surrender of the HBC’s Charter and the transfer of Rupert’s Land to Canada
should be considered by examining both the mercantile and the aboriginal
claims to the region. Such an approach does not concede the validity of
claims made on the principle of discovery or argue that Rupert's Land was
“legally vacant.”

Political and Economic Erosion of Hudson’s Bay Company Rule

Thefate of the Native inhabitants of Rupert’s Land was closely tied in with
proposals and schemes of railroad financiers. Even the geographical
isolation of Rupert’s Land could not protect the HBC's mercantile rights from
laissez-fairethought and the export of British capital. in the 1840s people of
- mixed blood (both French- and English-speaking) challenged the HBC
monopoly in Rupert’s Land. By 1849, the HBC’s monopoly in the Red River
district had effectively ended. In the 1850s, English-speaking mixed bloods
opposedthe HBC'’s political rule, advocated Crown colony status forthe Red
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River Settlement and made common cause with Canadian expansionists.
The 1857 British parliamentary Select Committee on the HBC, established
because of pressure from English-speaking mixed bloods and Canadian
expansionists, and the need to consider the extension of the HBC's ex-
clusive license to trade, provided no clear political direction for the region.
The monopoly license to trade in those areas outside of Rupert’s Land
controlled by the HBC was not renewed. However, the HBC Charter
remained a barrier for Canada’s westward eﬁgansion, and a self-governing
mixed-blood Crown colony was not realized.

By 1863, a coalescing of various political and financial interests led to a
buyout of the HBC. This put the HBC’s Charter rights into the hands of those
interested in colonizing the fertile belt.** Edward Watkin was the key player
in promoting transcontinental railway and telegraph schemes, which re-
quired the acquisition of Rupert's Land. Watkin was heavily involved in the
management of the Grand Trunk Railway, and was closely allied with the
Duke of Newcastle, the influential colonial secretary. Rich outlined the
interlocking nature of their political and economic objectives by 1861: “the
statesmen and the railway magnate were of one mind on the need to
complete the Intercolonial line and to reach out towards the Pacific with
railways which would be a preliminary necessity to the union of all provinces
and territories into ‘one Great British America’.™' A great deal of financial
and political interest was generated by Watkin’s plans to alleviate the
existing railway financial problems by extending railways, telegraphs, or
even wagon roads across the HBC's territory, thereby connecting British
Columbia with the pre-Confederation Canadian provinces. A variety of
commercial and political concerns, backed by influential individuals, sup-
ported Watkin’s proposals: the North West Transportation Company, Grand
Trunk Railway, Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Company, and
the London lobby of the British North American Association.*

From 1859 the HBC held the position that its monopoly could be bought
out, but the imperial government would not purchase the HBC; mercantile
interests were more than willing to give railway financiers access to Rupert's
Land. Concerning a proposal for a partial surrender of the fertile land and a
right of way, HBC governor Berens responded: “If these gentlemen are so
patriotic, why don'tthey buy us out?™* Watkin eventually agreedto Berens’s
price of £1.5 million for the HBC, although HBC stock was valued at
£500,000. The real assets of the HBC were worth £1,081,000, but another
£1 million was added to the actual worth of the HBC in order to account for
its lands. The market price of a £100 share was £190, but annual profits
were only £35,000 and the undervalued stock would make the dividend rate
appear good. The buyout arrangement settled on the selling of the £100 old
stock for £300, thereby raising the Company’s stock to £1.5 million. The
buyout also meant that the control of the HBC would pass to Watkin and his
backers. Watkin managed the buyout of the HBC through the newly estab-
lished International Financial Society (IFS). The old stock of £500,000 was
raised to £1.2 million, and new stock was raised to £2 million through a
publicissue.* The details of this stock watering have never been clear, and
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in 1869 Canadian government representatives described the situation with
obvious frustration: “The stock of the old Company, worth in the market
about £1,100,000, was bought up, and by some process which we are
unable to describe, became £2,000,000.™ Mitchell notes that IFS made a
profit, and Watkin recalled that the IFS took “a profit to themselves and their
friends who had taken the risk of so new and onerous an engagement.™’

The IFS buyout of the HBC forebode a changing political economy for
Rupert’s Land. The takeover of the HBC had a furtive quality, and as Rich
noted, Berens “did not even know distinctively who the parties were with
whom he was negotiating.”® Apparently, when the Duke of Newcastle
leamed of the takeover of the HBC he had “believed that a new era was
about to open in the north-west, and the wild animals and fur traders [would]
retreat before the march of ‘European’ settlers.™® The new stockholders that
bought into the reconstructed HBC were investing in land; the prospectus
stressed that the Company lands would be opened up for European
colonization and mining grants would be available.*® Moreover, as a result
of the IFS takeover, the HBC was now under the control of men whose
priority was “to realize the values of the southern parts Rupert’s Land rather
than to manage a trade to the north.”' The objectives of the IFS suggest the
reasons for afinancial interest in Rupert’s Land: “undertaking, assisting, and
participating in financial, commercial, and industrial operations, both in
England and abroad, and both singly and in connection with other persons,
firms, companies and corporations.” The directors of the IFS included
directors of important English and European merchantbanks. The IFS’s first
purchase was the HBC, but it also financed railways, land companies,
foreign banks and trading companies; indicative of this era of British capital
exports, the IFS converted the public debt of Mexico.>® At Red River the
buyout, which occurred without consultation with the residents, created the
belief among the fur-trade elite that “they had all been sold ‘like dumb driven
cattle’.”™ Nonetheless, the acquisition of the HBC by a modern financial
enterprise did not result in either the expeditious transfer of Rupert's Land
to Canada or the sudden displacement of fur trader by settler. A period of
difficult negotiations followed.

Negotiating and Legislating the Transfer

Despite the fact that the new owners of the HBC wanted to realize a value
on their assets through colonization and that Canadians wanted to annex
the fertile belt, there was no quick resolution to the Company's territorial
claims. The legal status of the Charter was still a block: the HBC could not
promote colonization of land with unclear title, the imperial government
could not initiate litigation against its own Charter, and the Canadians were
unwilling to test in court their position that the Charter was invalid. Conse-
quently, neither the HBC nor the Canadians could proceed with colonization
plans. The opening up of western Canada required a negotiated agreement.
The Colonial Office acted as an intermediary, but the imperial government
would not assume any of the costs of compensating the Canadians for a
buyout of HBC claims or assume the burden of administrative costs of a
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Crown colony at Red River. Negotiations dragged out between 1863 and
1868. The period between October 1868 and the end of March 1869 was
crucial for aftecting the transfer.

The HBC wanted a large cash payment, a large grant of land, and
royalties from mineral weaith. The Company claimed that the land was
worth a shilling per acre. Eventually the principle developed that the HBC
interest in Rupert’s Land would be accommodated by future revenues from
land sales. By May 1868, the Company was holding out for one shilling per
acre from land sold by the government and one-quarter of all gold and silver
revenues, atthough these revenues would cease once £1 million had been
paid out. The HBC wanted an ongoing stake in land, asking for 6,000 acres
around each post and 5,000 acres for each 50,000 acres disposed of by the
government. The HBC also sought confirmation of land titles it had issued at
the Red River Settlement, and it wanted no exceptional taxation of the fur
trade. Before surrendering Rupert’s Land, the HBC wanted to ensure alarge
cash payment, ongoing revenues from future development, and protection
of its fur-trade operations. The Company’s bargaining position was con-
strained by the new speculative shareholders. This group had bought in
after tsr;e HBC was reconstructed and had expected £5 million for Rupert’s
Land.

The imperial government, through the Colonial Office, favoured political
union of British North America, but the Royal Charter of 1670 had to be
respected. Newcastle's position only admitted that the HBC could expect
compensation for its claimto Rupert's Land. He agreed with the appraisal of
one shilling per acre but opposed the granting of large blocks of land; a
negotiated settlement awaited Confederation. Confederation was not just a
politicalidea, it sponsored a new economic strategy which sought a western
hinterland for Ontario and a transcontinental railway. Certain legisiative
steps reflected the urgency to acquire Rupert’s Land. The westward expan-
sion of Canada was provided for in section 146 of the British North America
Act 1867, since an address from the Canadian Parliament would “admit
Rupert’s Land and the North-western Territory, or either of them, in the
Union, on such Terms ... as the Queen thinks fit to approve...”* Canada
followed up on section 146 with the Address of 1867, which argued that the
transfer of the HBC territory “would promote the prosperity of the Canadian
people, and induce to the advantage of the whole Empire.”’ Furthermore,
the Address of 1867 outlined the economic objective of union:

That the colonization of the fertile lands of the Saskatchewan, the Assiniboine
and the Red River districts; the development of the mineral wealth which
abounds in the region of the North-west; and the extension of commercial
intercourse through the British possession in America from the Atlantic to the

Pacific, are alike dependent on the establishment of a stable government for the
maintenance of law and order in the North-western Territories.

The Canadian position argued that section 146 and the Address of 1867
were all that was required to bring about the transtfer, after which the
dominion government could legislate in both areas and the HBC's territorial
claims to Rupert’s Land could be decided in a Canadian court. This
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bargaining strategy was partially undermined when the British Parliament
enacted the Rupert's Land Act of 1868. This act facilitated the transfer of
Rupert's Land, but it also acknowledged that the Charter of 1670 had
“granted or purported to be granted” land and rights to the HBC.* This act,
upon reaching agreed terms, permitted the surrender of the HBC’s Charter
to the queen, and with an address from the Canadian Parliament, the queen
would admit Rupert’s Land into the Dominion. With the passage of the
Rupert’s Land Act, the problem was reduced to arriving at terms of sur-
render acceptable to the HBC.

The period between 1 October 1868, when George E. Cartier and
William MacDougall were delegated to represent Canada at the negotia-
tions, until the end of March 1869, entailed complicated, three-way
negotiations. In the end, one of the largest real-estate deals in history was
concluded. Colonial secretary Granville and his undersecretary, Sir
Frederick Rogers, acted as intermediaries betweenthe Canadian delegates
and governor of the HBC, the Earl of Kimberley (during this period, Northcote
replaced Kimberley as governor). The HBC directors and the Canadian
delegates negotiated from separate rooms but the purpose, unencumbered
by politics, was clear. Rogers stated: “It is of course obvious that this
negotiation for the purchase of the Hudson’s Bay Company Territory is
really between the seller and buyer, the Company and the Colony
[Canadal]...” Little progress had been made by the close of 1868. The
HBC’s claim on a share of future revenues from land sales would have
financially deprived the future government of the territory. The Colonial
Office suggested that the HBC might receive the following terms: land
around posts (between 500 and 6,000 acres, but only 3,000 acres in the
fertile belt), one-quarter of land receipts and one-quarter of various gold and
silver revenue up to £1 million, all previous land titles alienated by the HBC
confirmed by the imperial government, grants of lots of not less than 200
acres in each township, no exceptional taxes on the HBC, liberty to carry on
thetrade, similarland grants forthe posts inthe North-Western Territory, the
boundary between Canada and the HBC Territory to be defined once £1
million had been paid over, the selection of lots and payment of royaities and
land receipts cease, and finally, lands set aside for Native Indians were not
included in the payment of receipts from land sales.®' At this point in the
negotiations, the most significant suggestion, with long-term implications,
was the granting of lots to the HBC in each township. With no large, up-front
cash payment, this offer was unacceptable to the speculative stockholders.

The Canadian position was articulated in a letter from Cartier and
MacDougall to Rogers in early February 1869. A long argument was made
to support Canada’s claim that the Charter did not cover the fertile belt and
that the Charter itself was not valid, but they left it for the Colonial Office to.
determine “whether this Company is entitled to demand any payment
whatever, for surrendering to the Crown that which already belong[ed] to
it”®® The Canadians suggested that the HBC's claim amounted to a
“nuisance suit,” but the HBC occupation of Rupert’'s Land obstructed “the
progress of Imperial and Colonial policy, and put in jeopardy the sovereign
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rights of the Crown.” The principle of compensating the Company through
future revenues was unacceptable.® Cartier and MacDougall provided
calculations for fixing a monetary value to the territorial claims of the HBC.
They argued that the HBC'’s assets had been worth £1,393,569 and that the
buyout of the old company in 1863 had cost £1.5 million; thus “€106,431 was
the amount which the new purchasers actually paid for the ‘Landed
Territory’.” This the Canadians were willing to concede, and they once
again asked that the Address of 1867 be acted upon and that, at the very
least, the North-Western Territory be transferred to Canada.

Clearly all three parties were far apart: the Canadian delegates offered a
fixed payment of £100,000, the Company and the Colonial Office were
considering various forms of ongoing compensation, and as well, the HBC
shareholders wanted a large cash payment. To resolve the years of dispute,
Lord Granville proposed a series of terms to the HBC and the Canadians on
an accept or reject basis. The essential terms provided the following: the
HBC would surrender rights to Rupert’s Land and other areas of British North
America as directed by the Rupert’s Land Act, Canada would pay the HBC
£300,000 when Rupert’s Land was transferred to the Dominion, the HBC
would select blocks of land around posts, up to 50,000 acres (the number of
acres selected at Red River was left blank), and would select, within fifty
years, one-twentieth of the land set out for settlement in the area defined as
the fertile belt, all land tities of land conferred by the HBC before 8 March
1869 would be confirmed, and the HBC would be free to carry on trade
without exceptional taxation.®® These terms were not proposed as a basis of
negotiations, and a rejection by either party would lead Granville to recom-
mend that the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council examine the rights of
the Crown and the HBC.

Although the HBC attempted to effect some substantive changes, the
governor and committee had displayed enough interest in the terms that a
deal could be fashioned through face-to-face negotiations between the
Canadians and the HBC. At this point the Colonial Office pulled out of the
negotiations and the HBC and Canadian delegates effected an agreement,
specifying more detailed terms in memoranda of 22 and 29 March 1869. The
Memorandum of 22 March provided that the HBC would retain posts in the
North-Western Territory, made a number of provisions for the HBC land
around its posts, allowed the HBC to defer selected land in townships,
established a charge for surveying HBC land, and held the Canadian
government responsible for Indian claims. The Memorandum of 29 March
allowed the HBC to select lots in townships adjacent to the north bank of the
North Saskatchewan River and made it possible for the Canadian govern-
ment to expropriate for public purposes land allocated to the HBC.%’

The correspondence after Granville laid down the terms on 9 March 1869
elucidates some aspects of the HBC's strategy for dealing with the changes
that would follow the transfer of Rupert’s Land. Most of the points raised by
Northcote were discussed in great length, and many became terms in the
memoranda of 22 and 29 March. The HBC attempted to increase its
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allocation of land from one-twentieth to one-tenth of the fertile beit but the
Canadian delegates rejected this proposal. Inkeeping with a desire to be rid
of its long-established social obligations to fur-trade society, the HBC
unsuccessfully attempted to get the Canadian government to pay the salary
of the bishop of Rupert's Land. Northcote also alluded to the HBC's desire
for usufructuary rights:

Regarding the Country lying outside the Fertile Belt as a hunting ground alone,

we presume 1stthat we shall be at liberty to hunt over it freely, and without being

subject to any licenses|,] tax or other similar import [duties] — 2nd That we shall

be granted a title to our posts and to such joining land as may be necessary for

their maintenance and for supplying pasture and wood — 3rd That we shall be
allowed to cut wood as we may require in any part of the Territory.

Clearly, the HBC was attempting to protect the established land-use pat-
terns following a change in political jurisdiction. The allusion to the idea that
the area outside of the fertile belt would remain as a “hunting ground alone”
is relevant to understanding the aboriginal-title concept that developed
during the transfer arrangements. Northcote also suggested that
it would be for the interest of the Company and still more for that of Canada, that
Canada should give us for a limited period some special control over the

importations made into the hunting Country so as to enable us to keep spirits
from the Indians.

Againthere is a reference to the idea of a hunting country. With this proposal
the Company was intending to maintain its control over the fur-trade
country.

By the end of March, a deal had been arranged which was acceptable to
the parties responsible for negotiating the terms. Nonetheless, a number of
legislative steps, some of which got bogged down, had to be taken, which,
along with unexpected political activity by the population of Red River,
meant that no quick transfer of Rupert’s Land occurred. On 9 April 1869, a
meeting of the HBC resolved ‘to surrender to Her Majesty’s Government all
this Company'’s territorial rights in Rupert’s Land, and in any other part of
British North America not comprised in Rupert’s Land, Canada or British
Columbia.”™ There was considerable opposition from shareholders who
had invested £2 miillion to a deal that returned only £300,000 and some
vague prospects about potential returns from future land sales.”* On 20 May
1869 the Company’s solicitors prepared a Deed of Surrender. Canadian
acceptance of the transfer arrangements were indicated by resolutions and
an Address to the Queen on 29 and 31 May 1869. Some differences in
wording between the HBC's Deed of Surrender and the terms listed in the
Canadian 1869 Address to the Queen, the need for imperial legisiation
guaranteeing the loan for £300,000, and Canadian difficulties in arranging
the financing delayed the planned date of transfer from 1 October to 1
December 1869.7 Even still, the Rupert’s Land Order was further delayed
until 23 June 1870, since it had to wait for the provisional government of
Louis Riel to accept the terms of union which had been negotiated with the
Canadian govemnment. The outcome of these negotiations was the
Manitoba Act, section 34 of which acknowledged the deal made for
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transferring the HBC territorial claims, stating: “Nothing in this Act shall in
any way prejudice or affect the rights or properties of the Hudson's Bay
Company, as contained in the conditions under which that Company
surrendered Rupert’s Land to Her Majesty.”” Thus, the arrangements made
with the HBC were enclosed within the Canadian Constitution, beginning
with section 146 of the British North America Act 1867 and closing with
section 34 of the Manitoba Act, which was validated by the British North
America Act 1871.

Traditionally, it has been assumed that tension existed between the HBC
and Canadian expansionists, and that the transfer arrangements were
hindered by the legacy of fur trader/settler conflict. From a political-economy
perspective, the Deed of Surrender resolved the transfer of Rupert’s Land
harmoniously. In April 1869 Rogers wrote Northcote, conveying Granville’s
sentiment

that no long period may elapse before the conditions of settiement thus accepted
by the Company will be adopted by the Parliament of Canada, and that the
transfer which Her Majesty will then be authorized to effect will prove a source of

increasing prosperity both to the inhabitants of that Dominion and to the
proprietors of the Hudson’s Bay Company.74

The Rupert's Land Order stipulated a list of terms which were based on the
terms laid out by Granville on 9 March 1869 and agreements made in the
memoranda of 22 and 29 March. As far as understanding the long-term
situation of Natives and the prosperity of the HBC were concerned, the most
crucial terms provided the following: a payment of £300,000 to the HBC,
along with 50,000 acres of land around the its posts, and over a fifty-year
period selection of one-twentieth of the lands of the townships surveyed in
the fertile belt, titles conferred by the HBC before 8 March 1869 to be
confirmed, and Indian claims for compensation for lands reguired for
settlement were to be disposed of by the Canadian government.” Despite
the protracted bargaining, the complementary backgrounds of some of the
key decision makers contributed to a resolution of the difficult political and
economic problems that the transfer of Rupert's Land required. In the early
1860s, Watkin and Newcastle worked closely together and pulled off a deal
which Rich referred to as “machinations on behalf of the Grand Trunk, the
Intercolonial and Transcontinental Railway.””® The governors of the HBC
between 1863 and 1874 had careers which included important positions
with the state: Sir Edmund Walker Head had been governor general of
Canada before taking over as governor of the HBC; the Earl of Kimberiey
(governor of the HBC from 1868 to 1869) had had a career in the Foreign
Office and had been a member of the cabinet as Lord Privy Seal; and Sir
Stafford H. Northcote, the Earl of Iddesleigh (governor from 1869 to 1874),
had also beeninthe cabinet as president of the board of trade and secretary
of state for India. Nor was the movement between the state and the HBC one
way — after the transfer, Sir John A. Macdonald’s government would look
to the Company’s experience for assistance in developing an Indian policy
in the North-West.”
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Irid!an Title and the Transfer of Rupert’s Land

Forthe negotiators, the question of aboriginal rights was never centralto
the surrender agreement, but Indian title entered the talks in several curious
ways. For example, the Canadian delegates refer to the North-Western
Territory as the Indian Territory.”® This acknowledgment of Indian title is
relevant to the problem of the geographical ambiguity of the Royal
Proclamation of 1763. An aspect of Indian title was raised when proposals
were made to appraise the Company’s claim. Kimberley informed the
Colonial Office that HBC officials

also admit that it is proper that a similar exception [as with the lands for schools,
roads or churches] should apply to land set apart as Indian reserves, on the
understanding that these reserves will be made by Her Majesty’s Government,
as they are reinforced it is Its Graces' intentions they shall be, and that, if at any
time before the million sterling is paid to the Company, such lands shall be used

or granted for other purposes, itshall be liable to the paymentof ashilling an acre
in common with other land.”

The reference to Indian reserves indicates that the London committee of the
HBC had anticipated the future direction of Indian policy. The fact that the
HBC willingly offered to exempt Indian reserves from the estimates of its
claim to Rupert’s Land indicates that mercantile interests were attempting
to stay well clear of any complications from Indian title. The Colonial Office
agreed to this separation of lands from which the HBC could and could not
obtain compensation:
Such lands as Her Majesty's Government shall deem necessary to be set-aside
for the use of Native Indian population shall be reserved altogether from this
arrangement, and the Company shall not be entitled to the payment of any share
of receipts thereof, under previous Articles [stipulating compensation schemes],
unless for such part, if any, of these lands as may be appropriated with the
consent of the Crown to any other purposes, than that of benefit of the Indian
Native.%
Indian lands were a unique category during the discussions of the principles
and terms of compensation for the HBC claim.

Overall, the negotiations for the transfer did not take a hard look at Indian
title or demonstrate much interest in Indian policy. On 10 April 1869,
Granville notified the governor general that the proprietors of the HBC had
accepted the terms of surrender, but most of this communiqué was directed
at Indian policy and the expectations of Her Majesty’s government. He
urged the Canadian government to consider the HBC's relationship with
Indians because “the Indian Tribes who form the existing population of this
part of America have profited by the Company’s rule.”®' He stated:

They have been protected from some of the vices of civilization, they have been
taught to some appreciable extent, to respect the laws and rely on the justice of
the white man, and they do not appear to have suffered from any causes of
extinction beyondthose which are inseparable from their habits and their climate.
| am sure that your Government will not forget the care which is due to those who
must soon be exposed to new dangers, and in the course of settlement be

dispossessed of the lands which they are used to enjoy as their own, or be
confined within unwontedly narrow limits.
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Cléarly, the colonial secretary had anticipated that the transfer of Rupert’s
Land would affect Indians, and foresaw the dispossession of their lands.

Granville did not let his concern for Indian interests distract from the
negotiations. On 10 April 1869 he wrote:

This question had not escaped my notice while framing the proposals which | laid
before the Canadian Delegates and the Governor of the Hudson's Bay Com-
pany. | did not however even then allude to it because | felt the difficulty of
insisting on any definite conditions without the possibility of foreseeing the
circumstances under which those conditions would be applied, and because it
appeared to me wiser and more expedient to rely on the sense of duty and
responsibility belonging to the Government and people of such a Country as
Canada.®® '

By reducing Indian title to a sense of duty, the negotiations did not have to
reconcile the two differing claims to Rupert’s Land. During the negotiations,
serious consideration of Indian title would have led to a comparison of the
HBC claim to Rupert’s Land and Indian entitlement. Clearly, the question of
Indian title was not a mere oversight; there was a deliberate effort by the
imperial government to confine Indian entitlement to a policy status.

With the transfer of Rupert’s Land, the aboriginal-title concept can be
traced back to the Address of 1867. It called for the annexation of the
territories and the resolution of the HBC claims in court. The question of
Indian title was raised in the third term of the Address of 1867:

And furthermore that, upon the transference of the territories in question to the
Canadian Government, the claims of the Indian tribes to compensation for lands
required for purposes of settlement will be considered and settled in conformity
with the equitable principles which have uniformly governed the British Crown in
its dealings with the aborigines 3

The Canadian delegates reiterated the terms of the Address of 1867 during
the negotiations and added that these three points “were the only terms and
conditions which, in the opinion of the Canadian Parliament, it was ex-
pedient to insert in the Order in Council, authorized by the 146th section.”
Clearly, the Canadian position acknowledged compensation for Indian title.
Later the address of 29 and 31 May 1869 stated Canadian intentions:

That upon the transference of the territories in question to the Canadian

Government it will be our duty to make adequate provision for the protection of
the Indian tribes whose interests and well-being are involved in the transfer...

Although this second address acknowledged the importance of the transfer
to Indians, its definition of Indian interests really reflects Granville's policy
recommendations of 10 April 1869 and not the commitment of the Address
of 1867. Infact, this later address did not indicate the aboriginal-title concept
expressed by term 14 of the Deed of Surrender. A shift in emphasis from
Indian legal claims to a protectionist policy occurred. The notion of compen-
sation for a property right gave way to “care which is due.”

Term 14 of the Deed of Surrender is often cited as recognition of
aboriginal rights. It stated:

14. Any claims of Indians to compensation for lands required for purposes of
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settlement shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government in communication
“with the Imperial Government; and the Company shall be relieved of all respon-
sibility in respect of them.®”

McNeil has considered some of the legal questions this provision entertains,
such as what territory the term applies to, whether only land required for
settiement could be traded for, and whether communication with the imperial
government was required.® It is a difficult problem.

A deeper understanding of the intent of term 14 can be developed by
considering its meaning within the context of the transfer negotiations; onits
own, textual exegesis is insufficient. Aninterpretation of term 14 requires the
use of extrinsic records. What is the origin of term 14? What party sponsored
it? A consultation of extrinsic records is aided by an understanding of the fur
trade. Clearly the term relieves the Company of any costs associated with
Indian title, for there is no direct burden of Indian title on lands granted as
HBC lands.® This concept of aboriginal title did not enter into the talks until
the face-to-face negotiations between the HBC and the Canadian
delegates, appearing only after the Colonial Office ceased to participate
actively as an intermediary. Moreover, Granville clearly stated that he
decided not to raise Indian claims in the 9 March list of terms, and he did not
raise the issue of Indian interests until 10 April 1869. Since the imperial
government was not directly responsible for term 14, either the Canadians
or the HBC sponsored it — possibly both parties initiated different aspects of
it. As far as Native interests were affected directly by the transfer negotia-
tions, the imperial government had abjured its responsibilities for the indian
peoples.

Other documents elucidate the concept of aboriginal title that emerged
during the transfer talks. Drafts of the Memorandum of 22 March 1869 were
found in the HBC London correspondence with Her Majesty’s government
(see Figure 2). The correspondence leading up to the memoranda of 22 and
29 March contains considerable discussion about the details of various
terms. Term 14 is not expanded upon in this record; apparently, neither
party committed to paper an argument on the issue of Indian claims.

However, the draft of term 14 (term 8 of the Memorandum of 22 March
1869) indicates that it went through two stages before the final wording was
set down (Figure 2). The first version reads:

Itis understood that any arrangements which should be made for the satisfaction
of Indian claims on the land shall be made by the Canadian Govt. in communica-

tion with the Colonial Office, and that the Company shall not be considered to be
responsible for them.

In this version the Canadian government acknowledged sole responsibility
for Indian title. Only one change is made between the first and second
version. The second version reduces the commitment to Indian title; “may be
necessary” is substituted for “should be made.” Between these drafts (Figure
2) and the final version used in the Memorandum of 22 March 1869 some
important rewording occurred. The idea of Indian title is tied to the concept of
compensation; thus, “satisfaction of Indian claims on the land” is substituted
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Figure 2. Draft versions of Term 8, Memorandum of 22 March 1869. Source: HBCA, A.13/16/3, ff.206-207
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for “claims of Indians ... for lands required for the purposes of settlement.”
This change in wording indicates there was a conscious effort to link Indian
compensation to a specific change in land use. Another change in wording
substituted the imperial government for the Colonial Office. The final change
broadened the Company’s expectations in the post-1870 period. The use of
“them” is ambiguous, possibly meaning “compensation” or “Indians” — or
both. The indirect expression “shall not be considered” is replaced with the
more direct “shall be relieved.” The term “all responsibility” broadens the
disengagement of the HBC from any obligations to Indians.

These drafts of term 14 provide no direct indication of which party desired
aterm on aboriginal title in the Memorandum of 22 March. Clearly the HBC
gained, and in the post-1870 period it reduced its social obligations to
Natives, which it subsequently argued were a government responsibility.
it seems unlikely that the Canadians felt a need to indicate their intentions
towards Indian claims. Their intentions were already outlined inthe Address
of 1867, and certainly the imperial government did not force the Canadians
to commit to Indian claims. In fact, Granville’s correspondence of 10 April
1869 makes an argument for a protectionist Indian policy, and he does not
seem to be aware of term 14. While it is not entirely clear how this term was
arrived at, the HBC benefited. Ultimately, term 14 may have had the efiect of
reconciling the ambiguous HBC claim to Rupert’s Land with Indian title. The
text of this term in itself does not provide an obvious meaning.

Conclusion and Retrospect

The transfer of Rupert’s Land in 1870 marked a fundamental shift in the
nature of Indian/white relations. Under HBC rule, the relationship between
Indians and whites was primarily economic. The relationship became
largely political with the decline of the fur trade and because the recognition
of aboriginal titie resulted in treaties between Indians and the Canadian
state. In April 1869, colonial secretary Granville had communicated the
“expectations of Her Majesty’s Government,” not the least of which was that
the responsibilities for the Indian population were to shift from the HBC to the
Canadian government. On the question of responsibility, Kent McNeil has
considered the difficulty of a legal interpretation of the expression “equitable
principles,” wording used in the Address of 1867. He suggests that “al-
though the requirement is that the principles rather than the settiements be
equitable, it is suggested that an application of equitable principles should
lead to an equitable result.”®' The outcome of the settlement of HBC claims
could provide a comparative reference for determining whether Indians
received “equitable results.” How does the compensation that was paid to
the HBC compare with the compensation negotiated for Natives?

The IFS takeover of the HBC in 1863 fundamentally changed the society
that had existed in the fur-trade country. The Rupert’s Land Order was the
first step towards dispossession of Native people’s lands. In a laconic
fashion, the Deed of Surrender acknowledged Indian title, but the two claims
to Rupert’s Land were not given equal consideration. In 1869 and 1870, the
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HBC's claimto territorial rights was given priority, and the compensation that
the HBC received was significant. Whether term 14 of the Deed of Surrender
is aweak recoghnition of a property right or whether the wording should have
reflected inherent rights has not been an historical debate during the last
120 years. The legal strength of the aboriginal title acknowledged by term
14 was not significant in determining the extent of compensation. In reality,
the HBC had more economic power, and it was therefore able to extract
greater compensation for its claim. Yet term 14 and the Address of 1867 are
asignificant counterbalance to the protectionist policy thrusts of the Address
of 1869.

Native peoples never gave much credence to the Company'’s claim to
Rupert's Land. When the state eventually dealt with aboriginal title,
knowledge of the deal made between Canada and the HBC complicated the
efforts to establish the Canadian state in the North-West. Louis Riel,
president of a provisional government that represented the general interests
of the Red River population, and more particularly the mixed-blood middie
class, stated: “Again, on a late occasion they tried to sell us. There never
was a parallel case. A Company of strangers, living beyond the ocean, had
the audacity to attempt to sell the people of the soil.”* Riel specifically
objected to the term which granted one-twentieth of the lands of the
surveyed townships and he argued that “We in this settlement must get
control of all the lands in the North-West.”® Essentially, he objected to the
basis of the surrender: “the transfer of country should be carried on between
Canada and the people of Red River and not between Canada and the
Company.”™ Opposition to the terms of the surrender were not confined to
the mixed bloods at Red River. During treaty talks, Indians made govern-
ment treaty negotiators aware of the fact that they disputed the HBC's claim
to Rupert's Land and that they wanted the £300,000 that had been paid to
the HBC. The HBC’s claim to Rupert’s Land was a major issue at the Treaty
Four talkks in 1874; an Indian by the name of The Gambler stated “The
Company have stolen our land. ... | hear it is true.”® Moreover, he wanted
to restrict the Company’s position: “I want them to remain here to have
nothing but the trade ... The indians want the Company to keep at their post
and nothing beyond.”® The Native perspective of their rights did not allow
for HBC claims to territory.

Indian title was not ignored. After recognizing the HBC claims, the
Canadian state turmed its attention to Native claims. Those known as Métis
or “halfbreeds” were dealt with by issuing land and money scrip on an
individual basis. Métis scrip quickly passed into the domain of land
speculators, and thus public or Crown lands which still had the burden of a
Meétis claim to Indian title passed into the hands of a commercial elite. This
approach to the Métis neither satisfied the legal aspects of aboriginal title
nor provided themwith the means to adjustto a changing economy. Treaties
with Indian tribes were the most important mechanism for dealing with
aboriginal title. The terms of these treaties varied, but the essential compen-
sation provided by them included land for reserves, subsistence rights,
annuities amounting to five dollars per person, treaty supplies to support
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subsistence activities, and relief during deprivation. Yet Granvilie’s expec-
tation that Indian land interests would not “be confined within unwontedly
narrow limits” was not borne out. Small reserves, unfulfilled treaty land
entitiements, reserve surrenders, pass laws and the imposition of game and
fish protection legislation in opposition to treaty and aboriginal rights had the
effect of confining Indians. They were prevented from exercising some of
their rights. Unlike the HBC, Indian claims were not compensated by future
revenues from land sales. Basically, the terms of the treaties allowed only a
bare survival for Indians. Retrospective views by Native leaders indicate
that the surrender was a turning point in the history of western Canada. In
their submission to the Ewing Commission of 1935, Malcolm Norris and
James Brady began by stating: “we will undertake to show the depths of
poverty to which the Metis people have been reduced since the surrender of
Rupert’s Land."®’

During the transfer arrangements between 1863 and 1870, two interre-
lated processes were at work. The legal and legislative processes permitted
a reorientation of the political economy of Rupert’s Land, but they were
preceded by a change in the ownership of the HBC. Hence the importance
of railroad financiers to the Rupert’s Land transfer. Eventually, the settler
replaced the fur trader, but the owners of the HBC realized their interest in
the fertile:belt. Between 1905 and 1922, the Company’s dividend rate
ranged from 20 to 50 percent.* These large dividends were supported by
land sales. Although Native peoples were kept at a subsistence level, the
HBC accumulated capital. Between 1891 and 1930 the HBC’s land earnings
netted profits of $96,366,021, afar cry from the £2 million invested in 1863.%
Ultimately, HBC land sales were greater than the £1 million that the Colonial
Office had agreed in 1869 as the value of the HBC'’s claim to Rupert’s Land.
The actual amount of land granted is another measure of the compensation
due to these two claims to Rupert's Land. in the case of Manitoba, the
Department of the Interior calculated that by 1930, some 559,301 acres had
been set aside for Indians (2.6 percent of the land that had passed from the
Crown), but 1,279,965 acres had been granted to the HBC (6.1 percent of
the land that had passed from the Crown).'® The outcome of these very
different claims was not equitable.

The complexity of Canada’s acquistion of the HBC territory reflected the
interplay of political economy and law. As the history of the Rupert’s Land
transfer demonstrates, aboriginal title is not only a relevant approach to
understand pressing legal issues, it also provides hew avenues to interpret
Canadian history.

NOTES
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Piapot: Man and Myth
David Lee

ABSTRACT. Many historians of the Canadian West have given prominence to a tale in which
the Plains Cree chief Piapot ignominiously submits to the moral authority of the North West
Mounted Police. In reality, Piapot was a leader with a reputation for bravery in war and for
tenacity in support of indian rights. The popularity of this myth can tell us much about the
Euro-Canadian society in which it was circulated.

SOMMAIRE. De nombreux historiens de I'ouest canadien ont accordé beaucoup d'importance
au mythe selon lequel le chef des Cris des plaines, Piapot, se serait honteusement soumis a
l'autorité morale de la Police montée du Nord-Ouest. En réalité, Piapot était un chef réputé pour
sa bravoure en temps de guerre et pour sa ténacité dans le soutien des droits indiens. La
popularité de ce mythe nous en dit long sur la société euro-canadienne dans laquelle il circulait.
- In the second half of the nineteenth century, to many people on the
Canadian Plains (both Indian and white), the name Piapot brought to mind
a formidable Cree warrior, a strong-willed leader and champion of Indian
rights. In the twentieth century, however, the name Piapot has been better
known for an improbable incident which has both blackened his reputation
and become a romantic feature in the lore of the Canadian West. The
incident is, indeed, one of the best-known episodes relating to the North
West Mounted Police (NWMP) and the European settlement of the West.
Many historians of the Canadian West have included in their writings an
incident in which Piapot is represented as pathetically attempting to halt
construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) across the Plains. The
attempt is shown as futile and the once-great chief is depicted as being
forced to back down ignominiously by a heroic member of the NWMP.

There is no doubt that Piapot was one of several Cree chiefs who were
distressed by the thrust of an expansionist Euro-Canadian culture onto the
Plains. It is also quite possible that the railway was viewed by him and by
other Plains Indians as the embodiment of everything which threatened their
traditional way of life. But the pitiful act which has been attributed to Piapot
in 1883, while perhaps not an outright fabrication, was at most a colourful
exaggeration of an incident of little significance in itself. Nevertheless, the
incident has significance as a myth which has served the interests of
Canadian nationhood for a long time.

The Incident

R.G. MacBeth’s account of the incident is typical. He describes Piapot as
one ‘who had always been a source of trouble on account of his ugly
disposition and his evident determination not to acquiesce in the incoming
of civilized life.”' He tells how Piapot finally decided that the Canadians and
their railway must be halted, and thus had his band pitch its tipis directly on
the construction route. The surveyors requested assistance from the
NWMP, who sent out only two men, a sergeant and a constable. MacBeth
relates how Piapot refused to move and, indeed, encouraged his men to
provoke the police, even after the sergeant advised him that he had ten
minutes to decamp. At the end of this period the brave Mountie, in
MacBeth’'s words,
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leaped over Pie-a-Pot's head and, entering the chief's tent, kicked out the centre

- pole and brought it down in a hurry. He did the same with the four tents of the
chief's head-men and then told them to get out at once. The Indians saw the kind
of men they had to deal with and so they moved swiftly, and the Canadian Pacific
surveyors and engineers wenton with their work.

The Piapot incident has been told and retold with slight variations over
the years. The earliest known published version appeared in an article by
William A. Fraser in the July 1899 issue of McClure’s Magazme the article
was reprinted in the Canadian Magazine in February 1900.° Six years later
Ernest J. Chambers repeated the tale in one of the first full-length books
written about the NWMP as an organization.* In the following decades some
details were added to the story and others altered. Cecil Denny, for
example, claims that three policemen were involved, while Walter Liggett
notes only one; A.L. Haydon purports to quote the actual orders of the
Mounted Police. It seems as if almost everyone writing about the NWMP and
the European settiement of the West in the first eighty years of the twentleth
century used the story of Piapot's humiliation to enliven his book.® By the
1980s, however, historians tended to disregard the tale altogether, and at
least one has expressed doubts about its likelihood.®

The origin of the tale of Piapot’s showdown with the CPR and the NWMP
is rather shadowy. There is no account of it in the annual reports of the
NWMP or the Department of Indian Affairs, nor is there any trace of it inthe
records of those two institutions. Many documents of the early years of the
NWMP were lost in afire in 1897, but it is highly uniikely that Fraser, Haydon
or any of the other writers could have had access to these records before the
fire.

William Fraser (1859-1933), was a Canadian journalist and novelist
whose interests lay in the Canadian West, horse racing and India. His 1899
article appears to have been the only nonfiction he wrote concerning the
NWMP. In the article he chose several incidents from the history of the force
to illustrate its remarkable accomplishments. His examples contain both
exaggeration and novelistic dialogue. One incident, involving Sitting Bull
and the Mounted Police, is to be found nowhere else in the literature on the
police. It is possible that he did not invent the Piapot affair outright, but he
may simply have inferred the idea from talks with Mounted Police veterans
and embellished one of their yamns.

The story was given some credibility when John Peter Turner included it
in his official history, The North-West Mounted Police, 1873-1893. Publish-
ed in 1950, Turner’s two-volume work was widely read and, for at least two
decades, stood as the principal authority on the early years of the force. In
his account, Turner |dentmes William Brock Wilde as the sergeant who
kicked down Piapot’s tipi.” Royal Canadian Mounted Police records contain
a memorandum noting that Tumer had received the information in an
interview with Robert N. Wilson, a former policeman who had served in the
NWMP inthe 1880s and later become an amateur historian of the Canadian
West. Wilson recalled that, in the spring of 1883, Wilde and a constable
were living in a tent at Maple Creek, awaiting the establishment of a post
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there, when they “received a wire to go down the line and get Piapot to
move.” The memorandum, however, goes no further; there is no mention of
anyone kicking down a tipi.® Turner must simply have taken the colourfultale
which had been in print more than fifty years and added Wilde’s name to it.

The tale may have had its source in an incident which occurred in 1883
and which did, indeed, involve Piapot, the CPR and the NWMP. On 26 April
1883, the Manitoba Free Press reported that a number of Indians under
Piapot and Big Bear had threatened railway track-layers west of Swift
Current. The two chiefs were the principal leaders of those Cree who had
not yet settled on reserves; most of these Indians had spent the past winter
in the Cypress Hills area, subsisting miserably on the meagre rations
supplied by agents of the Department of Indian Affairs. The newspaper
noted that the Indians had intended no harm but only wanted to draw
attention to grievances which they held against the department. A small
detachment of NWMP was said to have been sent to calm the situation. Two
days later the Free Press reported that “there are no Indian troubles at the
end of the track” and implied that the police detachment had actually been
sent out to establish the new post at Maple Creek. Track-laying was
described as “progressing vigourously.”

On 28 April 1883, the Winnipeg Times published the text of an interview
which ‘its correspondent had had with J.J. Egan, superintendent of the
Western Division of the CPR, upon his return from the end of the track:

The reportas to the troublesome disposition of the Indians, due to their objection
to the railway passing through their reservation is wholly unfounded. | saw some
fifteen Tepees at the end of the track, and about the same number at Swift
Current, and they [sic] were conducting themselves in a most ludicrous manner.
The engines and cars appeared to be an endless source of delight to them, and
it is with greatest difficulty the train men can keep them off the cars. They are
expecting the buffalo to cross at these points in about a week and this has led to
their congregating there. '
The incident was obviously not one of great significance. The Regina
Leader, closest newspaper to the scene, did not even mention the affair.

it may never be known exactly what happened at the end of the track, but
one can conjecture. Perhaps some of Piapot's men were boisterously
intrigued by the novelty of railway trains and were at the same time still bitter
at the manner in which Indian Affairs’ officials had treated them during the
past winter. As well, perhaps some of the track-layers felt threatened and
called for police protection when they saw this large, clamourous collection
of Indians. It may have beentrue that a sergeant rode over from Fort Walsh
or Maple Creek to talk with Piapot but it is most unlikely that the Mountie and
the Indian confronted one another in a provocative manner. Moreover, Cree
tipis had no centre pole which could be kicked down."'

The NWMP sometimes felt that tense encounters with angry Indians
could best be defused by a handful of policemen rather than a squad of
heavily armed men. But the encounter described by Fraser, MacBeth and
others, inwhich Piapot is personally humiliated, would probably have ended
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in violence. After all, a chief who had spent a lifetime building a reputation
as a warrior and strong-minded leader was unlikely to put himself in a
position where he might have to back down. Fraser, in his explanation, was
swept away in aflurry of triumphant imperialism. He contended that Piapot
“had either got to kill the sergeant — stick his knife into the heart of the whole
British nation by the murder of this unruffied soldier — or give in and move
away. He chose the latter course, for Piapot had brains.”*

The Chief

In one respect, at least, Fraser's assessment of the chief was accurate,
for his intelligence was widely acknowledged." Indeed, Piapot possessed
most of the qualities expected in a Plains Cree leader of his time; he was as
strong a leader as custom permitted. A Cree chief had no real power to hoid
people to his allegiance, forthey could leave at any time to join anotherband
leader. A chief could exercise influence over his followers only by means of
persuasion, personal example and the benefits he could bring them.
Reputation, then, was the foremost ingredient of leadership: a chief had to
build a reputation for achievement in several areas in order to attract and
retain a following." This, Piapot was able to do.

Over a lifetime, Piapot built a reputation by demonstrating his strengths
in a number of ways; among these were his prowess as a warrior, his
tenacity as a bargainer in dealings with the Canadian government, and his
constancy as a defender of Plains Cree customs. With this reputation,
Piapot remained the leader of one of the largest bands of Cree on the Plains
for many years both before and after taking up residence on his reserve.
Indeed, only months before his encounter with the CPR track-layers, the
Department of Indian Affairs reckoned his following at about 1,200 people.
Only one other chief, Lucky Man, had as many, while the renowned Big Bear
had only 400."® The Indian agent, Cecil Denny, felt that it was Piapot who
held “the greatest influence over the Crees.”'

The year of Piapot’s birth may never be established with certainty.
Although records kept by the Department of Indian Affairs give his year of
birth as 1833, his nephew claimed that he was born about 1816 (this date
would have made him an unlikely 92 years old when he died, however)."’
Piapot must have gained recognition as a chief by the 1860s at the latest,
for in 1870 he was acknowledged as the leader of a large force of Cree and
Assiniboine bands which joined together to attack the Blackfoot (Piapot,
having had an ominous dream, may have withdrawn before the fighting
began)." Piapot and his band lived generally in the area between Wood
Mountain and the upper Qu’'Appelle River. Although commonly identified as
Cree, the band contained a number of followers known as “Young Dogs,”
who were, like Piapot himself, of mixed ancestry — Cree and Assiniboine (a
Siouan-speaking group). His name, which has also been transliterated as
Payepot, means “a hole in the Sioux.”*®

Piapot's reputation as a warrior was based on the ardour he showed in
fighting the Blackfoot — traditional enemies of the Cree — and stealing their
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horses. Indeed, his renown as a warrior was great enough for the Hudson’s
Bay Company to deny him recognition as a trade chief (war leaders were
considered disruptive to commerce).? After 1870 there were no large-scale
Indian battles fought on the Plains but as late as 1882 Piapot and his band
were still being accused of raiding the Blackfoot and rustling their horses.?'
In his later years Piapot delighted in showing people the many wounds he
had incurred during his fighting days.?

Whites were well aware of Piapot's warlike reputation. Even years after
he had settled on a reserve, they continued to view him with fear and
suspicion. In 1884, for example, there were reports that Piapot had set out
to visit Louis Riel, who had recently returned to the North-West Territories.?
In 1885, when the government feared the Indians would join the Métis in
rebellion, a large force of NWMP went to his reserve to make sure of his
loyalty.* In 1890, when the authorities worried that the Ghost Dance
phenomenon (which was arousing Indians in the American West) might spill
across the border, police were again sent to Piapot's reserve, lest he
encourage its spread into Canada.? In the mid-1890s, when the young
Cree, Almighty Voice, killed a Mountie and eluded capture for nineteen
months, rumours of impending Indian uprisings circulated across the
Canadian West with Piapot's name cited as a possible leader.? Clearly,
Piapot'’s reputation as a warrior endured for years in the West.

Piapot's experiences in dealing with officials of the Canadian govern-
ment added to his reputation for leadership among the Plains Cree.
Although not always successful, he was a tenacious bargainer, particularly
when interpreting treaty terms and negotiating a reserve site for his band.

In 1875, when Piapot agreed to sign Treaty No. 4 (he was a year late in
doing so), he agreed only on the condition that the treaty commissioners
would lay his demands for improvements before the government. His
demands included medical supplies, technical instruction, agricultural
equipment and higher annuities.” Piapot also appears to have been among
the chiefs who, in 1876 and 1878, insisted that additional verbal promises
had been made to them when Treaty No. 4 was signed and that these were
not being acknowledged by the government.?® in 1884 and 1887 he pursued
the matter, repeating his claims directly to the lieutenant governor and the
deputy superintendant general of Indian Affairs.? Though his efforts had no
effect, his persistence brought him continued respect among Plains indians.

After signing Treaty No. 4 in 1875, seven years were to pass before
Piapot even considered settling on a reserve, and nine before he finally did;
he was one of the last Cree chiefs to do so. Most of the intervening years
were spent hunting in the Cypress Hills, the surrounding plains and Mon-
tana; he usually received his annual treaty payment at the NWMP's Fort
Walsh.® Piapot, along with Big Bear and Little Pine {said to be his brother-
in-law), were the leaders of those who were trying to carry ontheirtraditional
lifeways as long as the buffalo held out. Piapot and the others dreaded the
day they would have to forego the freedom of the Plains and accept the
confining life of a reserve.*' Still, Piapot was not the obstructionist depicted
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by_ R.G. MacBeth, William Fraser and others. He did not reject the in-
evitability of settling on a reserve, he simply wanted to put off that day as
long as possible.

By 1882, however, Piapot and his followers were ragged, hungry and
weak. The band was almost totally dependent on government handouts of
food and clothing. It was time to listen to Indian Affairs officials and their
exhortations to settle on a reserve. In his previous dealings with the
government —trying to winimprovements to Treaty No. 4 — Piapot had had
no success at all. This time, however, the outcome was difierent. By forceful
action, he was able to gain the best possible reserve for his band.

Every year more and more Cree gathered in the Cypress Hills, near the
international boundary, to hunt smallgame and receive government relief at
Fort Walsh. In 1881 Piapot had been promised a reserve in the Cypress
Hills.*? In 1882, however, the Department of Indian Affairs decided that all
reserves should be located farther north. The department argued that
locating the reserves farther from the boundary would preclude Canadian
and American Indians crossing the line to raid one another.® The historian
John Tobias, however, has contended that the policy was changed because
the department feared that if any Crees obtained a reserve in the Cypress
Hills too many would demand land there, resulting in a dangerously high
concentration of Indians in one area.*

The government was particularly anxious to get Piapot onto a northern
reserve. As one policeman observed:
Pie-a-pot's disappearance from these hills with his Indians will have the effect of
hastening the departure of all the Northemn Cree bands to their Northern
reservations. ... His remaining here will only have the effect of drawing discon-
tented Indians from their reserves and making these hills the rendez-vous for
good-for-nothing Indians from all parts of the Territory.:’5

Inthe spring of 1882 Piapot was persuaded to leave the Cypress Hills. In
June he and 470 of his followers, escorted by a troop of NWMP, left for a
reserve near indian Head. Upon inspection, however, Piapot decided the
location was unacceptable. By September he was back in the Cypress Hills
where he spent the next winter.™ The following April he had his alleged
encounter with the NWMP on the CPR line.

In 1883 the government took new measures to get the Cree out of the
Cypress Hills and onto northern reserves. The Indians were told that Fort
Walshwo