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Abstract  

   

As a result of the Seven Years’ War , France lost most of its territorial empire in North 

America, including Cape Breton Island . At the same time, France reacquired possession 

of the tiny islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon off the south coast of Newfoundland . 

This acquisition was intended to provide France with a toe-hold in the North American 

fisheries, but for the Mi’kmaq Indians, France ’s former aboriginal allies in Cape Breton 

Island, the islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon became the only means by which they 

could maintain contact with the French. During the period 1763–1766, a significant 

number of Mi’kmaq therefore attempted to move into the Bay d’Espoir-Hermitage Bay 

area of Newfoundland ’s South Coast , in close proximity to the French islands. This, 

however, was something that for various reasons neither the French nor the British 

desired, and so attempts were made to discourage the migration. Ships of the Royal Navy 

stationed in Newfoundland played a key part in patrolling the area, reporting on the 

movements of the aboriginals and attempting to enforce British policy restricting their 

presence in the region. This paper examines these efforts both as an expression of the 

Royal Navy’s peacetime role as a projector of British power and as an agent in the 

process that eventually saw the aboriginals abandon their attempts to move to 

Newfoundland ’s South Coast , settling instead in Western Newfoundland . The paper is 



based on research into the activities and procedures of the Royal Navy in Newfoundland 

after 1763, research that has already led to a number of papers and publications over the 

years.1[1] The main source for the paper will be the documents in the Colonial Office 

194 series and the Admiralty papers, held by The National Archives (Public Record 

Office) in England .  

   

   

Introduction  

   

Although the eighteenth-century Royal Navy is best known for its role and activities in 

time of war, there has been growing interest in the navy’s activities during the several 

periods of peace which interrupted the wars of that era.2[2] As the late David Syrett 

explained, those activities were “for the most part . . . a constabulary role to aid and 

support British foreign policy and overseas trade.”3[3] This paper will focus upon the 

efforts of Royal Navy warships stationed in Newfoundland during the 1760s to carry out 

a number of responsibilities on the island’s South Coast, including the unanticipated task 

of interdicting the movement of aboriginals from Cape Breton Island who were 

attempting to restore contact with the French in Saint-Pierre, a tiny island off the tip of 

Newfoundland’s Burin Peninsula. For reasons that will be explained, that movement con-

flicted with both French and British priorities in the region, hence the attempt to dis-

courage the migration and to enforce British policy restricting Mi’kmaq presence in the 

region. This paper examines these efforts both as an expression of the Royal Navy’s 

peacetime role as a projector of British power and as an agent in the process that 

eventually saw the aboriginals abandon their attempts to move closer to Saint-Pierre, and 

to settle instead on the more remote coast of Western Newfoundland .  

   

 * * *  

   

The Context  

The events that unfolded on Newfoundland ’s South Coast between 1763 and 1766 were 

driven by the particular priorities and needs of three distinct parties; before proceeding 



with an analysis of actual events, it is therefore necessary to explain the context to those 

events in terms of those three parties.  

First, there were the French. The Seven Years’ War which came to a conclusion 

in 1763 with the Treaty of Paris had decimated the French overseas empire in North 

America . Canada, Île Royale with the fortified town of Louisbourg, the Gulf of St. 

Lawrence, and the Labrador coast were all gone; the only territory left to France were the 

tiny islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon off the tip of Newfoundland’s Burin 

Peninsula.4[4] British territory since 1714, they were now restored to France to support 

its offshore bank fishery with an abri or shelter. The islands would also enable a small 

residential fishery to revive. France also retained the privileges, first defined by the 

Treaty of Utrecht in 1713, by which French crews were able to maintain a seasonal 

sedentary fishery in Newfoundland on the so-called “Treaty” or “ French Shore ,” 

extending from Cape Bonavista to Point Riche.5[5] In short, and notwithstanding the 

enormous loss of empire in North America, France had managed to preserve access to the 

North American fishery.  

This was an extremely significant achievement. France , like Great Britain , 

prized the fishery as an important economic and strategic asset that contributed to the 

wealth and power of the state.6[6] In negotiating an end to the Seven Years’ War, French 

Minister of Marine the Duc de Choiseul had insisted that continued access to the 

Newfoundland fishery was a sine qua non.7[7] His decision in 1762 to continue a war 

that France had clearly lost, by sending the Chevalier de Ternay on a raiding expedition 

into the North Atlantic rather than surrender French access to the North Atlantic fishery, 

gave proof of the fishery’s perceived importance to the state.8[8] Choiseul’s 

determination after 1763 to rebuild the shattered French navy placed an additional 

premium on the preservation of the fishery in North America – the fishery was widely 

assumed to be a “nursery for seamen” – and it was therefore essential that every step and 

measure be taken to avoid jeopardizing the well-being of the migratory and sedentary 

fisheries in the northwest Atlantic. On the French Shore , this meant that the French 

became extremely protective and jealous of their right to fish within the territorial limits 

defined by the Treaty of Utrecht, with the result that French-English friction, never a 

problem in the past, became quite serious after 1763.9[9] For François-Gabriel d’Angeac, 



the first governor of the newly restored islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon , this meant 

treading an exceptionally sensitive line between protection of French imperial interests 

and compliance with British interpretations of French rights and privileges in the 

fishery.10[10]  

For the British, the situation after 1763 in North America generally, and within 

the fishery in particular, also posed significant challenges. The territories which France 

had lost were territories that Great Britain gained, with all the administrative, legal, 

jurisdictional, and regulatory headaches that would entail. Moreover, by 1763 a major 

redirection of policy had begun to occur towards British overseas trades and possessions. 

According to Jack Greene, the change “amounted to a shift on the part of imperial 

authorities from a posture towards the colonies that was essentially permissive to one that 

was basically restrictive.”11[11] Newfoundland at the time was perceived more as a 

fishery than as a developing colonial society, yet by the middle of the eighteenth century, 

the island’s transformation into a colony had clearly begun to manifest itself. Gov-

ernment responded to these developments by playing a more determined role in affairs at 

Newfoundland , a trend that became both significant and persistent after the Seven Years’ 

War.12[12]  

One expression of this trend was the increase in the number and the res-

ponsibilities of warships stationed in Newfoundland, from an average of two or three per 

year during the 1720s and 1730s to as many as eight or nine in the 1760s. Where 

Newfoundland station ships were once content to remain moored in St. John’s or 

Placentia harbours for much of the season, leaving patrol work to hired boats and vessels, 

warships after 1763 were increasingly stationed in the remote parts of the fishery, 

including the island’s West and South Coasts as well as Labrador. Ships even began to 

over-winter in Newfoundland for the first time.13[13]  

A second expression of greater British determination to protect its interests in the 

fishery after 1763 was the cartographic work undertaken by James Cook between 1763 

and 1767.14[14] The recent war and the events that contributed to the outbreak of 

hostilities in North America as early as 1754 had given British authorities a heightened 

appreciation for the importance of clarity in defining with precision the boundaries and 

boundary markers between the British and French empires in North America. Cook’s 



cartography was an exercise in asserting sovereignty over stretches of coast with which 

the British were not yet very familiar.  

A third expression of British efforts to assert their interests in Newfoundland was 

the appointment of Hugh Palliser as governor and commander-in-chief of Newfoundland 

in 1764.15[15] Palliser would be vigorous in the execution of his civil and naval 

authority and responsibilities. As he explained to Admiralty Secretary Phillip Stephens, 

these responsibilities included the preservation of order within the fishery, the 

suppression of illicit trade in the region between Anglo-American colonials and the 

French, and finally “To keep the French within the Limits prescribed by Treaties, and 

thereby prevent them rivaling us in ye valuable Fish Trade, and from raising so great a 

Marine from the Fishery as in late times they did.”16[16] His interpretation of French 

rights and privileges in the fishery was therefore particularly strict.  

Caught in the middle of French and British determination to protect and preserve 

their respective imperial interests in the fishery was a group of people who were just as 

determined to look after their own interests. For 150 years, the Mi’kmaq Indians had been 

friends, trading partners, and allies of the French in Acadia . That relationship persisted 

even after much of Acadia fell under British jurisdiction following the seizure of Port 

Royal in 1710 and the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713. The Mi’kmaq remained loyal allies of 

the French as late as the Seven Years’ War. Only with the French defeat in 1758 did the 

Mi’kmaq sign treaties with the British ending centuries of hostility.  

The Mi’kmaq were a maritime-adapted people with a seafaring capability 

sufficient to extend their territorial range as far as the Magdalen Islands in the Gulf of St. 

Lawrence . It is moot whether that range included a sustained presence in Newfoundland 

or whether the Mi’kmaq came to Newfoundland only sporadically until they acquired 

European shallops. What is clear is that by the eighteenth century, the Mi’kmaq were 

hunting and trapping in southern and southwestern Newfoundland fairly frequently and 

that, from 1763 on, their presence in Newfoundland had become both substantial and 

persistent.17[17]  

The reasons for this had less to do with the Mi’kmaq subsistence economy than 

with cultural concerns emerging out of their traditional relationships with the French. The 

Mi’kmaq who migrated to southwestern Newfoundland from Cape Breton Island had a 



strong association with Mirligučche, the site of a mission established by the French in 

1724.18[18] Sustained contact with the French had made the Mi’kmaq increasingly 

dependent upon French arms, ammunition, cloth, and food presented in ceremonial gift 

exchanges. These gifts had their origins as “a matter of protocol to cement alliances and 

trade agreements” but gradually evolved into essential means of Mi’kmaq 

subsistence.19[19] Such dependency worked both ways, for the French came to rely 

upon the gifts as a relatively inexpensive means of maintaining their influence in the 

region. The cost of the gifts was certainly cheaper than such alternatives as encou

immigration and settlement, or greatly increasing the French military 

establishment.

raging 

20[20]  

During the eighteenth century the Mi’kmaq, like native people elsewhere in North 

America , took as much advantage of this situation as they could. Wherever they were in 

a position to influence the balance of power between the French and the English, natives 

were able to increase their demands upon the French for presents.21[21] Failure to 

comply led to threats that they would turn to the English. This was an empty threat, since 

local British officials who tried to play this diplomatic game never seemed able to 

convince their superiors in London that gift-giving was more than a sort of 

unreciprocated generosity.22[22] Nevertheless the French were careful to ensure that 

gift-giving occurred at regular intervals in recognition of the great importance that natives 

generally, including the Mi’kmaq, placed on the process of renewing such relationships.  

British military authorities who were stationed in Cape Breton Island following its 

capture in 1758 may not have fully approved of the principal of gift-giving – the military 

commander and governor of Cape Breton between 1758 and 1761, General Edward 

Whitmore, predicted that “this will be a Constant Annual Expence” – but they recognized 

that the tradition was so deeply entrenched that it would be in England’s best interests to 

maintain it.23[23] However, their superiors in London concluded that the elimination of 

the French from North America had also eliminated the power balance which the natives 

had so cleverly exploited, so that giving them gifts on a regular or frequent basis was no 

longer necessary.24[24] In short, the English assumed that their relationship with the 

natives in Nova Scotia could be based on treaties, which need only to be arranged once, 

rather than on the renewal of relations through regular gift-giving ceremonies.25[25]  



While some Mi’kmaq bands deferred to this approach, for others the expectation 

of gifts died hard. This appears to have been the case with the Mirligučche Mi’kmaq, led 

by Jeannot Pequidalouet (hereafter referred to as Jeannot), who negotiated a treaty with 

local English military authorities some time in late 1759 or early 1760, after news of the 

fall of Québec reached his people.26[26] Yet the treaty did not address all of the needs of 

Jeannot’s people, with the result that they attempted to renew contact with the nearest 

available French, namely those in Saint-Pierre.  

One of the more pressing Mi’kmaq concerns was their inability to secure the 

services of a Roman Catholic priest to attend to their religious needs.27[27] By the 

eighteenth century Catholicism had become “an integral part” of Mi’kmaq identity, 

according to Upton , so that the death in 1762 of their only priest, Abbé Maillard, made 

the appointment of a replacement a matter of great urgency.28[28] A despatch to the 

Board of Trade would later stress, “The want of means to exercise their Religion they 

complain much of, and is the cause of a communication they keep up with the Islands of 

Saint-Pierre & Miquelon, where they have recourse for Priests.”29[29]  

Yet the British were not particularly sympathetic to this need. In part this reflected 

the prevailing anti-Catholicism of eighteenth-century British officialdom; in part it 

reflected persistent suspicion that Catholic priests had kept Anglo-French friction in 

Acadia active between 1713 and 1760.30[30] The situation had been exacerbated further 

during the war, when news of Ternay’s capture of St. John’s in 1762 had triggered 

rumours of a Mi’kmaq revolt in support of a French military resurgence.31[31] Whatever 

the reason, the English in Nova Scotia were in no mood to be assured by Mi’kmaq oaths 

of allegiance and signatures on treaties into providing the natives with presents and 

priests.  

Rebuffed or ignored in this way by British authorities in Nova Scotia , Chief 

Jeannot by 1763 had begun to regard Newfoundland and Saint-Pierre as the solution to 

his people’s needs. The Mi’kmaq already had some experience at hunting, trapping, and 

fishing in Newfoundland – particularly on that part of the coast west of Fortune Bay 

where relatively few European fishermen were found.32[32] The restoration of Saint-

Pierre and Miquelon to the French in 1763 would permit the Mi’kmaq to resume contact 

with their former benefactors, allies, and spiritual advisors. Yet this was not something 



that their former allies, the French, were willing to encourage; the last thing they needed 

in the 1760s was another irritant in the delicate relationship they had with the 

British.33[33] It was certainly not something that the British were willing to permit, for 

they viewed the Mi’kmaq as a threatening element in a region where imperial authorities 

were anxious to nurture a British fishery – a perception reinforced in part by a number of 

incidents that had occurred in earlier decades.34[34] They also suspected that the 

Mi’kmaq would provide the French with an opportunity to test the limits of British 

patience in the region near Saint-Pierre. Imperial authorities were therefore inclined to 

discourage the Mi’kmaq from establishing themselves as a permanent fixture in the 

region. The task of carrying out this objective fell to the only instrument of authority at 

their disposal – the officers and crews of the British warships stationed in Newfoundland 

.  

 * * *  

The Events of 1763-1765  

The first hint that the Mi’kmaq were relocating to Newfoundland came during the 

summer of 1763. Capt. Samuel Thompson, HMS Lark, had been instructed to patrol the 

west coast of the island of Newfoundland . Thompson was primarily concerned with 

ensuring that French fishermen confined their activities to the Treaty Shore , which at 

that time extended no further south than Point Riche. However, when Lark appeared at 

the tiny settlement on Codroy Island off the coast of the extreme southwestern corner of 

Newfoundland , he discovered that the inhabitants had been greatly intimidated by the 

unexpected appearance of Chief Jeannot and a number of Mi’kmaq to hunt and trap in the 

region. Jonathan Broom, the principal merchant there, requested and received a small 

quantity of arms with which to defend the community.35[35] Yet Jeannot assured 

Thompson that the Mi’kmaq meant no trouble to anyone, wishing only to buy a shallop 

with which to proceed to Saint-Pierre for the services of a priest. Jeannot used the 

opportunity of his meeting with Thompson to have a treaty of peace renewed – 

presumably the same treaty Jeannot had signed in 1759-1760 with the British military 

authorities in Cape Breton Island . He also gave Thompson a detailed request for cloth, 

kettles, gunpowder, shot, muskets, hatchets, shirts, hats, nets, fishing line, a boat 

compass, and other items, all of which he expected to receive as gifts. Thompson 



affirmed the treaty and promised to pass the request for presents on to his superiors, but 

he was alarmed by their declared plans to head for Saint-Pierre. He therefore “forbad 

them positively” from establishing any contact with the French there, “under pain of 

being carried Prisoners to the Governour if they were taken in ye attempt.” Thompson 

conceded, however, that the Mi’kmaq would probably make the attempt anyway.36[36]  

Thompson’s scepticism that the Mi’kmaq would adhere to his instructions was 

more a recognition of their needs as Roman Catholics than a conclusion reached because 

they were natives. He was equally mistrustful of the inhabitants of Codroy who, he 

suspected, were trading with the French at Saint-Pierre.37[37] It was this trade rather 

than Mi’kmaq plans to settle in Newfoundland which at this point most concerned 

Thompson and his immediate superior, Captain Thomas Graves, the commodore of the 

Newfoundland station in 1763.38[38] Hugh Palliser, however, who succeeded Graves in 

1764, was more alarmed by the implications of Mi’kmaq settlement in Newfoundland . 

He believed that their presence there not only placed British fishermen at risk, but close 

proximity to the French raised fears that a collaboration might ensue that would 

destabilize the region. In a despatch to the Board of Trade, he expressed his 

“Apprehensions of ye danger of permitting any Indians getting footing in this Country, as 

thereby the Fishery’s will be in the same Precarious State as when the French and their 

Indians possess’d Placentia and the South Coast.”39[39]  

Palliser’s concerns were heightened by the discovery, shortly after his arrival in 

Newfoundland , that Jeannot and his companions had remained in southwestern 

Newfoundland , trapping furs through the winter. Though they returned to Cape Breton 

Island in the spring, Palliser was convinced that a permanent liaison was developing 

between the Mi’kmaq and the French at Saint-Pierre, and that this relationship would 

only intensify if allowed to continue.40[40] Yet any attempt to deal with the Mi’kmaq 

was frustrated by the British authorities in Nova Scotia and Cape Breton Island, who 

seemingly encouraged the Mi’kmaq into migrating to Newfoundland . Those Mi’kmaq 

who came to Newfoundland in 1764 carried passes provided by British military 

authorities on Cape Breton Island .41[41] Despite Palliser’s complaints, the practice 

persisted through 1765.42[42]  



It is possible that some officials in Nova Scotia viewed Mi’kmaq migration to 

Newfoundland as a solution to one of their more troublesome problems. The Mi’kmaq 

were becoming restive in the face of British refusal to help them secure the services of a 

Catholic priest, and in response to British rejection of gift-giving traditions long practiced 

by the French.43[43] Some senior officials, however, were convinced that Mi’kmaq 

contact with the French posed a security threat to Nova Scotia and shared Palliser’s wish 

to have such contact cease.44[44] Yet what could they do? As Governor Wilmot 

explained to the military commander at Louisbourg:  

. . . thro’ a decent Submission to the Authority of Government, [Jeannot] 

Applied for my leave to go over . . . for the purpose of trading and 

hunting; had I refused my Consent . . . he might have taken that liberty 

with impunity, nor indeed can I find out the Law which prevents any of 

the King's subjects passing from any part of this Dominion to the other. . . 

.45[45]  

   

Wilmot was therefore not indifferent to Palliser’s dilemma. If anything, he felt 

just as frustrated as Palliser by the persistence of Mi’kmaq movement across the Cabot 

Strait . He blamed the problem on the parsimony of the imperial authorities in London , 

who continued to deny the Mi’kmaq the presents they demanded. Wilmot warned the 

Board of Trade that “terms cannot be kept with the Indians . . . without incurring an 

expence to gratify their wants, and to prevent any disgusts arising from a neglect of 

them.”46[46] London ’s intransigence over the issue of gifts was driving the Mi’kmaq to 

Newfoundland and into renewing their old relationship with the French.47[47]  

Ironically, if anyone was more concerned than the British authorities in 

Newfoundland and Nova Scotia by the appearance of the Mi’kmaq in Newfoundland 

waters, it was the French. Even before the islands of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon were 

restored to the French in July 1763, the Duc de Choiseul warned Governor d’Angeac not 

to permit the Mi’kmaq to visit the islands.48[48] For one thing, the French had more 

pressing concerns on their mind as they re-established themselves in the fishery. Among 

the issues which subsequently generated a lively dialogue between d’Angeac and his 

British counterpart, Hugh Palliser, were French rights to send their warships to patrol the 



fisheries, the precise location of the boundaries between French and English fisheries, 

French trade with British colonials in America, and French contact with the 

Newfoundland coast to cut wood, hunt, and trade.49[49] Many of these issues were 

inescapable consequences of the condition in which the French found the islands of 

Saint-Pierre and Miquelon upon their restoration in 1763. As one British naval officer 

explained, the islands were left “barren and desart . . . , destitute of all the Necessarys of 

Life, without Materials for building Houses, or Provisions to support them thro the 

Winter.”50[50] The French really had no choice but to steal over to Newfoundland ’s 

South Coast , particularly the more remote stretches of western Placentia Bay, the Burin 

Peninsula , and Fortune Bay , where they hoped to trade with British settlers while 

avoiding notice by the authorities at Placentia .51[51] Such trade, though illegal, was 

essential to the French if they were to re-establish themselves quickly on Saint-Pierre. 

Governor d’Angeac did not need the additional aggravation of Mi’kmaq visitors from 

Cape Breton to draw the attention of the British to the region – as one of the French 

military officers explained, Mi’kmaq contact with the French could cause trouble that 

“could extend to us, given the disputes we had had before with our neighbours.”52[52]  

But Mi’kmaq behaviour was guided by their own needs, not those of the French. 

Despite being rebuffed in Saint-Pierre, the pressure of changing circumstances in Cape 

Breton Island compelled the Mi’kmaq to begin moving in significant numbers to 

Newfoundland ’s South Coast . By 1765, Chief Jeannot, together with roughly 130 to 150 

of his people, were settling within the inner recesses of Bay d’Espoir, a body of water 

with several arms that extended deep into the Newfoundland interior. Palliser found this 

very disturbing. James Cook’s survey work that year had suggested that Placentia Bay, 

Fortune Bay , and Bay d’Espoir “terminate near each other, and almost in the center of 

the Island , from whence it’s not above 2 or 3 days march down to the sea coast on either 

side of the island.” Should the Mi’kmaq succeed in establishing themselves there, they 

would be able to command much of the island’s interior.53[53] Palliser therefore 

arranged for two of the smaller warships in his command – HM Sloop Spy and HM 

Schooner Hope – to overwinter in Newfoundland , one at Placentia , the other at the 

mouth of Bay d’Espoir. Thus, rather than escaping scrutiny, the Mi’kmaq had managed 

only to attract it.  



To be sure, the decision to station Spy and Hope on the South Coast through the 

winter was an expression of Palliser’s concerted effort to crack down on a number of 

illicit activities in the region.54[54] In 1765, the ships of Palliser’s squadron – 

comprising Palliser’s flagship Guernsey, frigates Pearl and Niger, and Egmont in 

addition to sloop Spy and schooner Hope – all converged on the west side of Placentia 

Bay, not far from Saint-Pierre. The Grenville brig also served that summer in the region, 

supporting the cartographic survey of the South Coast under the direction of James Cook. 

Hope and Niger soon left for Labrador, as eventually did Spy and Guernsey, but not 

before Palliser had held court in Great St. Lawrence Harbour, hearing a number of cases 

involving illicit trade between local residents and the French.55[55]  

Yet as winter approached, the Spy, Capt. Thomas Allwright, and Hope, Lieut. 

Stanford, returned to the South Coast and made ready to over-winter there. It was a 

remarkable measure, for warships had never before wintered on the South Coast . Spy 

arrived at Placentia in mid-November and resumed active patrolling in the vicinity of 

Saint-Pierre the following April, well before warships usually took station in 

Newfoundland .56[56] This was consistent with the attention Palliser had been giving the 

French since 1764. Hope, however, took up station three hundred kilometres to the west 

of Placentia , in the shelter of Great Jervis Harbour , located at the mouth of Bay 

d’Espoir.57[57] The distance from there to Pass Island on the far side of Hermitage Bay 

was about twenty kilometres. Hope was therefore to monitor movement in and out of 

Hermitage Bay , to discourage French visits to the area for timber and trade with 

Newfoundland residents, and to inhibit communication between the Mi’kmaq and the 

French at Saint-Pierre. Occasionally this entailed a short cruise, though given the season 

this was not without some risk.58[58] Moreover, the abundance of fjords, inlets, and 

coves of Bay d’Espoir and Hermitage Bay made it more sensible and effective to send 

patrols out in shallops – the workhorses of the fishery, which could be rowed or sailed, 

and which could therefore easily penetrate even the deepest recesses of Newfoundland ’s 

irregular coast.59[59]  

The merits of both the location and these activities were demonstrated almost 

immediately. Hope’s encounters with the natives began literally the day the vessel 

moored in Great Jervis Harbour – a shallop was found there with several Mi’kmaq men, 



women and children. Similar encounters occurred in the days that followed as Hope’s 

crew began to construct winter quarters on shore. In mid-December, a shallop with 

seventeen Mi’kmaq men, women and children was sighted, another was spotted shortly 

thereafter with twenty-nine on board, while two shallops with fifty men, women, and 

children were sighted on 18 December.60[60] In many instances, the natives came to the 

schooner, possibly drawn by curiosity, possibly by an expectation of trade. On at least 

one occasion, in mid-January, a child was brought to the ship to be baptized, though it is 

not clear who would have performed the ceremony, as there is no evidence that Hope’s 

complement included a chaplain. Most likely the Mi’kmaq would have preferred that the 

child be baptized by a proper priest in Saint-Pierre – a Mi’kmaq shallop had appeared at 

Saint-Pierre on Christmas Eve, in search of religious services, provisions, and other 

forms of assistance.61[61] But the French did not welcome the natives, and Governor 

d’Angeac’s official posture remained decidedly cool to their visits.  

It also quickly became apparent that others were in the area besides the Mi’kmaq. 

Several log entries reported shallops owned or manned by Englishmen – on one occasion, 

two natives appeared in English boats crewed by English men. North Arm (or North Bay) 

in particular appeared to be a bustling hive of activity, with almost daily reports of 

shallops coming and going, both native and Englishmen, presumably for trade. Thus, at 

one point Hope’s crew were the recipients of some venison, while on another occasion 

Hope sent its shallop into North Bay to secure a supply of nails. It is not clear who these 

English were, or what drew them there – the opportunity to trade with the Mi’qmaq or the 

opportunity to trade with the French. Whatever reason applied, what is clear is that all 

this activity conflicted with Commodore Palliser’s determination to discourage 

completely any interaction between Newfoundland and the French islands of Saint-Pierre 

and Miquelon . And the natives who had gravitated to Hermitage Bay and Bay d’Espoir 

were only making the situation more difficult.  

Certainly by 1766 Commodore Palliser used the Mi’kmaq presence in the region 

to paint an exceedingly black picture of the future of the fishery in order to secure support 

for his efforts from his superiors in London :  

. . . those Indians . . . dispers’d themselves about the Country to the great 

terror of all our People in those parts, so that before the arrival of the 



Kings Vessels, they had begun to retire, & had determin’d to Abandon the 

whole Fishery to the Westward of Placentia Fort, for the Indians had 

already begun to insult and Rob them on pretence of want of Provisions; 

but under the protection of the Kings Ships, our People return’d and 

remain. The Chiefs of the Indians were Summon’d, and had deliver’d to 

them my Orders to quit this Country. . . .62[62]  

   

It was therefore with renewed vigour that the ships, vessels, and shallops of the 

Royal Navy resumed their efforts in the spring and through the summer and fall of 1766 

to monitor shipping in and out of Saint-Pierre, seizing any vessels suspected of trading 

with the adjacent coasts of Newfoundland . Though Spy remained moored at Placentia 

until the beginning of April, she had three shallops under her wing that were constantly in 

and out of harbour, cruising, inspecting, and occasionally seizing vessels accused of 

violating trade restrictions. By the time Spy added her weight to these patrols, Hope had 

also begun to cruise out to Saint-Pierre and Miquelon . Finally, in May, the rest of the 

station ships began making their appearance. As far as the Mi’kmaq were concerned, all 

this activity appears to have had the desired effect. By the time vessels were again 

stationed at Placentia and Great Jervis Harbour as winter approached, the better “to drive 

away the Indians and to keep the French off,” as Palliser put it in a despatch, Mi’kmaq 

were no longer sighted or reported in Bay d’Espoir.63[63] Instead, Palliser learned that 

they had moved over to the West Coast of Newfoundland.64[64] While some Mi’kmaq 

occasionally still made their way to Saint-Pierre, by 1767 they were no longer a 

disruptive presence in the region.65[65]  

   

Conclusion  

Do the efforts of Commodore Palliser and the ships and vessels of the Newfoundland 

station deserve credit for discouraging the Mi’kmaq from restoring their link with the 

French through Saint-Pierre? Had the navy been successful in interdicting the migration 

of Chief Jeannot’s band of Mi’kmaq from Cape Breton Island to Newfoundland ? Strictly 

speaking, the answer must be no. The Mi’kmaq did settle on Newfoundland, though they 

appear to have avoided Bay d’Espoir, at least for a while, after the false start between 



1763 and 1766; instead they moved to Bay St. George, far from Saint-Pierre, far from the 

commercial activity that centred on the French island, and therefore posing far less 

disruptive an element in Anglo-French relations. The decision to station HM Schooner 

Hope almost certainly served as a disincentive to a continuing Mi’kmaq presence in Bay 

d’Espoir. While Hope’s crew took no steps to drive the natives away, the constant naval 

presence in the area did disrupt trade in the area to such an extent that any contact 

between Saint-Pierre and the Mi’kmaq in Bay’d’Espoir was sporadic at best. 

Contributing to Mi’kmaq frustration would have been French reluctance to welcome 

them at a time when the need to re-establish a French presence in Saint-Pierre required a 

more circumspect relationship with the English. In the final analysis, the Mi’kmaq found 

themselves in a region where English and French imperial friction was sufficiently 

intense to interfere with their efforts to pursue their own priorities.66[66]  
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194/16, pp. 305-305v. James Cook “found ... a Tribe of Mickmak Indians” in Bay St. 

George while conducting his survey of that coast in 1767; Master’s Log, Grenville, 20 

May 1767, TNA (PRO) Adm 52/1263, p. 233.  

 65[65]. A shallop of Mi’kmaqs arrived in Saint-Pierre in 1769 on the pretext of seeking 

news about the health of the French King and to assure the local authorities that their 

loyalty to France remained strong; additional visits by small family groups were reported 

in 1777 and 1778. See Ribault, “La population,” p. 35. 
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