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Introduction 

The origins of fortification may be traced back to 
the time when man became more sedentary and 
began to live in communities. When faced with 
conflict, men thought about their own safety and 
developed artificial means of defence. Fortifica
tion thus belongs to the larger context of war. 
According to Gaston Bouthoul, war appears as a 
"collective phenomenon"; it is "une forme de 
violence qui a pour caractéristique essentielle 
d'être méthodique et organisée quant aux grou
pes qui la font et aux manières dont ils la 
mènent."1 This axiom implies the "institutionali
zation" of war. A corollary follows from it: war 
constitutes an economic enterprise. Thus war had 
to be organized so as to provide the greatest ben
efit and entail the least possible loss and suffer
ing. The conduct of war demanded thoughtful 
planning, reflection and special rules. It gave rise 
to the art of war. 

This secular art took into consideration both 
attack and defence; its development followed that 
of science and technology. In the 15th century 
particularly, the use of cannons gave new impe
tus to offensive operations, and the growing effi
ciency of artillery demanded the redefinition of 

defence. As a result, in the 16th century a new 
type of defensive work better suited to the new 
means of attack was developed: bastioned fortifi
cation. Fortification no longer ensured the safety 
of only the regional principalities and was no 
longer a privilege of only the powerful feudal 
lords. The rise of the nation-state and the 
strengthening of royal authority led to a military 
revival, one of whose fundamental characteristics 
was the appearance of permanent armies. From 
then on, fortresses played a greater role in the 
strategy of war: the aggressor's forces were to be 
immobilized to ensure the freedom of movement 
of the side under attack and to control theatres of 
operations by blocking the main routes of inva
sion. In the 17th century, the fortress became the 
primary object of strategy and siege, the principal 
means of war. 

Québec, as a fortified city from the 17lh to the 
19th century, experienced this concept of siege 
warfare. Military authorities and especially mili
tary engineers tried to model the city according to 
the European art of war; however, this colonial 
fortress was set up in an environment in which 
the political, economic, social and military con-

/. G. Bouthoul, La guerre, Paris, P.U.F., 1973, pp. 30-34, (Col
lection Que sais-je, no. 577). 
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text differed from that in Europe. Consequently, 
we will attempt to determine to what degree 
European technology was applicable to Québec, 
and to analyse the repercussions that the numer
ous defensive constructions built throughout this 
period had on social, economic and urban levels. 

This study sets out to show how and under 
what conditions the defensive works were built; 
to assess the originality of the concepts applied at 
Québec and the military value of the resulting 
defensive works; to discover their implications 
on the socio-economic level; and, finally, to ana
lyse the city-fortress correlation. 

This work is divided into four principal 
themes. The first is a chronological survey of the 
various defensive works proposed or erected at 
Québec from Champlain's Habitation to the forts 
at Pointe-Lévis in 1865. This analysis, while tak
ing into account the context of the two mother 
countries' international and colonial policies, 
aims at establishing the capital's strategic impor
tance, from the point of view of the colony and of 
the mother country. 

The second theme, the technical study of 
Quebec's fortifications, illustrates the evolution 
of the art of fortification in the city. This analysis, 
preceded by an appraisal of European conceptual 
trends in this field, makes it possible to see in 
what way and to what degree European notions 
were transferred to the New World. An apprecia
tion of the military engineer's work at Québec 
and of his role as a transformer of the environ
ment emerges from these considerations. 

Thirdly, it is essential to sketch a portrait of 
the men who enabled the engineer to carry out his 
projects, in particular, contractors, craftsmen, 
troops and corvéables.* The colonial workforce 
is compared occasionally with that of the mother 
country. That such works had important eco
nomic repercussions may be taken for granted; 
but it should not be concluded that everyone 
profited either under French government or Brit
ish rule. The construction of fortifications did not 
have only monetary implications; at least in the 
French regime, it also provided a means of rising 
in the social hierarchy, and thus touches on a sub
ject of greater scope: the dynamics of society. 

Finally, although the fortifications benefitted 
part of the population, in other respects they 
defined to some degree the physical setting in 
which the urban population was destined to live. 
The French military engineer of the 18th century 
did not only seek to adapt his fortification to the 
topography of the area, he was also concerned 
with the social and geographical environment of 
the city. This concern with urbanism arose in 
Europe, both from the military role of most cities 
and from the originality of the engineer's vision 
as an urban planner. Whether or not this preoccu
pation existed in Québec, the fact remains that 
the fortifications subjected the population to a 
variety of inconveniences, and some of them, 
such as expropriations and material losses, were 
very burdensome. In this study we examine the 
confrontations of Quebec's fortress role and its 
urban dynamism. 

This analysis of Quebec's fortifications 
sheds new light on little-known aspects of 
Quebec's military history and defines precisely 
the role of the engineer and the impacts of his 
activities on the environment of the Old Capital. 

* Individuals subject to the corvee. 

18 



Chapter 1 The fortifications 
of Québec: 
the political and 
military context, 
1608-1759 

F ROM the time of Champlain to that of 
Montcalm, the capital of New France was 
provided with a number of defensive sys

tems. Beginning with the Habitation and 
continuing to the Beauport entrenchments of 
1759, the defence of Québec and the colony was 
an ever-present concern for colonial administra
tors. The French population soon suffered the 
consequences of having settled in an unknown 
and unfamiliar environment. War broke out. Spo
radic and local at first, it became more serious 
with time. As a result, Québec found itself in a 
precarious position, and despite a long period of 
peace during the 18th century, this instability per
sisted until the town's fall. 

The various wars arose from conflicts in two 
spheres: either the Indians clashed with the Euro
peans or rivalry broke out among the European 
nations. Faced with different technologies and 
war tactics, the Europeans had first to adapt their 
means of defence to North American conditions. 
In New France such adaptation was vital to the 
survival of the French population. As the 17th 

century progressed, the Indians lost ground 
increasingly to the Europeans. Their political and 
economic objectives became more and more 
dominated by those of England, France and Hol
land, and despite their efforts to maintain their 

intermediary role in the fur trade, they were 
bypassed by the Europeans and forced into alli
ances with them. During this changeover, Euro
pean military technology gradually came to the 
fore, a factor that French colonial administrators 
had to consider if they were to ensure the protec
tion of Québec. 

At the end of the 17th century and throughout 
the 18th, Anglo-French rivalry in North America 
reflected the more critical struggle for dominance 
on the European continent. Henceforth, the two 
powers became caught up in a battle for political 
and economic superiority. The French attempted 
to establish territorial hegemony, whereas the 
British, realizing the possibilities of their island 
geography, sought to increase their sea power 
and, thereby, their hold over international trade. 

The colonial objectives of the two powers 
were dependent upon their European politics. 
Thus the plans and accomplishments of the 
French in colonial defence were determined par
tially by these background factors. Because the 
development of New France was closely linked 
to its economic mainspring, the fur trade, the col
ony adopted a policy of territorial expansion, 
which resulted in a confrontation between French 
and British colonists vying for control of the fur-
rich hinterlands. Québec, as the political capital 
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This rudimentary structure was built by Champlain on 
his arrival in 1608 to protect traders at the post from Indians 
and competitive trading companies. The ditches and "plattes 

of French North America, came to be seen by 
England and its colonists as a key to the success 
of their political and military aspirations in North 
America. A defence policy was imperative, and it 
had to accommodate not only the interests of the 
mother country, but even more so, the security 
needs of the town and the colony. 

The First Defensive Works: 
A Result of Expediency 

The founding of Québec by Champlain was 
one of many attempts by the French in the 16th 

and early 17th centuries to colonize and commer
cially exploit the New World. The site of Québec, 

reconnoitred by Cartier and Roberval in the 16th 

century and Champlain in 1603, was chosen by de 
Monts on Champlain's advice to establish a trad
ing post that would be safe from competition and 
easy to defend.1 The unstable situation in this 
unfamiliar country prompted a decision to build a 
temporary wooden structure at once to ensure 
the safety of the men and merchandise. The 1608 
Habitation, as Champlain called it, was intended 
to be a residence, a merchandise and supplies 
store, and a réduit for defence, but because the 
store was the first building completed the Habita
tion was to serve principally as a trading post.2 

1. Marcel Trudel, Histoire de la Nouvelle-France; le comptoir, 
1604-1627, Ottawa, Fides, 1966, chapter V. 

2. Samuel de Champlain, The Works of Samuel de Champlain, 
reprinted by H.P. Biggar (éd.), Toronto, The Champlain Soci
ety, 1922-36, vol. 2, pp. 24-5. 
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The plan of the second Habitation, started in 1623, still 
reflected the principles of the trading post-fort. Its most 
important feature was the turreted storehouse in the centre. 
It was surrounded by a ditch and a "tenaille," and its defen
sive components were strengthened by the addition of a plat
form and redoubt. J. Bourdon [1635], Department of Rare 
Books and Special Collections of the McGill University 
Libraries. 

With its double enceinte, Fort St. Louis, as restored by 
Champlain on his return to Québec, is reminiscent of medi
eval fortification. The casemates built into the bastions' 
flanks resemble the "moineaux" found in pre-bastioned for
tification. Its trace, however, reveals a few elements of 
flanking, which was the principal characteristic of classic, or 
bastioned, fortification. J. Bourdon [1635], Department of 
Rare Books and Special Collections of the McGill University 
Libraries. 

Although defence was a priority when the 
post was established, the first defensive struc
tures were rudimentary. The Habitation was 
reminiscent of a medieval castle and met similar 
needs. It was even provided with some of the fea
tures that had appeared in medieval castles in the 
mid-15th century. Its "platte-formes, en façon de 
tenailles" or "pointes d'esperons," placed in 
front of the ditch and vertical galleried wall, 
resembled the "boulevards" of the 15th century; 
both provided a place from which to fire cannons, 
something that could not be done from behind 
vertical walls without a terreplein.3 

Who were the potential aggressors against 
whom the French had to protect their trading 
post? Champlain's fight with the Iroquois in 1609 
had aroused their enmity towards the French, 
and after a disagreement with the neighbouring 
Indians in 1627 the traders at the post had to be 
wary,4 for their allegiance could not be counted 
on. Against such enemies, the Habitation fulfilled 
some defensive requirements as a réduit: the ver
tical walls of the main work and high outer pali
sades made escalade difficult; a ditch 15 feet 
across and 6 feet deep and a gate with a draw
bridge prevented direct access to the post; and an 
outer gallery connecting the residences to the 
store facilitated communication on all fronts and 
provided a place from which muskets could be 
fired. 

But why cannons? Champlain was wary of 
the European fur trade rivalry. One month before 
the founding of Québec, François Pont-Gravé, 
who had accompanied Champlain in his explora
tions, was defeated while aboard the Lévrier in a 
skirmish with Basque smugglers at Tadoussac.s 

The aspirations of the British were also well 
known. In 1613, Argall destroyed the colonies of 
Saint-Sauveur and Port Royal in Acadia. The 
French trading companies were also to be feared. 
When the agents of the Associés de Rotten et 
Saint-Malo, who had lost their rights to the de 
Caens, arrived in Québec in 1621, Champlain pre
pared to defend the post.6 It was essential that 
the post be defended by cannon against these 
aggressors. 

The Habitation was soon found to be inade
quate, and as early as 1616 Champlain began to 
work on additions and repairs. In 1623 he decided 
to build a new masonry structure with "corps de 
logis de dix-huit toyses, avec deux aisles de dix 
toyses de chaque costé et quatre petites tours aux 
quatre coings du logement, et un ravelin devant 
l'Habitation commandant sur la rivière et entouré 
le tout de fossez et pont-levis. . ."7 He also 
strengthened the post's defences by building Fort 
St. Louis on the heights overlooking the 
Habitation. 

Champlain's actions did not please the com
pany administrators, but with the support of the 

3. According to Colonel Rocolle, the "boulevard" was the ances
tor of the ravelin. Colonel Rocolle, 2000 ans de fortifications 
françaises, Paris, Lavauzelle, 1973, p. 172. See Chapter 3, 
"The Theoretical Context." for definitions of technical terms. 

4. Champlain, op. cit., vol. 5, p. 244. 
5. Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 11-4. 

6. Ibid., vol. 5, pp. 25-6. 
7. Ibid., vol. 5. pp. 112-3. The main structure, as described by 

Champlain, was never finished. Only half the building and two 
towers were built. 

21 



Viceroy he ignored their protests. In 1621 he 
sharply criticized the stand taken by the Associés 
de Rouen et Saint-Malo on the matter of security: 

Des forts et forteresses, ils n'en veulent pas, 
que lorsque la nécessité le requiert mais alors 
il est trop tard. Quant je leur parfois de forti
fier s'était leur grief, j 'avais beau leur montrer 
les inconvénients qui en pouvoient arriver, ils 
étaient sourds et tout cela n'estait que la 
crainte en laquelle ils estaient, que s'il y avait 
un fort, ils seroient maistrisez et qu'on leur 
ferait la loi. . .8 

This association may not have been overly enthu
siastic about security, but the French Court 
reacted differently; the same year, the King 
decided to send arms and ammunition to Cham-
plain for the defence of the fort.9 

In 1626 Champlain decided to demolish the 
old fort and construct a larger one on the site. The 
new fort, which was constructed of fascines, 
earth, sod and wood, included two small demi-
bastions, "bien flanquez," in its trace. According 
to Champlain, it was built "ainsi qu'autrefois 
j 'avais vu pratiquer, qui étaient de très bonnes for
teresses . . ."10 The de Caens proved to be just as 
unco-operative on defence as their predecessors, 
despite the wishes of the King and Viceroy to 
improve the post's defences. They insisted that 
Champlain not use their men for the work, and 
they considered that the cost of construction 
should be borne exclusively by the Court.11 

In 1628 an alert was given: the British were 
about to attack. The fort was still not finished. 
Champlain had entrenchments made around the 
Habitation and set up barricades on the fort's 
unfinished ramparts.12 The weapons were typical 
of this period of transition and development in 
artillery: halberds and pikes were used side by side 
with muskets and harquebuses, cast-iron petards 
and Breteuil cannons.13 Faced with Champlain's 
resistance and the difficulty of taking the hilltop 

fort by storm, David Kirke concluded that his only 
option was to starve the garrison into submission, 
and so he intercepted ships carrying provisions. 
Defensively, the primitive works and the fort's 
advantageous site were enough to repulse the Brit
ish threat; but starvation succeeded where the 
artillery of the Kirke brothers' small fleet had 
failed. The following year Champlain surrendered 
the post of Québec. 

In 1633 Champlain returned to find Québec in 
ruins, and he set about to restore the Habitation 
and the fort14 and to construct a redoubt to com
mand the wharf.15 When Champlain died in 1635, 
the Habitation consisted of a store with two 
turrets, built between 1623 and 1628, and was pro
tected on three sides by a ditch and wall, which the 
engineer Jean Bourdon called a tenaille.16 A plat
form defended the approach from the river on the 
south side. Upper Town was protected by the 
complicated layout of Fort St. Louis. There were 
two parallel enceintes on the west side. Almost 
identical, they consisted of earth and wood ram
parts. Batteries of cannons arranged in bastion 
shape prevented approach from the river. In its 
overall plan, the double enceinte was reminiscent 
of medieval fortification, although several ele
ments of flank defence were evident in its trace.17 

The layout of one enceinte indicates that it was 
used as a réduit, or keep.18 

Whatever its state may have been, the fort 
was considered inadequate by the new Governor, 
Huault de Montmagny. On his arrival in 1636, he 
had a plan drawn up "d'une forteresse qu'on doit 
bastir régulièrement."19 The engineer Jean Bour
don proposed that a large fort be built, surrounded 
by a regular enceinte of four equal sides with bas
tions at each corner. Some of the works were 
undertaken in 1636 and others in 1646, when con
struction was begun on a bastion and 50 toises of 
curtain wall;20 but Bourdon's original plan was 
abandoned, for in 1660 the trace was not a regular 
one. 

8. Ibid., vol. 5. pp. 18-9. 

9. Ibid., vol. 5. pp. 51-2. Besides gunpowder, lead and medicine, 
the King sent halberds, pikes and harquebuses (both wheel-
lock and matchlock) as well as two cast-iron petards each 
weighing 44 pounds. 

10. Ibid., vol. 5, pp. 204-5 
11. Ibid., vol. 5. pp. 236-9. 
12. Ibid., vol. 5, p. 227. 
13. Ibid., vol. 6. pp. 65-6. 

14. Reuben Gold Thwaites (éd.), The Jesuit Relations and Allied 
Documents, Cleveland, The Burrows Brothers Company. 
1896-1901. vol. 5. pp. 7-29: vol. 7. p. 228. 

15. Ibid., vol. 9, pp. 136-7. 

16. This wall was much more closely related to a fausse-braye. The 
description of these structures is based on Jean Bourdon's 
plans; we believe that the plans give an indication of the condi
tion of the defensive works at the time of Champlain's death, 
although they were drawn up at a later date. 

17. As an element in the evolution of fortification, the concept of 
flanking made its appearance during the 1500s, although it was 
not established as a principle until the beginning of the next 
century. This topic is dealt with in Chapter 3, "The Theoretical 
Context." 

18. Was the work on Fort St. Louis carried out by Champlain 
between 1633 and 1635? This hypothesis seems to be supported 
by the fact that his house was indicated on Bourdon's plan and 
that the Governor mentioned that he had restored the ruins, 
enlarged the fortifications and made additions to the buildings. 
PAC, MG5. B, 1, vol. 4, p. 131. Champlain to Richelieu, 18 
August 1634. 

19. R.G. Thwaites (éd.), op. cit., vol. 9, p. 136. 
20. ASQ. Séminaire 6, no. 4, "Marché pour le bastion du fort," 19 

October 1646. 
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This attempt by Montmagny to set up a regu
lar fortress was part of Cardinal Richelieu's proj
ect to establish a colony through the agency of the 
Compagnie des Cent-Associés. The company's 
economic difficulties and the failure of the coloni
zation project hindered construction. On the eve 
of the Iroquois wars, Québec colonists could 
count on no more than makeshift works and primi
tive fortifications. 

In 1641 the Iroquois renounced the pacifist 
and prudent attitude they had adopted in recent 
years in favour of attack; their fur reserves were 
becoming exhausted and they were not profiting 
from the Laurentian alliance. The Iroquois wars 
were preceded by considerable expansion of the 
French and Dutch colonies towards Iroquois terri
tory. In New France, colonial administrators 
fortified île Richelieu, lying offshore from 
Deschambault, in 1634, and founded Trois-
Rivières.21 Montréal followed in 1642. On the 
Hudson River, the Dutch settlements of Orange 
(1614) and Wiltwych (1615) were gradually 
strengthened by small forts, blockhouses and pali
sades. New Amsterdam, the more important post, 
was established in 1625.22 The elimination of the 
Mohicans (Wolves) from the Hudson River fur 
trade in 1626 strengthened Dutch-Iroquois rela
tions, and thus diminished French military superi
ority. In 1633 and 1634 Champlain warned Cardi
nal Richelieu of the Iroquois threat and asked for 
soldiers to subdue the Iroquois.23 The French 
were also well informed on Dutch expansion; 
Father Jogues, who travelled through New Hol
land in 1646, described Dutch progress in 
colonizing and fortifying New Amsterdam (Man
hattan) and Orange.24 

The Iroquois threat demanded a special 
defensive system for the French colony's trading 
posts. A surprise attack could materialize from the 
cover of the forest directly beyond the cleared 
land. At Montréal, which was in continual danger, 

a system was developed to quickly gather the pop
ulation into a few réduits. Besides the fort with 
four bastions (1645), which was considered the 
safest réduit, the defensive system included Gov
ernor Maisonneuve's house (1652), which was 
surrounded by palisades, the Hôtel-Dieu, which 
was palisaded and protected by two bastions, and 
the masonry mill with loopholes and machicola
tion built near the fort.25 Furthermore, the new 
houses built between 1654 and 1659 were con
structed in parallel rows and loopholed to enable 
each to cover another with its fire.26 

Québec was less vulnerable than Montréal 
and Trois-Rivières. Further from Iroquois terri
tory, the town also had the advantage of a denser 
population in its vicinity. Nevertheless, when the 
Iroquois threat grew more persistent in the sur
rounding countryside, the town would gradually 
develop a defensive system similar to that of 
Montréal. The threat soon materialized because 
the colony's weak offensive forces failed com
pletely in their attempt to control routes between 
Québec and Montréal. Even after the arrival of 
troops in 1642 and 1644, the total strength of the 
colony in 1648 was no more than 12 soldiers at 
Québec, 10 at Montréal and 6 at Trois-Rivières, as 
well as a flying camp of 40 soldiers for escorting 
convoys between Québec and Montréal.27 

Because the route to Québec presented no 
obstacles, the Iroquois were free to terrorize the 
surrounding countryside; but the population was 
not entirely without defence. The seigneurial sys
tem officially forbad the seigneurs to build forts, 
but the Iroquois forays soon made it clear that 
réduits were necessary, and the seigneurs were 
obliged by the governors to build them. As a 
result, forts were built at Chateau-Richer on 
the Beaupré seigneurie, Saint-Pierre on Ile 
d'Orléans, Sillery on the seigneurie of the "sauva
ges chrétiens," Gaudarville on the seigneurie 
belonging to the widow Lauson de la Citière, and 

21. R.G. Thwaites (éd.). op. cit.. vol. 7. p. 228. 
22. John W. Reps. The Making of Urban America. Princeton. 

Princeton University Press, 1965. pp. 147-50. 
23. PAC. MG5, B, 1, vol. 4, p. 125. [Champlain] to Richelieu. 15 

August 1633; ibid., p. 131, Champlain to Richelieu. 18 August 
1634. According to Champlain, no more than 120 soldiers 
would be necessary to subdue the Iroquois. 

24. Collections of the New York Historical Society. New York, D. 
Appleton and Co., 1857, 2nd Series, vol. 3, part I, pp. 215-9. 
Letter from Isaac Jogues, 6 August 1646. The fort at New 
Amsterdam was made up of four "regular" bastions, but 
lacked a ditch. At the time of Jogues' visit, it was being faced 
with masonry. Within the fort were a church, the governor's 
house, warehouses and barracks. The garrison consisted of 60 
soldiers. Fort Orange was palisaded and included four or five 
Breteuil cannons. At this post, also known as Renselaerswick. 
there were about 30 houses for the population of approximately 
100 inhabitants. 

25. "Ville-Marie en 1652." reprinted in Marcel Trudel, Initiation à 
la Nouvelle-France. Montréal, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 
1968, p. 56. 

26. Adrian Nunes. Government Policy Toward the Fortifications in 
Canada Daring the French Regime, M.A. thesis. McGill Uni
versity. 1970, pp. 7-8. 

27. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 1:247-53. Order in Council. 5 March 
1648. Fort Richelieu, built by Montmagny in 1642 at the mouth 
of the Richelieu River, was intended to ensure that lines of 
communication were kept open and that the Iroquois were pre
vented from using the route. Under the conditions described 
above, it was unable to fulfil this purpose. For this reason the 
fort was abandoned. It was eventually destroyed by the 
Iroquois. 
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Saint-Jean on Jean Bourdon's seigneurie.28 These 
small forts were too far from the Québec garrison, 
however, and in 1644 Montmagny, who was 
unable to defend both Québec and Sillery against 
the Iroquois, asked the Hospitalière Nuns in 
Sillery to come back to Québec.29 In fact, Québec 
remained the safest place in the colony. Moving 
closer to Fort St. Louis was a security measure;30 

but the security, even at a short distance from the 
fort, was relative only, as attested to by Mother 
Saint-Augustin in 1651.31 

Although Québec was rarely at tacked 
directly, the Iroquois often lurked about the area, 
attacking nearby seigneuries and provoking 
numerous alerts. The alerts forced the colonial 
authorities to adopt specific defensive measures. 
To supplement the works already constructed at 
Fort St. Louis in 1646 and 1648, defensive works 
were added to the Jesuits' College, a masonry 
structure built five years earlier, on the orders of 
Governor Jean de Lauson in 1653. The ordon
nance specified that pieces of artillery were to be 
mounted on the "flancs."32 After a series of 
alerts, Quebec's defensive system was developed 
still further in 1658.33 Using Montréal as an exam
ple, the authorities noted that the number of 
réduits should be increased in Québec and that 
they should be concentrated around Fort 
St. Louis. In 1660, another alert caused excep
tional security measures, resulting in the construc
tion of significant works, especially on the Ursu-
lines' property and at Fort St. Louis.34 

In 1660 the réduits in Upper Town consisted 
essentially of Fort St. Louis, the Jesuits' College, 
Monseigneur de Laval's residence and the Ursu-
line Convent. In Lower Town, the inhabitants 

could only barricade themselves in their homes; 
the Upper Town réduits lay too far away. There 
were also some less significant, less secure 
réduits, whose palisades and high walls neverthe
less offered some protection in case of attack; for 
example, there were the mills, especially one 
belonging to Simon Denys de La Trinité (1658) on 
Cape Diamond; the Huron fort near the Château, 
with a palisade nearly 195 feet long by 150 feet 
wide, which was used by the Hurons from 1656 to 
about 1668;35 and the fort's garden enclosure. In 
1665 the enclosure was to be made more secure 
with the addition of a new palisade flanked by four 
stake bastions.36 

After the alert of 1660, other defensive works 
were built. With the Governor's accord, the 
Hospitalières, who had taken refuge with the Jesu
its during the alarm, decided to have defensive 
works added to their monastery.37 As well, Fort 
St. Louis was assessed, and the necessary repairs 
begun.38 The Governor encouraged the construc
tion of casemates39 and recommended that a 
stone tower be built at Pointe-aux-Roches to for
tify the site and house a mill.40 

The numerous dispatches from colonial 
authorities illustrate, however, that these mea
sures were temporary. Since the outbreak of the 
Iroquois wars, colonial defence had received little 
aid from France, which had been successively 
involved in the Thirty Years' War (1618-48), para
lysed by the Fronde (1649-53) and menaced by the 
Spaniards until 1659. Only when the Peace of the 
Pyrenees had been signed with the Spaniards in 
1659 did France finally answer its North American 
colony's increasingly urgent cries of distress. In 
1658 Governor Pierre de Voyer, Viscount 

28. Marcel Trudel. Les debuts du régime seigneurial, Montréal. 
Fides, 1974, pp. 5 and 94-105. 

29. Jeanne-Françoise Juchereau de Saint-Ignace and Marie Andrée 
Duplessis de Sainte-Hélène, Les Annales de l'Hôtel-Dieu de 
Québec 1636-1716, (Dom Albert Jamet, éd.), Québec, Hôtel-
Dieu de Québec, 1939, pp. 48-9. 

30. Marie de l'Incarnation, Correspondance, New edition, Guy 
Oury, Abbaye Saint-Pierre, Solesmes. 1971, p. 144, Letter 
LIX, 16 September 1641 ; also see p. 123, Letter LU, 24 August 
1641: "L 'on jette les fondements de notre monastère proche du 
Fort de Québec qui est le lieu le plus sûr." 

31. Paul Ragueneau. La vie de la mère Catherine de Saint-
Augustin, Paris, F. Lambert, 1671, p. 56. 

32. "Ordonnance du gouverneur de Lauson pour pourvoir à la 
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33. See d'Argenson's dispatches of 5 September 1658 on this sub
ject, in BRH vol. 27, nos. 10 and 11, (Oct.-Nov. 1921), pp. 
298-309 and 328-39. In 1658 the threat of attack continued for 
five weeks. The Ursuline nuns were obliged to fortify their 
building and keep a group of 24 men for defence. Marie de 
l'Incarnation, op. cit., p. 198, Letter LXXXVII. 24 August 
1658. 

34. Ibid., p. 620, Letter CLXXXIV, 25 June 1660. 

35. Marcel Trudel. Le terrier du Saint-Laurent, Ottawa, Éditions 
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Côté, 1885-91, vol. 1. pp. 318-9. Il February 1665. In 1660 the 
garden palisade included only one bastion. 

37. Jeanne-Françoise Juchereau de Saint-Ignace and Marie Andrée 
Duplessis de Sainte-Hélène, op. cit., p. 115. 

38. P.G. Roy, La ville de Québec sous le régime français, Québec, 
Redempti Paradis, 1930, vol. 1, p. 267; Jugements et délibéra
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d'Argenson, had asked only for workers for colo
nial defence; but faced with growing Iroquois hos
tility two years later, he demanded that troops be 
sent to save the colony.41 

When his succes so r , Pierre Dubois 
d'Avaugour, arrived the following year, he asked 
that 300 soldiers and 1,200 colonists be sent to sub
due the Iroquois and establish peace in the colony. 
He also proposed that two forts be built at Québec, 
one on each side of the river.42 In spite of the 
arrival of a handful of soldiers and colonists in 
1662, the colony's safety just before the advent 
of royal government remained precar ious . 
D'Avaugour elaborated a large-scale project 
intended to protect the colony from Iroquois for
ays and to lay the foundations of a great French 
state in America. He asked first for 3,000 soldiers 
and colonists and proposed that fortifications be 
built. His ambitious project planned for Québec to 
be fortified properly and its enceinte backed up by 
forts on the south shore and on the St. Charles 
River. D'Avaugour felt permitted to conclude 
that: "Le tout ainsi exécuté, je confirme pour la 
troisième fois, qu'il n'y a puissance au monde qui 
sorte les Français de Québec."43 The fortification 
plan drawn up by Jean Bourdon in 1664, proposing 
for the first time to enclose the town with a regular 
enceinte, a ditch and bastions, seems to be con
nected to d'Avaugour's project. But this plan rep
resented, above all, an effort to fix the town limits 
by determining the eventual placement of the 
enceinte. 

The mother country was unsure whether to 
follow the plan promoted by d'Avaugour or to sub
due the Iroquois. Opinion was divided. An anony
mous memorandum recommended that 800 sol
diers be sent to New France to carry the war into 
Iroquois territory. Its author claimed that sending 
"sufficient" forces to crush the enemy would 
eliminate the need to fortify Québec.44 Others 
believed that sending an expedition of troops into 
Iroquois territory would be almost impossible, 
unless the Dutch agreed to lend their support, and 
that it would be preferable, therefore, to protect 
the population from Iroquois raids by building a 
series of forts and redoubts along the shores of the 
St. Lawrence.45 France decided to send troops — 
the Carignan-Salières Regiment of about 1,200 sol
diers. Thus, rather than take a defensive stance 
and consolidate its fortifications, the French col
ony prepared to attack. The soldiers built forts 

along the Richelieu, which was the route of the 
invading Iroquois, to guarantee the supply of pro
visions for campaigns into Iroquois country. Not 
until peace was assured would France think again 
about fortifying Québec. 

In the first half of the 17th century, Quebec's 
security proved to be as much a problem for the 
colonial authorities as it was a worry to the com
pany directors. Since the time of Champlain, the 
directors were opposed to fortifying Québec. 
According to Champlain, the companies feared 
that once protected by fortifications, the colonists 
would take over the trading post. This fear 
explains the companys' constant opposition to the 
construction of Fort St. Louis. From their view
point, the only valid argument for building fortifi
cations would be the need to protect the stored 
merchandise, and the Habitation should have 
been satisfactory for this purpose. 

When the Compagnie des Cent-Associés 
arrived, it was understood that France intended to 
ensure the colony's defence by building a "regular 
fortress" at Québec. These hopes dwindled with 
the company's economic setbacks and the mother 
country's military and political problems. Conse
quently, the defensive works built during the first 
50 years of Quebec's existence were the result 
of colonial will, if not the personal efforts of indi
viduals such as Champlain, Montmagny and 
d'Argenson. 

Technologically, the trading post's fortifica
tions were no more than hastily set up primitive 
works. The colonists' precarious position and 
their unfamiliarity with the surroundings might 
explain this; nevertheless, these fortifications 
demonstrated the essential elements of the Euro
pean art of warfare in a period of transition. 
Although they were makeshift, the fortifications 
met security needs to some degree by adapting to a 
specific type of aggressor and means of attack. 
The surrender of Québec in 1629 resulted more 
from the hardships endured by the population than 
from the tactical weakness of the fortifications in 
the face of Kirkes' fleet. When the Iroquois took 
to the warpath in 1641, the colony's fortifications 
were no longer adequate, but Québec enjoyed 
some measure of security. The distance separating 
it from the Iroquois' principal route of invasion 
and the construction of the numerous réduits 
afforded the capital some security. 

44. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 2:36-7, "Mémoire de ce qui est à faire en 
Canada. . . . " 22 January 1663. 

45. Ibid., 2:46-8, "Mémoire de ce qui serait à faire pour se fortifier 
contre les insultes des Iroquois en Canada," 1663. 
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The Advent of Royal Government: 
Good Intentions 

Il est de grande importance pour la seureté 
de la Colonie d'adviser aux expédients que 
peuvent estre pratiqués pour mettre princi
palement le fort de Québec en estât de def-
fense en y faisant une fortiffication régulière 
et le garnissant d'une bonne Artillerie et de 
toutes sortes de munitions de guerre. En 
sorte que non seulement il ne puisse estre 
insulté, mais mesme qu'il puisse faire une 
vigoureuse deffense quand mesme les 
nations de l'Europe les plus aguerries y 
feraient un siège formé.46 

When compared with subsequent directives con
cerning the Québec fortifications, these reflec
tions on defence do not seem very credible at 
first. But in the light of the advent of royal 
government and the early years of enthusiasm for 
Colbert's policy to establish a closely settled, 
self-sufficient colony in the St. Lawrence Valley 
and in the context of international politics in the 
years 1663-68, this directive from Colbert takes 
on more significance. 

Beginning in 1663, authorities in France and 
the colony recommended a new approach to colo
nial defence. The impetus to elaborate this 
approach was derived from and coincided with a 
scheme for economic development and systema
tic settlement proposed by Colbert and Talon; it 
took experience with Iroquois war tactics and the 
possibility of European attack into consideration. 

Defence against Iroquois forays had been 
made difficult by the scattered population throu
ghout the St. Lawrence Valley. In 1663 the King 
urged the colonists to settle near the colony's 
main villages in order to have the land cleared 
more quickly and for security reasons,47 and in 
1665 Talon recommended that boroughs be esta
blished for the same reasons.48 

The following year, Talon announced the 
establishment of three villages in the countryside 
around Québec. Even at this time he had an idea 
of the reciprocal aid that would be possible be
tween Québec and the villages. He planned to use 

one of the villages for housing soldiers. They 
would play an important role in defending Qué
bec during an attack.49 

In the type of war conducted by the Iroquois, 
the colonists were tactically disadvantaged by the 
scattering of their houses on the seigneuries. In 
the face of the Iroquois threat, the importance of 
forming these villages as a security measure 
should not be underestimated. But at Québec, 
where Iroquois forays were rare, Colbert and 
Talon's new system of defence was recommen
ded more as a protection against European 
attackers.50 

The danger of Europeans attacking Québec 
increased after New Holland was captured by 
England in 1664. Two years later, abiding by its 
alliance with Holland, France declared war on 
England. The King's instructions to Tracy did not 
rule out the possibility of campaigns against the 
new English colonies,51 but France had to consi
der that the English could attack Canada.52 

Under these circumstances, a 1667 plan for provi
ding Québec with "regular" fortifications, as set 
forth in Colbert's letter, was not implausible. 
With Talon's villages providing a larger popula
tion to defend the town, it was more likely that 
Québec would be given elaborate fortifications. 

According to Talon, Fort St. Louis could not 
be made into the Québec fortress envisioned by 
Colbert.53 Its location eliminated any possibility 
of fortification according to the rules of the art. 
Capable of sheltering no more than 50 to 100 men. 
the fort was clearly inadequate. Thus Talon pro
posed that the heights of Cape Diamond be forti
fied, leaving Fort St. Louis to defend the har
bour. The project to fortify the Cape Diamond 
heights elicited no response; however, Talon 
improved the fort's artillery, effected some major 
repairs54 and had a powder magazine built.55 

Meanwhile, his boroughs were growing.56 

Nevertheless, with the signing of the treaties 
of Breda and Aix-la-Chapelle in 1667-68,57 the 
question of fortifying Québec became much less 
urgent. In times of peace, Fort St. Louis and the 
system of mutual defence provided by Talon's 

46. Ibid.. 2:295. Colbert to Talon, 5 April 1667. 
47. Ibid., 2:8, Judgement of 21 March 1663. 
48. Ibid.,: 150, Talon to Colbert, 4 October 1665. 
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When royal government began, colonial administrators 
tried to provide the colony with a better planned defensive 
strategy. Their first objective was to concentrate settlement 
in centres to make it easier to resist the Iroquois' depreda
tions. In the Québec regions, it was proposed not only to 
build a regular enceinte in Upper Town, but also to supple

ment it by establishing boroughs in the surrounding country
side. The boroughs were designed according to a radial plan, 
and were the only part of the project to be realized. G. de 
Catalogne and J.-B. Decouage, 1709, copy, Public Archives 
of Canada. 
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boroughs were thought to be sufficient, and the 
authorities contented themselves with having 
attained these two objectives. 

The Anglo-Dutch naval wars and the War of 
Devolution had revived France's desire to cons
truct regular fortifications at Québec. The war 
with Holland, which broke out in 1672, was so 
onerous for France, however, that this intention 
soon expired. Although King Louis XIV's direc
tives emphasized the colony's strike force by 
recommending that Frontenac take particular 
care to train the habitants for war,58 the new 
Governor hoped to fortify Québec; he even consi
dered the possibility of building a fortified town. 
With this in mind, he asked Colbert to trace 
"l'enceinte à peu près (à la distance) que vous 
estimeriez qu'on dust donner à la ville,"59 and 
demanded a small garrison to meet security needs 
and to ensure that fortifications would be built. In 
this respect, Frontenac asked the King to devote 
only as much attention to Québec as he had to the 
captured Dutch towns.60 

Believing that the Iroquois were the only real 
threat, and an easily controlled one, the Court 
ignored the Governor's demands.61 In Novem
ber 1673 Frontenac repeated his demands, 
emphasized that Fort St. Louis and its guard
houses were in very poor condi t ion and 
announced that the Dutch had recaptured Man
hattan and Orange from the British.62 Whether or 
not the danger was real, the Court had no inten
tion of fortifying Québec or of sending troops. 
Abandoned by England, France was having diffi
culties in Europe and had to concede maritime 
supremacy to Holland. Although France consid
ered a Dutch attack on the French West Indies a 
more likely danger, it did not rule out the possibil
ity of an attack in Canada. Despite the risks, the 
Governor was instructed to do no more than train 
the habitants for war and continue to gather them 
into villages so that they could defend 

themselves.63 For several years, there would be 
no consideration of an enceinte at Québec. 

Reluctantly, Frontenac contented himself 
with constructing palisades around the fort's gar
dens, had cannons mounted on carriages and 
planned to build platforms and batteries, but from 
then on, his interests lay more with Fort 
Frontenac and the fur trade than with the defence 
of Québec.64 He believed that a Dutch attack on 
Québec was unlikely: " . . . ce n'est pas une petite 
affaire que de remonter quatre-vingt lieues dans 
une rivière, sans bien la connoistre. Ainsi je croy 
qu'il y a plus de bravade dans tous les bruits 
qu'ils font courir, que d'envie d'exécuter ce des
se in . . . " 6 5 He was no doubt substantially cor
rect. Already involved in Europe, the Dutch were 
unable to undertake an expedition against New 
France without the collaboration of the Iroquois. 
The two eastern Iroquois nations (the Mohawks 
and the Oneidas) had just finished a war with the 
Wolf tribe, and were being decimated by small
pox; the three western nations were at war with 
the Susquehanna. The Iroquois were therefore 
too weak to become involved in a war against the 
French.66 

The European war dragged on and was a 
drain on France. Since peace in the colony did 
not seem jeopardized, the Court limited its annual 
messages to repeated instructions to train the 
habitants for war.67 In 1678, when an Anglo-
Dutch68 alliance against France seemed possible, 
the Court could only command the habitants to 
arm themselves and prepare to defend the col
ony, or to attack if necessary.69 Thus Frontenac 
was free to pursue his interests in the fur trade. 
Whether he attended to the task of arming the 
habitants is not known; but work on the colony's 
fortifications concentrated on Fort Frontenac, 
which was ineffective defensively and was pri
marily Frontenac's trading post,70 and on the 
Château St. Louis, the governor ' s Québec 

58. RAPQ, 1926-27, p. 4, Memorandum from the King to 
Frontenac, 7 April 1762. 

59. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 3:235, Frontenac to Colbert, 2 November 
1672. 

60. Ibid.,: 239, Frontenac to Colbert, 2 November 1672. On 12 
June 1672, France invaded Holland and took a number of 
fortified towns including Utrecht and Nymwegen. Frontenac 
left France on 28 June 1672. He was no doubt alluding to the 
normal procedure of occupying a captured town (fortifications 
and garrisons). For example, after the War of Devolution, 
French engineers fortified several of the fortresses taken in 
Flanders, such as Lille, Douai, Tournai and Ath. Vauban was 
to be appointed governor of the citadel of Lille. See Gaston 
Zeller, op. cit., pp. 30 and 40. 

61. RAPO, 1926-27. pp. 24-5, Colbert to Frontenac, 13 June 1673. 
62. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 4:25-6, Frontenac to Colbert. 13 Novem

ber 1673. 
63. RAPQ, 1926-27. pp. 56-8. Colbert to Frontenac, 17 May 1674. 

64. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 4:25-6, Frontenac to Colbert, 13 Novem
ber 1673. 

65. Ibid.,: 50, Frontenac to Colbert, 16 February 1674. 
66. W.J. Eccles, "Frontenac and the Iroquois, 1672-1682," CHR, 

vol. 36, no . 1, (March 1955), p . 2. The war with the 
Susquehanna ended in 1675. 

67. RAPQ, 1926-27, p. 86, 15 April 1676; p. 90, 28 April 1677; p. 95, 
12 May 1678. 

68. England had deserted Louis XIV in 1674 without allying itself 
with Holland in its war against France. Gaston Zeller, op. cit., 
pp. 41-2. 

69. RAPQ, 1926-27, p. 94, Colbert to Frontenac, 20 March 1678. 
70. Adrian Nunes, op. cit., pp. 14-5. 
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At the end of the first Iroquois wars, Quebec's defen
sive system consisted of a series of réduits scattered 
throughout the surrounding seigneuries and in Upper Town. 
These réduits included Fort St. Louis, the Jesuits' College, 

the Ursuline Convent and the Hospitalière Monastery. Sev
eral houses and mills were also fortified. Anonymous, 1670, 
negative, Public Archives of Canada; original, Archives 
nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 
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residence.71 It was only as the Iroquois threat 
grew that Frontenac again concerned himself 
with the colony's defence problems. In 1681 he 
complained that the fort was completely open, 
that its walls were in ruins and that it was accessi
ble from all sides.72 Soon he was recalled and left 
Québec and the colony poorly defended to face 
the Iroquois threat. 

From 1680 to 1688, colonial defence policy 
was influenced more by the Iroquois' renewed 
aggressiveness than by European politics. While 
peace reigned in Europe, the Iroquois, who had 
ended their wars with the Wolves and the 
Susquehanna, tried to check French expansion 
into Illinois territory in order to gain control of 
the fur trade in the west. The Iroquois were 
encouraged in this undertaking by Thomas 
Dongan, the Governor of New York, in spite of 
the Anglo-French alliance. In 1680 the Iroquois 
invaded Illinois country and attacked the French 
trading post Saint-Louis des Illinois the following 
year.73 

Frontenac's successors were quick to realize 
how shaky the colony 's defence was. New 
France may have been in a better position than 
during the first Iroquois wars, considering the 
increased number of colonists and veteran sol
diers, but it was still vulnerable to surprise 
attacks, especially in the Montréal region. Very 
few forts existed on the seigneuries, and, except 
for the militia, the colony's military forces were 
almost non-existent. The statement of expenses 
for 1683 listed only 27 soldiers in the Québec gar
rison, 16 at Trois-Rivières and 10 at Montréal.74 

As long as the Iroquois limited their raids to Illi
nois country, the colony was in no immediate 
danger but risked losing much of its fur-trade 
economy while alienating its Indian allies. 

Despite opposition, Governor Lefebvre de 
La Barre and later, Governor Brisay de Denon-
ville tried to arouse the Court's interest in the 
condition of the colony's defences.75 France, 

preoccupied with strengthening its naval superi
ority in the Mediterranean and maintaining 
friendly relations with England,76 conceded that 
the Iroquois presented a danger but refused to 
admit that the English colonies constituted a 
threat. This view of the colony's safety was 
reflected in the aid sent to Canada. Between 1683 
and 1684, after repeated demands from La Barre 
and Denonville, 2,050 soldiers were dispatched to 
the colony.77 Although defensive works were 
built at Fort Frontenac, Fort Niagara, Montréal 
and on the seigneuries, they were intended only 
to resist the Iroquois.78 Considering a European 
attack unlikely, the Court refused all more elabo
rate projects. 

At Québec, France's position on colonial 
defence could be felt from the time of La Barre's 
arrival. The King proposed that if France agreed 
to pay for the repairs urgently needed on Fort 
St. Louis and to send cannons and carriages,79 

the Governor should part with some land in 
Lower Town. These concessions were subject to 
the condition that a battery be built at Pointe-aux-
Roches and an arms depot constructed.80 The 
Court rejected outright the projects presented by 
the hydrographer Franquelin and Intendant 
DeMeulles to enlarge and fortify Lower Town 
after the fire of 1682.81 Priority was given to 
work on powder magazines, which were consid
ered essential for supplying the troops during 
campaigns against the Iroquois . The King 
approved the work done by La Barre on the old 
powder magazine at Fort St. Louis, the making of 
Talon's former brewery into a powder magazine 
and ammunition storehouse,82 and the building 
of a new powder magazine near Fort St. Louis.83 

During his short term of office, Governor 
Denonville never tired of emphasizing the impor
tance of concentrating the population, building 
forts, réduits and entrenchments, and enclosing 
Montréal and Québec84 for defence against the 
British as much as the Iroquois.85 He admitted, 

71. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 5:61-4. Frontenac to Colbert. 6 Novem
ber 1679. 

72. Ibid..: 267. Frontenac to Seignelay. 2 November 1681. 
73. W.J. Eccles, op. cit., pp. 4-7. 
74. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 6:199. "Estât de la dépense." 1683. 
75. W.J. Eccles, Frontenac, llie Courtier Governor, Toronto. 
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81. AN. Outre-Mer. D.F.C., no. d'ordre 344, "Mémoire à Monsei
gneur le Marquis de Seignelay pour l'augmentation de la Basse-
ville de Québec. 1683." 

82. BRH, vol. 36, no. 4, (April 1930). p. 236, The King to the Inten
dant DeMeulles. 10 March 1685. 
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25 August 1684. 
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however, that defence against the Iroquois was 
the most urgent matter, and France constantly 
reminded him of this in reply to his requests. 

Although the advantages of building forts 
were considered, the expense was viewed unfa
vourably by the mother country; it was even 
noted that such enterprises prevented the habit
ants from cultivating their land.86 It was there
fore recommended that forts be built at strategic 
points only and that these efforts be restricted to 
the most urgent cases, even if this meant building 
only one fort a year. The King justified such lim
ited involvement with the explanation that any 
cost was in addition to the money already spent 
on sending troops to defend the colony against 
the Iroquois. The buildings authorized by the 
King were to be no more than "de bâtiments 
légers . . . et qu'ils soient seulement a couvert 
d'Insulte de la part des Sauvages, veu qu'il n'y a 
rien a craindre d'aucune puissance qu'il soit 
capable de former un siege . . ."87 The King did 
not mention the walls of Québec or Montréal; the 
most he agreed to do was allow vital repairs to be 
started on Fort St. Louis. In 1688 Denonville for
warded the plan that the engineer Villeneuve had 
drawn for a project to enclose Québec, but he 
emphasized that it was a proposal only, to be 
carried out "quand le Roy le Jugera a propos."88 

Royal government, which in 1663 had held so 
much promise for the defence of Québec and the 
colony, was nonetheless unable to fulfil Colbert's 
hopes for making Québec into a fortress able to 
resist a regular siege. Until 1672 colonial authori
ties could still be optimistic. Colbert's program 
for systematic settlement and economic develop
ment included considerable security measures for 
the colony. That something was accomplished is 
undeniable: troops were sent and forts and 
réduits were constructed. But at Québec, despite 
Talon's reciprocal defence system between the 
town and the boroughs, defensive works 
remained few. On the eve of the war with Hol
land, Québec was still an open town without an 
enceinte. The new European war, which was so 
unfortunate for France, caused Colbert's pro
gram for Quebec's defence to be abandoned. 

From then on, France refused to entertain 
the idea that a European power could attack 
Québec and acknowledged only the danger of the 
Iroquois. To contend with them, it sent troops 

Just before the War of the League of Augsburg broke 
out . Québec was still without walls. In Upper Town , only 
Château St. Louis could be considered a true defence work, 
despi te its dilapidation. In Lower Town , only the battery 
built by the archi tect Bailiff defended the harbour . J . -B . 
Franquel in , 1688, copy , Public Archives of Canada . 

and recommended training the habitants for war 
and grouping them in villages. Defensive works 
were built primarily for protection against the Iro
quois, and the Court abandoned the project to 
build a fortress at Québec. According to French 
authorities, there was no threat from any power 
capable of laying siege to the town in the Euro
pean tradition. 

In short, the help sent and the works built on 
the King's orders during this period undoubtedly 
answered some of the colony's defensive needs in 
relation to the Iroquois menace. But colonial 
administrators considered these efforts inade
quate, and they urged the habitants to build 
numerous réduits on the seigneuries and to con
struct a palisade around Montréal.89 

The War of the League of Augsburg was 
about to begin and yet, according to an anony
mous correspondent, Québec was not fortified: 
"Dans toute la nouvelle france il ny a plus aucun 
réduit que le Chasteau de Québecq qui depuis 
plusieurs années n'est plus que comme une mai
son de particulier ouverte jour et nuit a tout 
venant, sans qu'il y aye aucune porte qui puisse 
fermer."90 This opinion did not consider the 
various isolated réduits and casemates built by 
individuals or religious communities in the town 
or on the seigneuries around Québec. The author 
also neglected to mention the masonry battery on 
Sous-le-Fort Street in Lower Town. Neverthe
less, the capital's defence was inadequate. 

86. Ibid.. 8:42, "Extrait des réponses aux lettres reçues du Ca
nada. . . ," 20 May 1686. 

87. AN, Colonies. B. 13:158. Memorandum from the King to De
nonville and Champigny, 30 March 1687. 

88. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 10:11-2, Denonville and Champigny to 
the Minister, 6 November 1688. 
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seurété du Pays," 12 November 1685. 
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Possibility of Siege: the First Enceintes 
The League of Augsburg brought into a 

coalition, under the aegis of the Holy Roman 
Emperor, all the German and Spanish princes and 
William III of England, who played an important 
role in the United Provinces (Holland). France, 
ruled by Louis XIV, found itself threatened on all 
borders. Since the Peace of Nymwegen in 1679, 
France had dominated international politics. 
Some authors have spoken of "prépondérance 
française"91 or even hegemony, and this hege
mony affected the German states in particular. 
England avoided involvement in these diplomatic 
manoeuvres as much as possible in order to 
remain independent. 

In the last decades of the 17ln century, 
England took advantage of a set of circumstances 
that caused its chief competitors, Holland, Spain 
and Portugal, to lose ground, and emerged as one 
of the most important commercial powers in the 
world. British expansion was shaped also by a 
sustained economic policy: colonial and Euro
pean trading posts were multiplied; the British 
merchant fleet was increased so that the mother 
country could transport its colonies' produce; 
and the port of London replaced Amsterdam as 
the principal shipping centre.92 

England became part of the coalition after 
French troops intervened in Ireland. After 
numerous provocations and various diplomatic 
blunders, Louis XIV found himself surrounded. 
Armed intervention by the coalition had become 
unavoidable; it was intended to redress the 
wrongs of French intervention, especially in 
Germany (such as the burning of the Palatinate), 
but also to restore the balance of power in diplo
matic relations. France's position on land was not 
very encouraging: all its borders were threatened. 
Its navy, which had been formed in Colbert's 
time, had to face the two most powerful fleets in 
Europe, those of England and Holland.93 

Although the coalition forces might seem 
larger, neither camp's force was superior in con
frontations. The allies had no plan of action, 
which made it easier for the French to defend 
their territory. Throughout the war's six cam
paigns (1690-1696), the coalition had a succession 
of defeats and victories on various fronts. The 
only co-ordinated offence was the diplomatic cru
sade undertaken in 1697, which resulted in the 
Peace of Ryswick. There were no victors or van
quished at the end of this war; at the very most, 

France gave up a few fortified towns to Germany 
and Spain. Diplomatically, however, the balance 
of power in Europe was restored, giving England 
the advantage and allowing it to become "la bal
ance de l 'Europe."94 The diplomatic policy of 
Louis XIV no longer dominated the European 
scene. In fact, the alliances formed during the 
war were meant to offset French intervention. 

What repercussions and what stakes of the 
European war were perceptible in North 
America, where French and British also confron
ted each other? The exploration by Father 
Marquette, Louis Jolliet and Cavelier de La Salle 
had allowed the French to come into contact with 
and take possession of the Mississippi Valley hin
terland. This expansionist policy may have been 
linked to Louis XIV's attempt to wield diplomatic 
power in Europe, although Frontenac's plans to 
extend the colony's territories conflicted with 
Colbert's views on colonization.95 The short-
term consequences were nevertheless apprecia
ble: fur reserves were increased, and fur exports 
were vital to the existence of New France. 

French and Iroquois interests in the fur trade 
were in constant conflict. The Iroquois terrorized 
French allies whether they were Algonquins, 
Hurons, Miamis or Illinois. They appropriated 
furs intended for New France and sold them to 
the British and Dutch in Albany, about 200 miles 
south of Lake Champlain. Although the French 
would have liked to destroy this post, their lim
ited strength permitted no more than an attempt 
to keep the Iroquois under control with the help 
of their Indian allies. Additional pressure could 
be put on New England from Acadia, not so 
much by sea power as through the Abenakis. 

On the eve of the War of the League of 
Augsburg, the English colonies, especially 
Massachusetts and New York, found themselves 
confined by the Atlantic coastline and the Appa
lachians. For some, such as the merchants of 
Albany, the war offered an opportunity to widen 
the horizons of their fur-trade business; for oth
ers, such as the "Bastonnais," it was a chance to 
retaliate for the border raids of the Abenakis and 
the Canadiens under Frontenac.96 

Although the events of this colonial war, 
such as the expedition against Port Royal and 
Québec in 1690 and Iberville's exploits in Hudson 
Bay, are well known, it is worthwhile to draw 
some parallels between them and those of the war 
that was raging in Europe. Clearly, the bond 

91. G. Zeller, Aspects de Ut politique française sons l'Ancien 
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93. Ibid., pp. 484-91. 
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In September 1690 the "Bastonnais" led by Phips 
landed at Beauport. A few months previously, the Provost 
Marshal, Paul Denys de Saint-Simon, and the Town Major. 

uniting the English colonies in their first expedi
tions was weak. Like the European coalition, the 
"American" colonies had no joint plan of action. 
The expedition that was to leave Albany for 
Montréal in 1690 to help the fleet sailing to 
Québec by dividing the defending forces, never 
took place. The failure of this two-pronged inva
sion made the "Americans" realize that they 
lacked the means to undertake such operations. 
Only with military and naval aid from the mother 
country could they meet their objective, but they 
received no real aid. The reaction of the warring 
parties was to limit themselves to defensive 
actions.97 The Truce of Ryswick maintained the 
territorial status quo: despite their setbacks, the 
British kept Hudson Bay and Newfoundland, 
although the French retained some fishing rights 
there and Acadia became a French possession 
again. In the colonies, as in Europe, little had 
changed. During seven years of war, the conflict 
in North America had amounted to no more than 
a series of local battles between colonial 
adversaries. 

François Provost, had combined efforts to provide the capi
tal with its first enceinte. R. de Villeneuve, 1691, copied by 
Baudouin, 1920, Public Archives of Canada. 

The European war involving France and 
England had immediate repercussions in the 
"American" colonies. The defensive systems 
had to be rethought and reorganized in the 
English colonies as much as in the French, 
although according to Denonville the "abitations 
des Anglais . . . sont ramacées par villages en état 
de soutenir, il n'y a que nous qui sommes a la 
mercy des Loups."9 8 The position taken by 
French colonial administrators was influenced by 
two factors. As the capital of New France, 
Québec was the ultimate objective of any attempt 
to take over the colony. The British Army did not 
use Indian war tactics, but rather, behaved 
according to European continental standards; 
that is, with manoeuvres, marches, pitched bat
tles and sieges. In addition, these " n e w " 
adversaries could rely on a powerful naval fleet, 
which could carry them easily into the harbour of 
Québec. The administrators of New France were 
well aware of this threat; it was felt more strongly 
because the Canadian military force was only a 
fraction of that of the English colonies.99 During 

97. W.J. Eccles. The Canadian Frontier, pp. 122-4. 
98. AN. Colonies, C'A. 8:169v. Denonville to the Minister, 

16 November 1686. 
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the war a few new works were built at Québec, 
although the absence of walls was decried in let
ters and memoranda. 

Ironically, in 1689 Intendant Champigny 
wrote to Seignelay, Minister of the Marine: "Le 
Sr de Villeneuve ingénieur sen retourne en france 
n'en ayant pas besoin et n'y ayant aucun fond 
pour les fortifications."100 Villeneuve's return 
was not simply for these reasons, however. His 
conflicts with various people had earned him a 
sharp reprimand in 1688, and his haughty and 
temperamental character had also been a factor. 
As early as June 1689, the Court appointed the 
engineer Sieur de Saccardy as Villeneuve's 
successor.101 The colonial capital was still 
unfortified. 

In 1690 Denonville and Frontenac's policy of 
conducting frontier raids aroused the anger of the 
border colonies of New York and Massachusetts. 
The "Bastonnais" assembled a fleet under Sir 
William Phips to capture Acadia and its major 
centre , Port Royal. Ill-armed and poorly 
defended, Port Royal fell prey with little resist
ance. Encouraged by their success, the British 
resolved to strike a decisive blow: Phips' fleet 
would sail up the St. Lawrence to Québec. 

Word of Port Royal's fall came swiftly to the 
Laurentian capital. Frontenac, foreseeing the 
possible consequences of his raids and fearing an 
Iroquois attack, had had stakes cut in the winter 
of 1689-90, to provide material for a palisade. As 
soon as the snow melted, work on the forti
fications began.102 The Town Major, François 
Provost, who had some knowledge of military 
construction, supervised the work because 
Villeneuve had returned to France. The enceinte, 
which consisted of 11 redoubts joined by pali
sades, was completed in six weeks.103 Provost 
had finished the fortifications when Phips came 
into port, but they were of little use, since the 
enemy did not lay siege to the town on the west
ern side. 

Two details of this confrontation in the St. 
Lawrence Valley are noteworthy. First, the 
enceinte was the first to be built at Québec, and it 
was designed to protect the town from a coup de 
main from the heights of Abraham, which offered 
the easiest means of approach. Secondly, Phips 
chose to land at Beauport . Without proper 
ground on which to conduct a siege and faced 
with the prospect of dealing with the hardships of 
the oncoming winter, Phips decided to retreat. 
That was irrelevant, wrote Frontenac to the Min
ister: "il vous sera aisé (Monseigneur) de juger 
par ce qui est desja arrivé et par ce qui peut 
encore arriver au premier jour de quelle impor
tance il est de mettre cette ville en un meilleur 
estât. . ."1()4 

The Governor's warning seems to have had 
an effect: the King authorized a budget of 36,000 
livres** for the year 1691.105 These funds were 
absolutely necessary to "achever la cloture de 
Québec, faire des retranchements dans la place, 
couvrir les redoutes, racomoder les batteries, en 
faire de nouvelles."106 Claude Baillif signed a 
contract before the Royal Notary, François 
Genaple, to construct a new bastion-shaped bat
tery in Lower Town on the site of the battery he 
had constructed eight years earlier.107 In the 
temporary absence of Villeneuve, the plans were 
drawn up by the hydrographer Franquelin.108 

Villeneuve was to return to Québec in April 
because Vauban was unable to free any better 
engineer from his European construction sites. 

As soon as he arrived, Villeneuve resumed 
his criticism of Intendant Champigny. He exam
ined the enceinte built in 1690, concluded that its 
usefulness was limited and proposed that a regu
lar fortification be built with bastions and terre-
pleins. He added that to protect Québec it was 
absolutely necessary to construct a redoubt on 
the heights of Cape Diamond overlooking the 
town.109 Intendant Champigny was won over by 
Villeneuve's observations on the enceinte built 

** An old French money of account divided in 20 sols (or .votes) and 
worth approximately the present-day franc. 
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by Saint-Simon and Provost and wrote to the 
metropolitan administrators demanding that new 
walls be constructed.110 

N e v e r t h e l e s s , Vi l leneuve made few 
improvements to the defensive system in Upper 
Town in 1692; he presented only a proposal for 
ramparts. This proposal, however, along with the 
restoration of the enceinte at Fort St. Louis in the 
same year, showed how the 1690 palisade was 
inadequate.111 The fort's new masonry enceinte 
also encompassed the powder magazine built in 
1685; at this time, the fort was still used as a 
réduit. In Lower Town a new battery was set up 
by the engineer, a little to the east of the one built 
the previous year. It was located on the property 
of François Hazeur, who paid half the costs. The 
architect François de La Joue supervised the 
work.112 Perhaps as a result of the merchant's 
influence, Lower Town was better defended than 
Upper Town, whose enceinte was dilapidated 
and Fort St. Louis unfinished. 

In 1692 Villeneuve returned to France to 
present his plans to Vauban to provide him with 
adequate knowledge of Quebec's topography. 
Intendant Champigny did not miss this opportu
nity to rid himself of a constant source of 
annoyance: 

Je croy Estre obligé de vous dire au sujet de 
cet Ingénieur quil est d'un esprit assez diffi
cile et sans conduite . . . Ce quil a de bon, 
C'est quil travaille bien de la main vous pou
vez vous servir de luy pour faire le dessein 
de ce que vous Jugerez a propos que l'on 
fasse Mais si vous desirez Esviter la de 
pence quil fait au Roy il nous suffira pour nos 
ouvrages du S1' de Beaucourt Capitaine 
Reformé .. . qui entend les fortifications . . . " 3 

Champigny's criticisms carried more weight than 
those of Villeneuve, and the King appointed 
Levasseur de Neré, a discharged captain, to suc
ceed Villeneuve as engineer in Canada.114 Little 
mention was made of Villeneuve's project, 
which, at the very least, had provided Vauban 
and the Court with information on Quebec's ter
rain. It seems that it would have taken several 

years and considerable expense to realize the 
project;115 a masonry enceinte was difficult to 
build in war time with the scanty population of 
Québec continually on the alert. 

In Europe, 1692 had been a disastrous year 
for the French Navy. Poorly equipped, it had 
been greatly weakened in the Battle of the 
Hougue. The British and Dutch navies subse
quently became masters of the high seas."6 

Although France and England did not extend 
their conflict to their North American colonies, 
events there prompted Québec to prepare for 
war. After a rumour that Québec was about to be 
attacked, Frontenac and Champigny authorized 
the construction of a second fortification on the 
west side, without waiting for the King's orders. 
According to them, the need to save the country 
justified the action. Reports from British prison
ers and Indian allies "ne laissoient aucun lieu de 
douter que nous ne fussions menacez d'une 
grande attaque," and the town was not equipped 
to withstand a siege.117 

Since the new engineer had not arrived, the 
work was supervised by Chevalier Dubois 
Berthelot de Beaucours. The new, more regular 
line of defence encompassed part of the heights of 
Cape Diamond and extended almost directly to 
the top of the cliff overlooking the Potasse. The 
Potasse sector was encircled with palisades. Two 
masonry defence works supplemented the new 
rampart. The first, the Cape Diamond Redoubt, 
was situated on the steep slope of the heights of 
Cape Diamond. The second, at the western end 
of Mont-Carmel Street, was named Cavalier du 
Moulin because of its proximity to Sr Dupont's 
mill.118 

This line of defence, composed of palisades 
reinforced with earth, used "tant en maçonne, 
teraces, qu'ouvrages de charpenterie . . . (de) 50 à 
60 journées de 500 hommes, le tout a un prix fort 
mediocre pour le Canada.""9 But the construc
tion work was not finished yet; it would be com
pleted in the spring of 1694 if the King authorized 
the necessary funds. The enceinte proved to be of 
no use, because the British contented themselves 
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Since the palisade built by Provost and Saint-Simon had 
been ravaged by winter, Chevalier de Beaucours had a new 
enceinte built in 1693. This illustration shows in the fore
ground on the hill overlooking the Intendant's Palace, one of 
Major Provost's redoubts, called the Du Bourreau Redoubt 
after the hangman who lived there. The engraving also seems 
to support the Ursuline nuns' complaint that the enceinte 
bisected their property. De Fonville, 1699, copy. Public 
Archives of Canada. 

with attacking Placentia and did not sail up the St. 
Lawrence. 

Jacques Levasseur de Neré landed in 
Québec in the summer of 1694. He went to work 
immediately and found defects in the works built 
the previous year. Following his recommenda
tions, Frontenac and Champigny had the Cape 
Diamond Redoubt and the Cavalier du Moulin 
finished and saw that the Royal Battery and the 
palisades were repaired, even though no money 
had been budgeted for fortifications in 1694. The 
reason for this lack of funds is easily guessed: 
France was struggling with serious economic 
problems and the Court was faced with a debt of 
71,000 livres for the works built the previous 
year.120 Nevertheless, the Governor and the 
Intendant advised the Minister that the enceinte's 

As the number of houses and the population increased, 
it became clear that the citizens must be protected. Some of 
the improvements to the defences after Phips' invasion may 
be observed in this engraving. The Royal Battery built by 
Baillif in 1691 appears in the foreground. At the left of Cha
teau St. Louis we see two masonry structures linked by pali
sades. These are Major Provost's redoubts. On the hill over
looking the city (Cape Diamond), is the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt built by Beaucours in 1693. His fortification was sit
uated in front of the redoubt. Anonymous, 1700, copy, Pub
lic Archives of Canada. 

terrepleins had to be completed the next year, 
because they were only half the required height, 
exclusive of the parapets.121 

The King, outraged by his representatives' 
casual attitude towards spending the mother 
country's money, told Levasseur that in future 
the plans for every project were to be sent to 
him.122 Frontenac and Champigny were severely 
reprimanded, and the King advised that any sub
sequent defensive works were to be paid for by 
the local population.123 Undeterred by the 
King's reaction, the Intendant and the Governor 
authorized the completion of the works that had 
been started at Québec. Under their orders, 
Claude Baillif repaired the two batteries in Lower 
Town, the Cape Diamond Redoubt and the Cava
lier du Moulin and constructed a new Intendance 
Gate.124 Although Champigny followed the 
King's suggestion for financing the work by 
levying a tax on the habitants, little money was 
raised, and funds had to be diverted from the 
budget for repairing Château St. Louis to settle 
Baillif s account.125 
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Every year the King repeated his message to 
cut back spending. But his pleas were to no avail; 
new rumours that Québec would be attacked 
threw the population into a panic in the summer 
of 1697. Frontenac and Champigny, alarmed by 
Levasseur's warnings, gave him free rein to pre
pare the town to withstand a siege. The enemy 
was on the Saint-Jean River and preparing to 
advance towards Québec. Levasseur suggested 
that the heights of Cape Diamond be fortified, 
since the redoubt there was inadequate. He criti
cized Beaucours for having placed a fortification 
just short of the heights, thereby allowing a besie
ger to occupy them and command the town. 
Levasseur had the banquettes and parapets of 
Beaucour's enceinte completed, and modified the 
Cavalier du Moulin and the Hazeur Battery in 
Lower Town. To remedy deficiencies in the 1693 
line of defence, "qui ne vault rien," he had 
entrenchments made on top of Cape Diamond as 
well as in front of the opposite end of the 
enceinte.126 

Frontenac and Champigny openly admitted 
that the works were expensive; but they believed 
that the rumoured British move towards Québec 
justified the expense. The two administrators 
seem to have allowed Levasseur to do whatever 
he wanted. The Intendant serenely asked the 
Minister to grant 40,000 livres to settle the bill,127 

since a credit of only 3,000 livres had been bud
geted for repairs on Château St. Louis.128 This 
move was clever. Although the King expressed 
his disapproval of spending such large sums with
out royal consent, he had been presented with a 
fait accompli, "mais si jamais cela se reproduisait 
elle (Sa Majesté) en rayerait la dépense sur 
eux."129 Louis XIV had not been fully informed, 

_however; Champigny had sent only a partial 
statement of the expenses of 1697. The bill that 
arrived the following year held a very unpleasant 
surprise for the King: the sums Levasseur had 
expended totalled nearly 80,000 livres, twice the 
amount requested by the Intendant.130 

Nevertheless, 1697 ended well; with the 
signing of the Treaty of Ryswick, the war 
between France and the other European nations 
came to an end. Although the War of the League 
of Augsburg was essentially a European war, the 
colonies had been carried along in its wake. The 
stakes in America, although linked to those in 
Europe, were primarily economic, to decide 

whether the merchants of Albany or those of 
New France would control the fur trade. It was 
understood that the country that took over the fur 
trade would at the same time ensure its political 
influence over the Indians by commercial means. 
Since the only interests at stake were colonial, 
the mother countries' involvement with colonial 
strategies was minimal. 

It was on the initiative of the New England 
colonies alone that fleets were assembled in Bos
ton, whether to capture Port Royal, Placentia or 
Québec. Similarly, the frontier raids led by 
Frontenac took place through his efforts alone; 
aid from France was negligible. The French took 
the initiative in this conflict; but had the colonial 
administrators adopted any defence policy for 
possible reprisals? 

A defence policy implies that an enemy 
exists. The colonial administrators may have 
feared Indian retaliation above all, up to the time 
Phips arrived, but the fortifications built subse
quently illustrate that a new enemy had been per
ceived: the British, not just the New England 
militia with their Indian war tactics, but also the 
regular soldiers conducting European-style war. 
Beaucour's enceintes of 1693 and Levasseur de 
Neré's temporary works in 1697 were exclusively 
intended to offer resistance if the capital were 
besieged by this new enemy. 

After Phips landed, administrators in both 
the colony and France believed that the capital of 
New France would be the keystone of their 
defence system. Their conclusion typified 
Québec up to the British withdrawal in 1871. 
Since maintenance of communications with 
France was vital to the control of the colony, 
Québec became a terminus for both Europe and 
French North America. The capital was the fur
thest point inland that could be reached by boats 
from the mother country, and thus was where 
troops arrived, whether to stay in the Québec gar
rison or continue to Montréal and the western 
posts. The same troops left from Québec to 
return home. More important, however, was the 
capital's role as a centre from which furs, vital to 
the colony 's economy, were conveyed to 
Europe. Québec was also a depot for all imported 
goods before they were dispatched to the rest of 
the colony. Thus it became the town the British 
concluded they must capture, and the French, 
safeguard. 
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It is clear from the fortifications built in the 
capital in the last years of the 17th century that a 
defence policy did not exist. The major works 
constructed in 1690, 1693 and 1697 were intended 
to protect only the capital from imminent danger. 
The colony alone had made the decision to build 
them, and the fortifications exemplified the 
regional nature of the conflict that arose from the 
War of the League of Augsburg. 

In effect, eight years of war brought no 
change to the principles that had determined the 
colony's defence system from the beginning: 
from Champlain and Montmagny to Frontenac, 
the colonial leaders made the decisions. Although 
the advent of royal government and Talon's 
arrival had revived France's interest in estab
lishing a defence policy, such intentions were 
soon overcome by the international political situ
ation and worries closer to home. Perhaps 
another war, whose outlines were perceptible at 
the dawn of the new century, would have signifi
cant repercussions and change the practices of 
nearly a century. 

The Mother Country's Objective: to Make 
One bee a Fortified Town 

The precarious balance of power resulting 
from the Treaty of Ryswick could not survive the 
political crisis engendered by the crisis of the suc
cession to the Spanish throne. The problem, 
which was essentially a political one, was to find 
a successor to Charles II, King of Spain. Both 
Paris and Vienna claimed heirs to the throne. 
Although France may have used this political 
quandary as a means to regain diplomatic control 
in Europe, the intrigue was ultimately motivated 
by hopes of taking over the trade and wealth of 
Spain's North American colonies. The Peace of 
Ryswick proved to be only an interlude.131 

Although the interests of the Holy Roman Empire 
seem obvious, the reasons for British and Dutch 
support of the German cause were economic: 
they wished to protect, if not increase, their trade 
and to counter France and Spain, because France 
had put the new king on the throne. The crisis 
was aggravated by Louis XIV's diplomatic 
affront in recognizing James III as King of Ireland 
in defiance of the provisions of the Treaty of 
Ryswick. 

Thus began a new war that was to last for 
12 years (1702-1713). France, whose finances had 

been depleted by the previous war, had been 
unable to take advantage of peacetime to modern
ize its fleet, and the navies of the British and 
Dutch allies were indisputably superior. The 
French army was counting on its vast reserve 
of militiamen and its soldiers.132 From 1702 to 
1706 France lost on every front. The allies fought 
in a co-ordinated fashion, and the ports along 
the French coast were subjected to a heavy 
blockade. 

After a restricted campaign in 1707, the allies 
renewed their war efforts the next year and 
besieged Lille. With public finances on the brink 
of bankruptcy and his troops poorly nourished 
and stricken by epidemics, Louis XIV undertook 
negotiations. It would seem that this was merely 
a strategic withdrawal before picking up arms 
again because when a new levying of men gave 
France the means to defend its territory, it broke 
off peace negotiations and the war resumed.133 

In England, however, public opinion and the new 
government became more and more desirous of 
bringing the conflict to an end. 

The new proposal brought by Louis XIV's 
envoy received a favourable reception in 
London , and renewed negot ia t ions were 
undertaken by both countries. England and 
France reached the understanding that the 
crowns of France and Spain would no longer be 
united, and this provision was the basis of the 
1713 agreement.1 3 4 The Treaty of Utrecht 
marked the end of the war and redistributed the 
balance of power. France kept its frontiers of 
1700 with little change. England and Austria prof
ited most: Austria gained territorially and 
England, commercially. France's prestige suf
fered a setback in relation to what it had hoped to 
gain in the 1700-1707 period, whereas England tri
umphed "en imposant sa suprématie maritime en 
même temps qu'elle réussit à maintenir un équili
bre européen."135 This did not amount to British 
hegemony since it "appartient au XVIIL siècle 
de faire jouer les unes (clauses territoriales) et les 
autres (clauses commerciales) dans le dégage
ment de nouvelles lignes de force."136 

The crisis of the succession to the Spanish 
throne was to affect the North American colonies 
directly, given the stakes for which the European 
powers quarrelled: the wealth of the Spanish col
onies. If Louis XIV presented his grandson 
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Philippe V as King of Spain, he was obliged not 
only to protect the Spanish monarch and country, 
but also to safeguard Spanish possessions in 
Mexico. To check the progress of British traders 
crossing the Alleghenies, it was necessary for 
France to adopt a strong defence policy for pro
tecting all its territory from the Gulf of Mexico to 
the Gulf of St. Lawrence. It was in this context 
that Louisiana was created and numerous forts 
established along the Mississippi. These forts 
were meant not only to counter British expansion 
but also to ensure the loyalty of the various 
Indian tribes.137 

The colonial war that broke out in 1703 was 
motivated by more than the economic ambitions 
from the previous war. These objectives pre
vailed, but imperial interests assumed prime 
importance; between the two wars, in 1701, the 
French had made a treaty with the Iroquois 
whereby the Iroquois promised to maintain their 
neutrality. In the first years of the war, there 
were only a few sporadic confrontations, scarcely 
more than the skirmishes of "petite guerre." But 
the tide changed in 1704 when Governor 
Vaudreuil intensified his policy of establishing 
diplomatic relations with the Indians.138 In retal
iation, the British requested aid from England 
because combined operations were being 
undertaken once more against Acadia and Port 
Royal. Although this aid was slow to arrive and 
notwithstanding two consecutive failures, the 
British Navy was part of the final expedition 
against Port Royal in 1710. The voyage up the St. 
Lawrence was postponed until the following 
year.139 England's naval intervention and its 
sending of troops were made feasible by its politi
cal situation both at home and in Europe; these 
actions were a blow to an enemy already finding 
it difficult to defend himself. It should be real
ized, however, that England was primarily inter
ested in compensation for its economic problems 
caused by the war in Europe. This economic 
malaise was confirmed by the Treaty of Utrecht, 
whereby England was ceded Hudson Bay, 
Acadia and Newfoundland with all their commer
cial potential for fur trade and fisheries. Québec, 
as the capital of the French colonial empire in 
North America, found itself at the centre of these 
commercial and imperial rivalries. 

Immediately after the signing of the Peace of 
Ryswick, Levasseur de Neré had left for France, 
and he would not return until the summer of 1700. 
In the meantime, Québec was without an engi
neer. Despite the mother country's payment of 
nearly 39,000 livres in arrears for the enceinte of 
1693, the engineer promoted a new fortification 
project for Upper and Lower towns to the 
Court.140 

Levasseur noted in his report that Beau-
cour's enceinte and his advanced works of 1697 
were temporary only. In Canada, palisades lasted 
no more than three or four years. To rebuild them 
would cost the King the sum of 130,000 livres. 
Levasseur cherished great plans for Québec: he 
wanted to make Lower Town " a l'abri de 
l'insulte." To do so, he proposed that masonry 
bastions, earth and stone breakwaters and a 
masonry lock be constructed. He felt that his pro
ject was justified because it would allow boats to 
seek winter refuge in the harbour. As well, part of 
this newly created area could be filled in and used 
as lots whose sale would defray some of the 
costs. Levasseur de Neré also informed the King 
that the Royal Battery was in need of some 
repairs, the Intendance Réduit should be ade
quately protected and the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt and the Cavalier du Moulin required 
special attention. In short, the entire defensive 
system of Québec needed to be revitalized, and 
the cost would come to the "modest" sum of 
235,552 livres, exclusive of the Upper Town 
enceinte. He hastened to assure the King that the 
Royal Treasury would have to contribute only 
95,400 livres, since the remainder would be raised 
in the colony itself.141 Levasseur's arguments 
prompted the Court to refer the question to its 
colonial representatives. 

Governor Callières and Intendant Cham-
pigny considered fortifying Upper Town more 
important, since it was protected by only an 
earthwork in ruins. Levasseur consequently 
modified his project. Although he still put for
ward plans for fortifying Lower Town, he agreed 
that realizing them should be postponed, since 
the colony's economic crisis prevented mer
chants from buying new land.142 He proposed to 
relocate the enceinte a little to the west, at least 
on the heights of Cape Diamond, and calculated 
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that the Upper Town enceinte would cost some 
100,000 livres and take from three to four years to 
complete.143 The King approved the slightly 
modified project and granted an annual allowance 
of 20,000 livres on the condition that the inhabit
ants of Québec took part in the corvées.144 

Why did the Court accept this project? A 
study of previous projects would have revealed 
that in 1693 and 1697 annual expenses had 
amounted to more than 70,000 livres for palisades 
and earthworks alone and the local population 
had provided part of the necessary labour both 
times. It was unrealistic to think that spending 
only 20,000 or 30,000 more livres would result in 
permanent fortifications. Nevertheless, Le
vasseur tried to prove that his proposed masonry 
enceinte would cost less than simply recon
structing the palisades, a project that he had esti
mated at some 130,000 livres the previous year. 
Although it was apparent that he was opposed to 
the idea of palisades, it seems that he intention
ally doctored his figures to have the new project 
approved. He may have convinced Vauban, his 
mentor, of the validity of his proposed new trace. 
Although the influence of someone as important 
as the chief engineer of France cannot be denied, 
it should be taken into consideration that a flow 
of new capital in a period of economic stagnation 
gave hope that commercial activity would be 
revived. Even more important was Louis XIV's 
installation of his grandson on the Spanish 
throne, making French intervention necessary in 
North America if he were to protect Spanish pos
sessions in Mexico. In this respect, Québec 
became the cornerstone in a system of colonial 
defence; if Québec fell, little aid could reach the 
posts along the Mississippi. 

In October 1701, Callières and Champigny 
announced that the first bastion of the new 
enceinte was finished; a second one was to be 
built by Levasseur the following year. They 
explained that they were completing the bastions 
first, so that they would only have to be linked by 
palisades if an attack occurred.145 Levasseur, 
who was reaping the praises of the Governor and 

Intendant, announced that the La Glacière Bas
tion would be completed only to the height of its 
cordon because Callières and Champigny had 
ordered him to reduce the number of labourers, 
and the work had slowed down as a result.146 

The estimate for the fortification works shows 
that the contract had been awarded to Sieur de 
Saint-Simon.147 

1702 marked the beginning of a long tumultu
ous adventure for the King and Levasseur: after 
four short years of peace, the War of the Spanish 
Succession broke out in Europe. France and 
England were once again struggling against each 
other and their colonies were drawn into the con
flict. A rumour of attack reached Governor 
Callières: the "Bastonnais" were preparing a 
naval force. Although their target was not known, 
the Governor was obliged to fortify the town as a 
precaution.148 The new Intendant, Beauharnois, 
had no choice but to authorize the work, even 
though the 20,000 livres allowance had been 
spent; the excess expense would be debited to the 
next year's funds.149 

Levasseur's work in 1702 was not limited to 
the construction of one new bastion. He also 
restored all the 1697 entrenchments and built two 
batteries of cannons at Levis and a third "au pied 
du cotteau de lhospital."150 The hasty comple
tion of the masonry provoked a few individuals 
led by Marquis de Crisafy, then the King's Lieu
tenant at Québec, to denounce Levasseur and his 
contractor. A lengthy anonymous memorandum 
accused Sieur de Saint-Simon of complicity with 
Levasseur.151 To dispel the doubts, Levasseur 
asked that a new contractor and masons be sent 
to work on the fortifications.152 A personal con
flict was at the root of the issue since, according 
to Levasseur, the work met the agreed standards. 
To the accusation that he had spent an exorbitant 
sum on the works, he replied that they would cost 
the King " u n e somme bien m o d i c . " 1 5 3 

Levasseur was soon cleared of all blame, earning 
the King's express satisfaction with his demon
strated devotion.154 

143. Ibid..: 340-50\ Levasseur to the Minister, 7 November 1700. 
144. AN. Colonies. B. 22:227. Memorandum from the King to 

Callières and Champigny. 31 May 1701. 
145. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:11-2. Callières and Champigny to the 

Minister. 5 October 1701. 
146. Ibid..: 254-5. Levasseur to the Minister, 10 October 1701. 

147. Ibid.,: 258-65. "Devis des ouvrages de masonnerie et ter
r e s . . . " The Saint-Simon referred to was the same provost 
marshal whom Intendant Champigny had asked to design the 
1690 enceinte. 

148. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 20:157v, Callières to the Minister, 
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Levasseur's prestige in the Court had been 
bolstered; now it was up to him to prove his loy
alty. Having reflected on royal burdens in time of 
war, he decided to suggest a new means of 
financing the town's fortifications. Since wartime 
expenses inevitably exceeded annual estimates 
and since it would take more than 12 years at 
20,000 livres per year to complete the project at 
the pace the work was progressing, he humbly 
proposed a new means of financing the undertak
ing that he was absolutely convinced would cost 
His Majesty no more than 40,000 livres, and 
would enable the entire work to be finished in two 
years.155 To keep financial investment to a mini
mum, he suggested that the difference in cost be 
made up by the local population. How could such 
a sum be raised? According to the engineer noth
ing could be simpler; property taxes would be 
levied on both the habitants and the seigneurs in 
rural areas and landowners in the town.156 

Astounded by the memorandum, the Court 
asked Beauharnois to study this method of 
financing to see if it offered advantages for the 
Royal Treasury. Meanwhile, construction work 
continued during the year 1703, and Levasseur 
finished the second bastion and the curtain wall 
and had work done on gabions on the heights of 
Cape Diamond.157 Another false alert resulted in 
repairs to the 1697 outworks. According to 
Crisafy, these works deprived his father-in-law, 
Ruette d'Auteuil, of the enjoyment of his prop
erty, and his accusation alone intensified the 
protestations against the engineer. 

Although the enceinte was still unfinished, 
Levasseur had no work done on it in 1704 and 
1705. According to Chevalier de Ramezay, Gov
ernor Vaudreuil had decided to use the funds allo
cated to fortification for other purposes: 

Cy on avoit employé Largent quy a esté Ina-
billement comsommé pour establir ces sau
vages et leurs subsistances, et les presents 
quon Leurs a faits, La Ville de quebek en 
seroit mieux fortifié puisque depuis la mort 
de feu M1' Le chevalier de calliere rien n y a 
Esté adjouté.158 

The new Governor had found it preferable to 
delay building the enceinte and make new alli
ances with the various Indian nations instead, 
since the town's defence could be made adequate 

later. Meanwhile, New England showed some 
good will by offering to exchange prisoners. 
Vaudreuil's decision worried Levasseur; if the 
new works were not to collapse, it was absolutely 
essential that the banking be completed. He con
cluded that the Court would have to choose one 
of two alternatives: either accept his 1703 project 
or allot more funds to the fortifications. Other
wise, the enceinte would never be finished.159 

Levasseur ' s ultimatum seems to have 
annoyed the King a great deal. Burdened by an 
interminable war, the Royal Treasury was trying 
to reduce fortification costs. The King, without 
placing much hope in its success, took up the idea 
suggested by Levasseur in 1701 that property in 
Lower Town be sold to meet the expense of fin
ishing the enceinte. Apparently having no other 
choice, the Court approved the work to be done 
on the terrepleins, a task that was to be carried 
out by corvées of habitants living within a radius 
of 25 leagues.160 The King's orders did not 
please the whole population, and Louvigny, who 
was acting commander at Québec in the summer 
of 1706, complained that the citizens were not 
very co-operative: 

Les communautez disent que ce n'est pas 
l'usage en france de les obliger de fournir aux 
corvées La noblesse et les officiers de justice 
publient qu'on viole Leurs droits, Le mar
chand qu'on de range L économie de son 
commerce, le laboureur qu on tire de sa cha-
rùe et l'artisan de sa boutique n'obéit qu'a
vec pe ine . . . 

It was difficult task, added Louvigny, "ayant a 
régler des homes qui croyent estre nez pour vivre 
sans regie," but he had nothing but praise for 
Levasseur.161 

Despite the confusion, construction of the 
earthworks and a third bastion was begun. The 
expense amounted to about 30,000 livres, and 
although it exceeded the budget, it could not be 
pared. The procedure had become classic. Once 
again the King was obliged to pay the bill. Mean
while, the Governor and the Intendant had 
decided that Levasseur's proposal for financing 
could never be carried out unless all the goods 
and property in the colony were taxed.162 Weak
ened by illness, Levasseur asked to return to 
France. In his absence, Boisberthelot de 

155. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 21:115- 6V, Levasseur to the Minister. 
28 April 1703. 

156. Ibid..: 119- 20. "Projet pour fournir Les moyens . . ." 

157. Ibid.. 21:123. Levasseur to the Minister. 12 November 1703. 
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159. Ibid..: 348- 9 \ Levasseur to the Minister, 18 October 1705. 
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were stirring up trouble. 

162. AN. Colonies. C"G. 3:54v-74v, Vaudreuil and Raudot to the 
Minister. November 1706. 
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Beaucours would act as engineer. He was the 
only man in the country "p rop re pour le 
génie."165 

In 1707 new rumours of attack reached 
Québec; indeed, the British had arrived in 
Acadia. This sparked an effort to prepare the 
town's defence. Beaucours decided to re-estab
lish the fortification he had built 14 years earlier, 
since the new enceinte was not yet finished. On 
his return to the colony, Levasseur could hardly 
believe what he found. Enraged, he wrote to Min
ister Pontchartrain complaining that all the wild 
spending had been pointless. Not one of the 
instructions he had left had been carried out: 
banking work had not been continued, and the 
gabioned entrenchment had not been put in order 
on the heights of Cape Diamond. Not only had his 
recommendations been ignored, but his outworks 
had been destroyed on the pretext that the garri
son was not large enough to defend them. 

Levasseur agreed to delay building his 
enceinte until new means of financing were 
found. During his absence, the intrigue against 
him had intensified, and a rumour was circulating 
that he had proposed a general tax to meet the 
cost of the fortifications. According to Levas
seur, the purpose of this story was to discredit 
him to the population.164 

The engineer claimed that his proposal of 
1703 deserved to be studied. He therefore revived 
his project, refuting one by one the arguments 
that had been made against it. He maintained that 
it would cost the King no more than 40,000 livres 
to complete the new enceinte.165 No doubt the 
Court was receptive to Levasseur's reasoning, 
for Vaudreuil and Raudot were subsequently 
asked to study and comment on the proposal. 
Unfortunately for Levasseur, his conflict with the 
Intendant grew worse during 1708 and resulted in 
a multitude of incidents, including the appoint
ment of fortifications inspectors. 

Their antagonism peaked when the taxation 
project resurfaced. To Levasseur, this simply 
showed that Raudot was dishonest, and he went 
so far as to claim that the Intendant just did not 
want to finish the work in progress because he 
believed that such a tax could not be imposed in 

time of war since the population was unable to 
pay it.166 Vaudreuil and Raudot came to the con
clusion that the project offered no advantages to 
the King.167 The quarrel became more bitter. 
The Governor and the Intendant maintained that 
on the engineer's recommendations they had had 
some of the banking work done on the third bas
tion. They estimated the current cost of the work 
at 41,000 livres; an additional 15,000 livres would 
be required to finish it.168 Levasseur replied that 
41,000 livres was the total cost of the enceinte 
since 1701.1M 

The tension between the engineer and the 
Intendant grew, and climaxed in the summer of 
1709 when a rumour of invasion spread through 
Québec. A fleet of 30 ships was reported to have 
set out from Boston with 6,000 men aboard. 
Raudot asked Levasseur to continue the work 
begun by Beaucours in 1707. The result was inev
itable: Levasseur refused. His refusal provoked a 
deluge of insults and accusations: he was a 
haughty, vain, arrogant man, incapable of 
bending to authority, Vaudreuil's protégé, and so 
on. Ignoring his orders, Levasseur worked on the 
1697 fortifications.170 But Raudot did not give up 
easily. Twice he suggested replacing Levasseur 
with Beaucours, whose zeal and excellence he 
praised highly. Just to think of Levasseur made 
the Intendant tremble with anger. Not only were 
the works under construction no more than 
stakes and earth, but nearly 10,000 men would be 
needed to defend them, although only 2,500 could 
be recruited.171 

Raudot père insisted that Levasseur ' s 
enceinte was better suited to Flanders than to a 
colony where siege warfare was practically 
impossible, given the short season and lack of 
resources at the enemy's disposal. Taking his 
son's side, he recommended that the enceinte, 
which he considered much too vast, be demol
ished and the materials be used to rebuild the 
enceinte in its former location.172 Vaudreuil 
praised Levasseur for the works he had built, 
which were, in effect, only entrenchments. 
Levasseur was tired and ill, however, and asked 
to return to France. His enceinte still needed 
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three bastions, one demi-bastion and the curtain 
walls to be complete.173 

In France, Levasseur tried three times to jus
tify his works and his conduct. Exasperated, out
raged by the attitudes of the engineer and the 
Intendant, and angry that such large sums had 
been spent, the King asked Vaudreuil and Raudot 
to call together a council and make a choice. 
Whichever fortification project was chosen was 
to be followed to the letter and not to be altered 
on any pretext whatsoever. The King seemed to 
disclaim Levasseur and to take Raudot's side.174 

The situation in France in 1710 was not the same 
as that which had prevailed ten years earlier. Its 
military defeats were accompanied by a serious 
economic crisis, which augured badly for Louis 
XIV's political prospects. It is hardly surprising 
that the council on the colony's fortifications, 
held at Château St. Louis on 30 October 1710, 
decided to accep t the plan proposed by 
Beaucours rather than continue with Levasseur's 
trace. Two reasons were given for the decision: 
Levasseur's enceinte, because it was too exten
sive, required an excessive number of men to 
defend it, and the new project would be less 
expensive.175 

What did Beaucour's project involve? He 
estimated the cost at about 90,273 livres. The new 
enceinte would also be masonry, and its trace had 
essentially the same orientation as the 1693 forti
fications, except that it veered a little further to 
the west at the level of Saint-Jean Street. 
Beaucours planned to build not only bastions, but 
also two bastioned towers connected by curtain 
walls. To the south, the enceinte would link the 
Cape Diamond Redoubt to Château St. Louis, 
and to the north, it would continue to the even
tual site of the Seminary Gate (Sainte-Famille 
Street). Four gates were planned: two on the west 
side and two on the north.176 The St. Louis Bas
tion begun by Levasseur and the curtain wall 

joining the other two bastions would have to be 
demolished. 

On learning of the Fortification Council's 
decision, Levasseur immediately wrote a strong 
indictment against Beaucour's project. In a mem
orandum to Pontchartrain, he denounced the 
extravagant details of the 1693 enceinte. After a 
detailed technical analysis of the new project, 
Levasseur concluded that it would be impossible 
to carry out as planned. According to him, the 
best and least costly way to fortify Québec prop
erly would be to finish his enceinte.177 Gallifet, 
the governor of Trois-Rivières, predicted that the 
new enceinte would cost as much as the previous 
one because the costs of expropriation had to be 
taken into account. He countered the arguments 
against the first plan, emphasizing the need to for
tify not only for the present, but also for the 
future when the population would have grown. 
He added that, although it was true that the garri
son was too small, this could be easily remedied 
by increasing the number of troops. In short, 
Gallifet favoured continuing with Levasseur's 
enceinte. Even though the town's garrison was 
small, he wrote: 

Les enemis la voyant bien fortifiée, persua
dés, comme ils le doivent être, que nous y 
pouvons mètre quatre mille hommes dedans, 
ne saviseront iamais de la venir assiéger a 
moins dy amener dix ou douse mille hom
mes, ce quon doit regarder comme une entre
prise beaucoup au dessus de leur for
ces . . .178 

Nevertheless, the King accepted Beaucour's 
project, on the condition that a broad, deep ditch 
be added.179 

Was Gallifet a prophet of doom? In the sum
mer of 1711, news of a two-pronged invasion 
reached Québec: a fleet of 98 ships and 12,000 
men was advancing up the St. Lawrence, and an 
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This view of the capital shows the Intendants Palace in 
the foreground, and an unfinished structure (marked "K"), 
which is the Dauphine Redoubt, on the hill above it. The 

army of 2,000 men was expected to invade the 
colony via Lake Champlain. The new threat 
meant new tempora ry defence works . 
Beaucours, fearing that the enemy would land at 
Beauport as in 1690, had entrenchments dug from 
Beauport to the General Hospital, and the Récol
lets' house and the mills on the banks of the St. 
Charles River armed. He entrenched potential 
landing sites from Québec to Cap-Rouge and cut 
off lines of communication.180 He had the two 
Lower Town batteries repaired and built a new 
one, the Vaudreuil Battery, further south. In 
Upper Town, he had the existing masonry works 
repaired, the Grand Battery built and a few 
changes made to Levasseur's works on Cape 
Diamond.181 These works were expensive and 
proved to be unnecessary: part of Walker's fleet 
ran aground on the reefs off île-aux-Oeufs, and 
the Admiral turned back. The overland army 
never reached Montréal. 

Not until the spring of 1712 did construction 
begin in earnest on the new enceinte. Another 
rumour of attack prompted Vaudreuil to order the 
work to be speeded up, without modifying 
Beaucours' plan.182 During the summer the 
masons worked diligently on the two redoubts, 
but only the Royal Redoubt183 was near comple
tion by autumn. Beaucours built a wall measuring 
about 100 toises along the edge of the cliff near 
the Dauphine Redoubt, connected the Cape Dia-

Royal Redoubt is identified by the letter " L " . Bécard de 
Grandville, [1721], Courtesy of the Edward E. Ayer Collec
tion, Newberry Library. Chicago. 

mond Redoubt and the Cavalier du Moulin by a 
masonry curtain wall and protected the two 
works with a demi-bastion, and boasted that the 
cost of building the works would not be "very 
much" more than what had been estimated.184 

Intendant Bégon does not seem to have 
shared this opinion, however. Vaudreuil's accel
eration of the work had pushed the actual cost to 
far more than the annual allowance of 25,000 
livres. The invoice for the masonry work alone 
was 59,000 livres, exclusive of the value of the 
materials taken from the royal storehouses.185 In 
Vaudreuil's opinion this sum was minimal, and he 
asked to be given a similar amount for 1713. 
Bégon refused to allot this money without the 
King's approval.186 The King's reply was clear: 
because peace had been restored by the Treaty of 
Utrecht, there would be no possibility of spend
ing more than the annual allocation, although he 
"convient qu'il Seroit à Souhaiter. . . que toutes 
les fortifications du Corps de la place fussent 
f inies . . ." 1 8 7 The King wanted the construction 
work underway to be slowed down, but he did 
not want it halted, since he authorized funds 
amounting to 25,000 livres for fortifications in 
Canada.188 Nevertheless, the colonial authori
ties did not find it advisable to continue the work 
in 1713; they seem to have wanted to avoid the 
expense. 
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France was suffering the effects of serious 
economic difficulties brought about by the long 
war, and thus the Court seems to have been 
happy with the decision made by the Governor 
and the Intendant. Moreover, the Court pondered 
the usefulness of continuing the work, consider
ing that peace had been restored, but ultimately 
the mother country decided to complete it on the 
condition that it be financed in part by a special 
tax. Vaudreuil and Bégon rejected the taxation 
proposal because the war had caused the habit
ants to have "suffered much" both from the cor
vées and through the enemy's interception of 
French supply vessels. Since it was the King's 
wish, work began again in the spring of 1715189 

and France met the costs. 
The resumption of construction of the fortifi

cations was slow. Beaucours was transferred to 
île Royale (Cape Breton Island). Jacques 
L'Hermitte was intended to take his place, but 
remained on île Royale.190 The Deputy Gov
ernor, Claude de Ramezay, pointed out later that 
Vaudreuil had not given him any precise instruc
tions as to what should be done with the fortifica
tions, and therefore, on the advice of the sub-
engineer, La Guer de Morville, he called up 
Québec government corvées to dig the founda
tions and ditch for the fortifications in the area of 
the Intendant's Palace. De Ramezay admitted, 
however, that Beaucours' trace was perhaps not 
the best one.191 He was very much in favour of 
fortifying the capital and following the policy of 
the Fortifications Council, but he agreed to start 
only part of the work. Morville concentrated on 
protecting the Palace quarter, since nothing pre
vented the enemy from landing at Beauport as 
Phips had done in 1690. He built works to protect 
the foot of the hill, which was not protected by 
the Upper Town enceinte, and thereby ensured 
the safety of the inhabitants in the suburbs.192 

This was the last work on the enceinte that had 
been approved in 1710. 

The War of the Spanish Succession marked a 
new stage in the history of Quebec's fortifica
tions. For the first time in more than a century of 
colonization, the mother country took the initia
tive by building an enceinte to protect the capital 
of New France. Besides being obliged to do so by 
its imperial interests, the Court began to realize 
that Quebec's role could be an important one. If 
in theory, however, the capital became the centre 

of the colony's defence system, in practice little 
was changed. A look at the considerable 
expenses for the years 1700 to 1709 makes this 
clear: the enceinte remained unfinished and the 
works built in 1707 and 1709 were not intended to 
be more than temporary structures. Not only 
were they temporary, but also auxiliary to 
existing works. Québec had not been fortified 
according to a well-planned defensive strategy. 

It is pointless to blame either engineer for the 
mistakes. Vaudreuil's support of Levasseur in 
1709 suggests that he admitted some responsibil
ity. If the works had been continued in 1704 and 
1705, Levasseur might have succeeded in 
bringing the project to completion, but the Gov
ernor had no choice but to maintain and intensify 
his policy with the Indians. The colony's eco
nomic future depended on it, since the French 
had lost control of the fur-trade network.193 

Intendant Raudot had arrived in the colony when 
the project was already underway and saw the 
necessity of relieving the Royal Treasury of some 
of its economic burdens, but his subsequent 
actions, although commendable, were nonethe
less clumsy, and led to his conflict with the 
engineer. 

It had taken the King's intervention in 1710 
to dispel the confusion. The convocation of the 
colonial Fortifications Council might be said to 
have marked the beginning of a well-ordered 
defence policy for Québec; not that this august 
assembly made the best decision. Nevertheless, 
it decided to take an important step: accept a 
project for fortifying the town and see it carried 
through. The work was well underway when 
interrupted by the Treaty of Utrecht. The Court 
willingly accepted postponing any military con
struction at Québec. Its domestic interests left it 
no choice; its coffers had been drained by the war 
effort of the last 20 years. This action was the 
result of the mother country's intervention; the 
Court was taking charge of the colony's defence 
system at last. 

A Reorientation in Defence Policy: 
Several Projects, but Little Achievement 

After 20 years of war, the Treaty of Utrecht 
ushered in a climate of peace and security, which 
was much sought after by most European 
nations. The armed forces of the two most impor
tant European capitals, Paris and London, would 
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This is perhaps the best known of all the maps of 
Québec dating from the French regime. Copies have 
appeared in various publications, notably, Charlevoix's 
Histoire de let Nouvelle-France. The English scout 
Mackellar used a copy of this map in his first report to Wolfe 
to provide him with information on the condition of the capi
tal's fortifications. The map. which has been relied on by 
several authors dealing with fortifications, has been attrib
uted to the engineer Chaussegros de Léry and is believed to 
date from 1720. We wish to eliminate some ambiguities that 
the map might raise. First, the map is clearly not attributable 
to Sieur de Léry, and all things considered it corresponds to 
the state of the fortifications between 1709 and 1711. The 
"vieille enceinte" illustrated represents the enceinte built by 

Beaucours in 1693. The bastions a little to the west (outlined 
in bold) and linked to the "anciens retranchements" are 
those constructed by Levasseur de Neré between 1700 and 
1707. This old retrenchment corresponds to Levasseur's 
temporary works from the 1697 alert. Thus, none of these 
structures are later than 1707. If the map was Chaussegros 
de Lery's and dated from 1720, why do two important struc
tures in Beaucours' new fortification project, on which con
struction began in 1712. not appear on it? These two defen
sive features, the Royal and Dauphine redoubts, would be 
situated to the northwest of the Upper Town plain on a 
straight line extending to a point level with the Intendant's 
Palace. Anonymous. [1709], copy. Public Archives of 
Canada. 

not be involved in any major armed interventions 
until the onset of the crisis of the Austrian Suc
cession in 1740. Some 30 years of calm gave 
England and France a chance to revive their 
international commerce and to form a political 
alliance. Although France was careful to maintain 
the balance of power on the European continent, 
it did not show the same watchfulness on the 
seas, where England enjoyed unchallenged 
supremacy.194 

The rapid growth of England's importance at 
sea depended primarily on its commerce with the 
colonies; it had become the leading colonial 
power. France and Austria were still the only 
contenders on the continent, however, although 

Prussia would emerge eventually. This period of 
calm, interrupted by sporadic conflicts on the 
European diplomatic scene, allowed England to 
stabilize its economy, and in the wars that fol
lowed it was clear that commercial interests 
would succeed in replacing the "facteurs dynasti
ques comme moteurs des relations internatio
nales."195 

The style of French diplomacy was slow to 
adapt to the new reality of commercial interests 
in this period of the 18th century, but France did 
attach some importance to it, at least for a certain 
time. Immediately after the death of Louis XIV, 
the task of governing the kingdom fell to Philippe 
d'Orléans, who became regent for the future 

194. G. Zeller. op. cit., pp. 137-84. 195. G. Livet. op. cit., p. 105. 
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King, Louis XV. Finding the administration in 
need of reform, he proposed the formation of six 
councils, which would be ministries, to govern 
the most important sectors of public affairs. The 
colonies became the responsibility of the Council 
of the Marine, whereas economic matters were 
administered by the Council of Commerce.196 

With its liabilities reaching a phenomenal 
amount, France needed to stabilize its finances. 
After several attempts to stimulate the economy 
had failed, a new banking system devised by the 
Scotsman John Law was introduced. Under this 
system a "central" credit bank was created for 
the issuing of both coin and paper money. Law's 
objective was first to gradually absorb the public 
debt and thereby free the state of its private cred
itors, and secondly to breathe new life into the 
country's economy to achieve prosperity. If com
merce were to be revived, a colonial and mari
time policy was essential. 

The bank started to operate in 1716 and after 
one year experienced some success, although the 
country's financial situation remained serious. 
Public spending was reduced and Law took the 
opportunity to create a shipping company — the 
Compagnie de l'Occident — to control colonial 
mines and the Canadian beaver trade. In 1719, 
Law's system reached its peak; then some errors 
were made and in 1720 the structure collapsed. 
Nevertheless, he had helped to reduce the state 
debt.197 France then returned to fiscal ortho
doxy, and was eclipsed by England in interna
tional trade. 

One colonial effect of Law's system was the 
development of the commercial importance of the 
fur trade in New France through the assurance of 
an outlet for furs through the Compagnie de 
l'Occident. But the English merchants of New 
York were also interested in furs. Using a clause 
in the Treaty of Utrecht as a pretext, they trav
elled further and further into the western fur 
reserves. Governor Vaudreuil was obliged to 
conduct a great deal of diplomatic activity with 
the Indians of this territory to protect the French 
fur-trade monopoly in the west.198 Such a policy 

could have jeopardized peace, but despite some 
confrontations, the diplomatic alliance between 
France and England prevented these incidents 
from escalating into conflicts. Nevertheless, this 
antagonism sustained interest in fortifying 
Québec. 

It was not long before the Council of the 
Marine considered Quebec 's defence and 
submitted Beaucours' revised project to one of its 
officials, Renau. His reply was sharp, methodical 
and logical. He denounced Beaucours' enceinte, 
recounting Gallifet's arguments of 1710 one by 
one. He disapproved of Morville's decision on 
the defensive arrangements for the Palace quar
ter; he considered the works useless. He con
cluded his report with a proposal for a new 
enceinte project, which would be confined to 
Upper Town; he maintained that even if an 
enemy took the Palace quarter, it would not mean 
that the town would fall. He was careful to add 
that his project was only a suggestion and that it 
would be preferable to send a competent engineer 
to the colony to decide on site whether or not it 
was correct.199 

Around the same time, Levasseur de Neré, 
who had been posted to Rochefort, wrote to the 
Council of the Marine to complain about 
Beaucours' promotion and transfer to île Royale. 
The rivalry between these two men continued 
even when they were 3,000 miles apart.200 In 
July 1716 Levasseur sent two memoranda to the 
Council: the first concerned the financing of 
Quebec's fortification projects; the second was a 
justification of his undertakings followed by a 
request for the position of engineer at Québec.201 

His application was not accepted, for the 
Council sent Gaspard Chaussegros de Léry to 
Canada to report on the fortifications of Montréal 
and, in particular, Québec. According to 
Vaudreuil and Bégon, Chaussegros worked 
"avec diligence et une attention toute particu
lière." They were extremely impressed by his 
zeal and were led to say that "personne n'est plus 
capable que luy de mettre a Execution ce qui sera 
approuvé."202 The number of memoranda writ-

196. G. Lanctôt. Histoire du Canada; du traité d'Utrecht au traité 
de Paris. 1713-1763. Montréal. Beauchemin, 1964. p. 19. 

197. F. Braudel and E. Labrousse et al.. Histoire économique et 
soeiale de la Frattee. 1660-17X9. Paris. P.U.F.. 1970. 
pp. 276-99. 

198. Y. Zoltvany. op. cit., pp. 19-23. 
199. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 36:259- 61. "Avis de M. Renau sur les 

fortifications de Québec, janvier 1716." It is appropriate to 
emphasize here that the context of the 1710 decision was one of 
war: Renau formed his opinion five years later in a context of 
peace. As well, the acceptance of Beaucours' project was 
largely due to the conflict between Levasseur de Neré and 
Intendant Raudot. 

200. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 36:206- 8V, Levasseur to Count de 
Toulouse. 22 May 1716. 

201. AN. Marine. C7. Carton 184. 
202. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 36:20- 5. Vaudreuil and Bégon to the 

Council. 14 October 1716. 
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ten by Chaussegros in October 1716 leaves no 
doubt about how he spent his time. The first 
memorandum concluded that few of the works 
built at Québec were worthy and Québec should 
be fortified properly.203 Accordingly, Chausse
gros had no hesitation about correcting Renau's 
project, although the fortifications proposed by 
Renau did not encompass the Palace quarter. 

It was estimated that the cost of the new 
enceinte would be approximately 378,764 livres, 
but the sale of lots created by the new fortifica
tions would lighten the financial burden.204 The 
King's reply the following year was no surprise: 
the Court was undecided, it did not have all the 
necessary plans for its consideration and it hoped 
to be sent more information.205 Not only was 
Chaussegros to draw up other plans, but he was 
also authorized by the Council to construct a 
model of the site so that the King and his council
lors could come to a decision about the town's 
fortifications.206 

The project proposed by Chaussegros de 
Léry provoked various comments within the col
ony. Jacques L'Hermitte considered the pro
posed trace a waste of public funds, since he 
thought the fortifications begun by Levasseur had 
merit. Moreover, L'Hermitte suggested that if 
the project were linked to Levasseur's works, 
expenses could be reduced by a third.207 What
ever the case, Chaussegros returned to France at 
the end of 1717 to prepare his model and defend 
his project before the Council. 

Chaussegros' explanations seemed satisfac
tory to the King, and although he still wished to 
reflect on the Québec project, the King accepted 
the engineer 's proposals for the Montréal 
enceinte and repairs at Chambly. Chaussegros 

returned to Canada in 1718 to work on these 
projects.208 The King's hesitations concerning 
Québec arose from the cost of the project and the 
Royal Treasury's financial burdens. This finan
cial quandary was aggravated by the need for 
Montréal to be fortified as well, and the addi
tional sums the mother country intended to invest 
on île Royale. Nevertheless, on 15 July 1718 the 
King accepted the proposal of Chaussegros de 
Léry,209 and Vaudreuil and Bégon were to 
ensure that a sum of 20,000 livres was credited to 
an account for the new enceinte the following 
year.210 As well, since the sum was transferred 
from the 1718 budget and the King's statement 
for 1719 allocated 30,000 livres to the Québec for
tifications, Vaudreuil and Bégon were to put a 
total of 50,000 livres at Chaussegros' disposal in 
1720, so that construction might start on the new 
project.211 In October 1719 Chaussegros de Léry 
began to invite tenders for the project; the 
masonry work went to con t r ac to r Jean 
Maillou.212 

In short, the Council of the Marine's formula 
for the management of fortification funds augured 
well for the future of Chaussegros de Léry's proj
ect. The budgets granted for 1720 and 1721 would 
provide a reserve of 60,000 livres for the year 
1721, allowing work to be accelerated. In the 
spring of 1720, Chaussegros began construction 
work on the enceinte, but the first boats from 
France brought him very bad news: the Council 
was postponing funds for the next two years 
because the failure of Law's banking system had 
resulted in a scarcity of cash. Chaussegros' only 
hope lay with the merchants, who might give him 
advances for bills of exchange. This hope was in 
vain; no one was ready to advance such sums. 

203. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 36:185- 7. "Estât de la fortification et sci-
tuation de la ville de Quebec Capitale du Canada," 15 October 
1716. 

204. Ibid..: 179- 83v. "Mémoire et estimation concernant le nouveau 
projet de fortification pour la ville de Quebec." 15 October 
1716. As astonishing as it might seem, four days later, 
Levasseur de Neré sent a plan and a memorandum on the 
Québec fortifications. This dossier was submitted for Renau's 
attention. Levasseur believed that the new enceinte would cost 
about 600,000 livres and that the work would be distributed 
over eight or nine years, whereas his project would be finished 
in only three or four years at a cost of 200.000 livres. Ibid.. 
37:101. Levasseur to the Council. 19 October 1716. 

205. AN, Colonies, B. 39:225- 7V, Memorandum from the King to 
Vaudreuil and Bégon. 26 June 1717. The cost foreseen for the 
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that the model was destroyed around 1872. On this matter, see 
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Louisbourg." RHAF, vol. 16. no. 2. (September 1962), 
pp. 213-8. and Pierre Mayrand, "Les plans en relief de la 
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Although Chaussegros had to close down the 
construction site, he was critical that Bégon had 
the work stopped and that Vaudreuil had taken 
his labourers away even before the funds in hand 
for the year's work had been exhausted.213 

When the King seemed ready to revise his 
position, the Council requested Chaussegros to 
make a complete estimate of the work to be done 
on the Québec fortifications. The report was 
astounding: to complete the enceinte would cost 
the French treasury 529,252 livres. The difference 
from the original estimate was alarming: 180,000 
livres.214 How would the Council react to this 
new estimate? Until the end of 1720, Vaudreuil, 
Bégon and Chaussegros continued to implore the 
King to grant the funds needed to continue the 
work at Québec.215 

The Council's reply was that all thoughts of 
fortifying Québec should be abandoned because 
the mother country did not have the necessary 
money at its disposal; a total of 8,000 livres for 
repairs was all that was allocated.216 In an 
address to the Council, Chaussegros de Léry said 
that he was convinced that half the works would 
have been finished if he had been able to make 
use of the money initially promised. These claims 
were really an indirect way of reproaching the 
Court for its parsimony. He suggested a means of 
relieving the colony of its problems: 

Lorsqu'en 1716, il arriva a Quebec, chacun y 
faisoit travailler y ayant alors de la monnoye 
de carte si le Conseil en envoyoit pour fortif-
fier elles se repandroient dans le public ce 
qui feroit que chacun seroit en état de faire 
travailler, la colonie augmenteroit comme cy 
devant, un pays ne sçauroit augmenter ny se 
soutenir quand il n'y a point d'argent.217 

This simplistic statement, which seems to have 
been made without considering the scope of the 
reform that the authorities in France were trying 
'to introduce, reveals the severity of the colony's 
situation. 

Chaussegros' letter does not seem to have 
elicited any comments; only a meagre sum was 

granted for repairs on the fortifications. In the 
meantime, Chaussegros worked on the Montréal 
enceinte, but with a reduced budget.218 Every 
year he repeated his refrain: Québec must be 
made secure. The response remained unchanged: 
the King had no money. Chaussegros suggested 
that beaver-trapping rights be leased and the prof
its devoted to the fortifications;-he denounced 
Madame de Vaudreuil's extravagance when a 
wing was added to the Château St. Louis; he 
pointed out that the King's money was being 
squandered on the maintenance of a non-existent 
Château guard. He believed that all these mis
managed funds could have been used for the 
fortifications. 

Chaussegros was wasting his time; for 
Maurepas, the new colonial Minister, did not 
agree. There would be no special funds allocated 
to the Québec enceinte. At Vaudreuil's instiga
tion, Louvigny sent Maurepas a memorandum on 
New France. The Abenakis, who were allies of 
the French, were at war with the British; if the 
Indians should give ground there would be noth
ing left to prevent the British from going north
ward to within 20 leagues of Québec. The town 
was still unfortified. Louvigny's conclusion was 
clear: the capital must be fortified.219 These 
a rguments did not succeed in revers ing 
Maurepas' decision, and because fortification 
work was not continued, Chaussegros de Léry 
had to opt for retaining the trace of Beaucours' 
fortification.220 

The engineer did not give up easily: he pro
posed a new fortification project in 1727 in which 
the enceinte was to be reinforced by a citadel 
on the heights of Cape Diamond.221 Had 
Chaussegros gone too far this time? He did not 
seem to be wary of the reaction of the new Inten
dant, Dupuy, who had been advised by the King 
not to approve any project. Abiding by this man
date, Dupuy rejected the proposal and con
cluded: "Vos réflexions sur tout cela, Monsei
gneur, feront plus que mes représentations."222 

He did not appear to denounce the new enceinte, 
however, since a few months later he wrote: 

213. AN. Colonies. B. 42:449- 51, The Council of the Marine to 
Chaussegros, June 1720. 

214. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 42:264- 7. "Toisé général ou estimation 
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"Les fortifications de Québec, le rétablissement 
de l'artillerie et celui des Bateries sont au moins 
très nécessaires." Dupuy was forced to arrive at 
the same conclusion as Chaussegros had six 
years earlier: "Je me contente . . . de vous repré
senter que la Colonie est a la veille de sa Perte 
si nous ne sommes secourus d 'hommes et 
d'argent."223 

The King's reply was unequivocal: he did 
not approve the project for constructing a citadel, 
first "par ce que ces Sortes de fortiffications ne 
conviennent point au génie des Canadiens qui 
n'ayment pas a estre enfermez et quil ny a pas 
assez de trouppes réglées pour pouvoir la deffen-
dre"; and secondly, because the estimated costs 
were too high and spending had to be reduced. 
The memorandum stated that if the British were 
to arrive at Québec, they would find it difficult to 
conduct a regular siege and would not overcome 
the town easily.224 The Court did not reject the 
possibility of building an enceinte at Québec 
entirely, however, because for several years 
France's finances had been growing more stable. 
But if Versailles seemed to approve the building 
of an enceinte at Québec, why were the fortifica
tions begun in 1720 not continued? 

This enigma seems to have preoccupied 
Chaussegros de Léry, for he revised his 1720 esti
mate, reducing it by half.225 Despite all pleas 
from d'Aigremont on the colony's finances and 
from Chaussegros de Léry, the King refused to 
approve the project.226 Chaussegros replied that 
he could do no better.227 Ill and disillusioned, he 
asked to return to France, but his request was 
refused by the Court for the time being. His ser
vices were needed by the colony; he had to repair 
two of the Lower Town batteries. The King 
agreed to provide extra funds in addition to the 
annual allocation to accelerate the work at 
Montréal.228 

The economy of New France was in a disas
trous state. Lack of cash, a bad harvest and the 
smallpox epidemic of 1732 led Hocquart to write 
that only public spending could revive the colo
ny's economy. The Intendant offered three 

potential solutions: setting up a shipyard, sending 
new troops or fortifying Québec.229 His message 
was clear and frank: capital had to be imported 
from France. 

The mother country only partially solved this 
problem: in 1733 the King authorized the issuing 
of new card money, of which three-quarters, or 
150,000 to 160,000 livres, could be used for the 
Québec fortifications. It was understood that no 
money was to be paid out unless the King had 
received plans of the work and authorized it.230 

Chaussegros de Léry went back to his drawing 
board. He had no doubt learned to count from his 
exper iences; and his estimate for the new 
enceinte amounted to about 156,000 livres, which 
was only a little more than the King wished to 
pay.23' 

No effort was spared to have the project for 
the Québec enceinte accepted. Although the 
Intendant, the Governor and the engineer had 
great hopes of persuading Versailles, the Court 
sought the advice of civil servants in the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs. A memorandum on the 
French colonies written in Paris explained the sit
uation in Québec: given its location, the difficulty 
of reaching it by sailing up the St. Lawrence, and, 
above all, the near impossibility of an enemy's 
laying siege to it, there was no real need to fortify 
Québec. According to the memorandum, there 
was more cause for concern in Montréal and the 
Richelieu. At the very most, it would suffice to 
set up a few fieldworks at Québec and send some 
reinforcements if the need were felt.232 Influ
enced by this memorandum, the King rejected 
the proposal for the Québec enceinte and ordered 
that the surplus card money be used to finance 
the construction of a dike at Québec and a 
redoubt at Pointe-à-la-Chevelure and that what
ever was left over be earmarked for the Montréal 
enceinte.233 

The King's decision satisfied neither 
Beauharnois nor Hocquart, and Chaussegros de 
Léry still less. The Governor expressed the gen
eral discontent in writing: "pour s'oposer à une 
descente, (je) ne voit d'autre parti que de foncer 
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de bonne grâce sur les ennemis l'épée à la main et 
la bayonnette au bout du fusil." He unhesitat
ingly endorsed the position of his predecessors, 
who had declared that Québec was "la clef de la 
colonie" and the point of arrival and departure 
for all supplies and reinforcements. If Québec 
fell, New France would also fall.234 How many 
times had this cliché been used and how many 
more times would it be used until the mid-19th 

century? Beauharnois' pleas moved neither the 
gentlemen of Foreign Affairs nor the King. They 
restated their argument that if Québec were 
fortified its safety would not necessarily be 
ensured and the very most that fortifications 
would do was reassure the inhabitants. If abso
lutely necessary, a simple wall could be built.235 

The King's reply was categorical: fortifying 
Québec was out of the question because "l 'État 
de Ses finances ne luy permet pas d'en faire la 
dépense . " 2 3 6 Beauharnois and Hocquart 
resigned themselves to this decision; Chaus-
segros de Léry did the same, at least for a time. 

The irrepressible engineer had to wait until 
1740 before he dared present another project for 
fortifying Québec. By coincidence, the crisis of 
the Austrian succession, which would involve 
France in a new war, erupted the same year. 
Chaussegros presented no estimate for his new 
enceinte. He requested only that his project be 
studied. He had proposed shifting the fortifica
tions to the west to leave room for the town's 
future growth and to occupy the heights of Cape 
Diamond. He added that the town should be 
fortified at all costs, because the English had 
landed in 1690 and had had a large fleet at their 
disposal in 1711. He thus rejected all the argu
ments put forward previously by the Court.237 

Chaussegros received no reply and had to be con
tent with repai r ing the t o w n ' s var ious 
batteries.238 

When the Council of the Marine took over 
colonial interests and development and the Scots
man John Law arrived in France, two new factors 
arose that gave Québec another chance to finish 
what had been undertaken in 1710. There was 
more awareness than ever of the town's strategic 
importance. The Court sent Chaussegros de Léry 
to the colony. He was faced with the fact that 

Québec, despite the large sums that had been 
spent on it, was not fortified. He submitted an 
ambitious project to fortify Lower and Upper 
towns and was given the task of carrying it out. 

When the Council decided to fortify Québec, 
its intention was to continue Louis XIV's impe
rial policies. Aware that the British traders' inter
ference posed a threat to French fur-trade inter
ests, France decided to safeguard its economic 
stakes in America and undertook the task of forti
fying Québec , as well as Montréal and 
Louisbourg. The fact that Montréal did not have 
its budget cut back in 1720 was simply a conse
quence of geographical fact: it was the town 
closest to the English colonies; moreover, it was 
closest to the pays d'en-haut and their wealth of 
furs. 

At the opposite end of the St. Lawrence 
waterway communication route, the decisive fac
tors in the founding of Louisbourg were eco
nomic and strategic. France lost its fishing bases 
through the Treaty of Utrecht, which by placing 
Newfoundland and Acadia under English rule 
had decreased the French empire considerably. 
Fisheries were an important source of revenue, 
and a safe permanent harbour had to be secured 
for French fishermen.239 Québec, strategically 
situated between Montréal and Louisbourg, had 
no need to fear for its safety, especially since 
France and England were united diplomatically 
by the Triple Alliance. 

The new Minister of the Marine, Count de 
Maurepas, who was responsible for the colony's 
future from 1723, refused to approve the projects 
for fortifying Québec. Despite repeated appeals 
from the engineer and various governors and 
intendants, Maurepas believed that the colony's 
defence policy should be based on the new geo
graphical, political and economic realities of 
North America. The safety of the colonial empire 
no longer depended on the defence of its capital. 

The Enceinte Built in 1745 
The authorities of New France feared that 

the conflict with their neighbours to the south 
would be renewed, but they resigned themselves 
to Maurepas' views. The political instability in 
Europe showed that their fears were well 
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founded. Although the Anglo-French alliance 
survived, continuous covert intrigue provoked 
minor conflicts that eroded its foundations. The 
1740 crisis of the Austrian succession eventually 
brought about a reawakening of the antagonism 
between France and England. 

The pretext for the armed confrontation that 
took place in Europe at this point was dynastic. 
The death of the Austrian emperor precipitated a 
crisis concerning the choice of a successor, which 
gave Prussia, a collection of small separate 
states, the opportunity to try to reunify part of its 
territory. 

There was much more at stake, however. 
England's entry into the war implied that the 
"balance du commerce est devenue celle du pou
voir,"240 an aspect of the conflict that would not 
be felt fully until the Seven Years' War. 

The armed intervention forced the European 
nations affected by the Austrian succession to 
take a stand in the name of political equilibrium. 
England, who was to become an Austrian ally, 
entered into a conflict with Spain over commer
cial interests outside Europe. France had to show 
some sympathy for the Spanish cause, since 
doing so would give it an opportunity to restrain 
the growth of British trade. To counterbalance 
the position of its former ally, Versailles decided 
to support Prussia, and thus diplomatic relations 
were severed. Confrontation was inevitable. In 
London the order was given to "susciter à la 
France toutes les difficultés possibles," as much 
in Europe as in the colonies.241 

There had been earlier indications in 
America that a war was brewing between the 
English and French colonies. Although Maurepas 
was not convinced that there would be an out
break of war, he did not exclude the possibility. 
For this reason, he granted Chaussegros de Léry 
extra funds and urged him to finish the Montréal 
enceinte.242 The same conditions seem to have 
prevailed at Louisbourg. Faced with the prospect 
of armed activity, Québec was still unfortified. 
War could erupt at any moment and the colony's 
two fortified towns had to be counted on to pro
tect Québec. It was only in the face of these 
imminent dangers that Louisbourg and Montréal 
became elements in a plan of territorial defence, 

although the Minister of the Marine might have 
considered it previously. With the access routes 
to Québec well controlled, there was less possi
bility that the capital would be attacked. 

As tension mounted in Europe, Maurepas 
informed Beauharnois that France "est à la veille 
d'une rupture avec l'angleterre," and therefore 
the town 's defences had to be put in good 
condition.2 4 3 On 15 March 1744 Louis XV 
declared war on England. New France was to be 
plunged into a new war , with its capi tal 
unfortified. There was no need to worry, 
Maurepas pointed out, since Canada had nothing 
to fear from the direction of the sea, given that 
all previous attempts had failed. Trying to be 
reassuring, Maurepas stressed in his letter to 
Beauharnois that it was very unlikely that the 
British were planning to invade the Laurentian 
colony.244 

Beauharnois followed Maurepas' advice and 
restricted his activities to limited measures to 
ensure that the capital was defended. He restored 
the batteries in Upper and Lower town and set up 
a palisaded entrenchment between the Inten
dan t s Palace and the General Hospital to be 
ready for the enemy's landing at Beauport, as in 
1690. A second entrenchment, proposed by 
Chaussegros de Léry, was not made until the fol
lowing spring, however, since spending had to be 
restrained and a peace treaty might be signed in 
the meantime.245 Maurepas did not seem to 
share Chaussegros' opinion on the proposed 
entrenchment; he considered it unnecessary 
because he was convinced that the British would 
not sail up the St. Lawrence.246 

The renewal of war roused Québec and 
caused great anxiety among its citizens.247 On 
30 March 1745 Chaussegros de Léry set forth the 
measures to be taken for Quebec's defence. The 
first step should be to keep a suitable garrison of 
troops, militia and Indians in the town; secondly, 
a flying camp (a cavalry corps) should be formed 
to prevent enemy landings; and finally, small 
craft should be converted into fire ships, which 
could set fire to the enemy fleet.248 

On 27 June 1745 Louisbourg fell. When the 
news reached Québec, the population was terror-
stricken. Quebec's merchants and traders, citi-

240. Quotation by Bougainville in G. Livet. op. cit.. p. 105. 
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zens and habitants urged the Governor to build 
an enceinte. In this atmosphere of panic a meet
ing took place at the Château St. Louis on 
12 August 1745. Besides the Governor and the 
Intendant, the participants included the leading 
officials, the Bishop, some of the town's mer
chants and Desauniers, as syndic for the traders. 
During the meeting it was decided to build an 
enceinte with "bastions . . . avec rampart parapet 
et contreforts"; the King was to assume the 
entire cost "afin de ne rien négliger des ordres 
quil a eu agréable de nous faire passer Nommé
ment L'année dernière, de pourvoir a tout ce qui 
poura contribuer a la Sûreté et a la conservation 
de la Colonie."249 There is nothing surprising in 
this about-face. Faced with a new military crisis, 
the proposed flying camp, batteries and fire ships 
were not enough. The assembly distorted the 
Court's instructions of 1744 to justify its decision 
to build an enceinte at the King's expense, some
thing the colonists had wanted for several years. 

The same day, the fortification work was 
awarded to Pierre Trottier dit Desauniers, "for 
the paltry sum" of 67 livres, 10 sols** per cubic 
toise of masonry and 5 livres, 10 sols per cubic 
toise of earth. The contractor was to supply the 
manpower and tools and promised to complete 
the masonry work "dicy a lannée prochaine." To 
accelerate the work, the Intendant granted 
Desauniers an advance of 60,000 livres.250 To 
build "deux courtines, un Bastion et un demy 
Bastion" and a tenaille would cost the King 
398,381 livres.251 A consequence of the town's 
anxiety, this fortification would cost 242,000 
livres more than the one proposed in 1733, even 
though Chaussegros de Léry had reduced costs 
by incorporating Levasseur 's bastion on the 
heights of Cape Diamond. 

Not only was the contract for the enceinte 
granted, but Chaussegros de Léry completed the 
fraised entrenchments in the spring; he certainly 

had not received orders from Maurepas. How 
was the Court to react when it learned that 
Chaussegros had erected a palisade and that in 
October the revetment and the buttresses had 
reached a height of five feet?252 In November, a 
quarter of the fortification work seems to have 
been finished.253 For the year 1745 alone, the 
preparations for war, under the heading of "forti
fications," incurred expenses at Québec in the 
order of 50,000 livres,254 exclusive of the money 
spent by Trottier Desauniers. The money injected 
into Quebec's economy now amounted to nearly 
130,000 livres. 

Maurepas' feelings about the fortifications 
would not be known until March 1746. His reac
tion was vehement: the work had to cease. Why 
did the King refuse to sanction the project? 
According to the Minister, fortifying Québec 
would only " e x c i t e " the enemy's envy; if 
Québec were not fortified, it would be difficult for 
the enemy to entrench himself in the town. More
over, it was the inhabitants, not the King, who 
should pay; a tax should be levied. Furthermore, 
these fortifications would require a larger garri
son, but recruits were in short supply and the 
extra expense of maintaining this larger garrison 
had to be taken into account. These were the 
questions to be debated by the second assembly. 
If the assembly decided to continue with the forti
fications, it would have to debate ipso facto the 
question of taxation and "elle (Sa Majesté) trou
vera bon que la délibération Soit exee sans atten
dre Son approbation!"255 

On 26 July, the participants of the first 
assembly met again at Château St. Louis. After 
four days of deliberation, the majority pro
nounced itself in favour of continuing the work. 
Rigaud de Vaudreuil and Varin were opposed; 
they joined forces with most of the merchants and 
clerks.256 Since opinion was divided between the 
merchants and the military, Hocquart and 

** A former coin and money of account in France and some other 
countries. It equalled one-twentieth of a livre, but varied in actual 
value at different times and in different places. 
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Beauharnois asked the Court to resolve the 
dispute. The Intendant estimated that nearly 
200,000 livres had been spent from the time work 
started until the order to stop was received.257 

The question was viewed in various ways: 
whereas Hocquart seemed less interested in 
continuing the work, Beauharnois championed its 
cause. Cugnet explained that it was right that the 
colony meet some of the costs. He had a solution: 
a duty of three per cent should be placed on all 
merchandise entering the colony. Everyone 
would thus contribute towards the cost of build
ing the enceinte. Each member came forward 
with his recommendation so that Maurepas might 
be persuaded to approve the project. Chausse-
gros de Léry drew up a detailed plan of the work 
accomplished; all that was left to build were the 
guérites, a postern, a few sections of parapet and 
St. J o h n ' s Ga te . This drawing was not 
accompanied by any written explanation and 
under the circumstances it appears to have been 
more a plea for continuing the work than a state
ment of work accomplished. Meanwhile, Chaus-
segros de Léry had changed his fortification proj
ect; this was corroborated by La Galissonière 
two years later. 

Maurepas and the King were outraged by 
Beauharnois' indecision. The Minister concluded 
that action had been taken too hastily and that 
Beauharnois and Hocquart should assume the 
responsibility of continuing or stopping the work, 
without any expense to the Royal Treasury. The 
Court, therefore, found it expedient to tax liquor 
as the Governor and the Bishop had suggested, 
but because this was only a temporary and inade
quate solution, another source of finances had to 
be found. By taking this position, the Court 
implicitly rejected Cugnet's proposed solu
tion.258 As a result of his indecision, Beauhar
nois was recalled and replaced by La Jonquière. 

La Jonquière was unable to go to Québec 
immediately and La Galissonière assumed the 
governorship in the interim. He and Intendant 
Hocquart decided to continue the Québec 
fortifications.259 Construction work began once 
more in July 1747, one year after it had been 
interrupted. The work went slowly at the begin
ning because Desauniers had returned to France. 

The Intendant proceeded to offer the contract for 
tender again, which Chaussegros assured him 
would prove less expensive.260 

Faced with the colony's precarious eco
nomic and military situation, the Court decided to 
postpone the special tax for the duration of the 
war, as is confirmed by the royal decree of 
6 March 1748.261 Not only was all taxation on 
wine and liquor suspended, but the three-per-cent 
tax suggested previously by Cugnet and accepted 
as a new means of financing by La Galissonière 
and Hocquart was postponed. This was an 
honourable gesture, but one that was not to be 
taken at face value, since on 30 April France and 
England laid down their arms and on 18 October 
signed the peace of Aix-la-Chapelle. 

Work on the fortifications continued 
throughout the summer of 1748. At the end of 
October, La Galissonière and Bigot, who had 
replaced Hocquart, wrote: 

Le revêtement du corps de la place est fait à 
la reserve d'un mur de parapet de 50 toises 
de long, quatre poternes et la porte du bas
tion S'. Jean. La place sera fermée en murail 
a la fin du mois de mai prochain. 
Les deux tiers des remparts de la ville sont 
faits; on les achèvera s'il est possible l'année 
prochaine. On a fait la moitié des contrescar
pes. Les glacis et les chemins couverts ne 
sont pas commencer.262 

By comparing Chaussegros' 1746 plan to this let
ter, it is clear that all that had been left to build 
two years earlier were a few sections of parapet, 
a postern and St. John's Gate. And yet, the work 
had "progressed we l l . " It certainly had. 
Chaussegros changed his plans constantly: he 
added a bastion to his enceinte and built three 
gates when he had planned only two. The number 
of posterns varied each year, as did the number 
of embrasures.263 The administrators all partici
pated in this intrigue: their official correspon
dence tried to show the Court that work was pro
gressing according to plan. All the changes made 
by the engineer were expensive; but it became 
difficult for Bigot to assess the cost because 
Chaussegros did not give him annual statements 
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for the work accomplished.264 Consequently, the 
Court asked Franquet, an engineer at île Royale, 
to go to Québec in the summer of 1751 to study 
the fortifications.265 

At the urging of the new Minister of the 
Marine, Rouillé, Franquet submitted "un état des 
depences des fortifications de Quebec depuis 
1745 jusques en 1749." In the final year of this 
period, some 232,900 livres had been spent on the 
work. Over four years the fortifications had cost 
768,815 livres,266 and work was still going on in 
1750. The work done in 1750, however, incurred 
less expense: hardly 145,000 livres.267 After five 
years, the cost totalled a " m o d e s t " 913,542 
livres; it had been estimated originally at 398,000 
livres! And this was not the end. 

Despite the absence of Franquet, who did 
not have time to go to Québec, work continued in 
1751. Not until July 1752 did he arrive in the capi
tal to study the town's fortifications. Chausse-
gros, pressed for time and lacking workmen, 
sought a justification for abandoning his project: 
"le terrain est si bizare quil ne permet pas de faire 
des demi Lunes, je croy quil faut sen tenir a ce 
qui est fait et lachever."268 These new works 
had not been provided for in the original estimate. 
Franquet observed that Chaussegros "ayant sa 
besogne en tête il la conduit a mesure et s'évite le 
travail de l'arranger en avance."269 

In response to Rouillé's annual requests, in 
1753 Duquesne and Bigot agreed that spending 
must be reduced.270 It was not until June 1754 
that Rouillé informed the Governor and the 
Intendant of the King's intentions concerning the 
fortifications. The King accepted the corrections 
suggested by Franquet, but postponed putting 
them into effect until the following year because 
France's finances were in a disastrous state. 
Meanwhile, he allowed work to continue, but at a 
slower pace.271 Duquesne and Bigot acquiesced; 
the Governor even judged it more important to 
repair Fort Saint-Frédéric and Fort Niagara, 
using funds intended for the Québec fortifi
cations.272 

The King accepted Governor Duquesne's 
proposal because a "grande partie des ouvriers" 
had been drawn to the Ohio River by the 
demands of war, and entrenchments were being 
started at Saint-Frédéric.273 At the end of Octo
ber 1756, Vaudreuil remarked that very little 
work had been done on the fortifications because 
the project was without manpower and an engi
neer; Chaussegros de Léry had died. Further
more, the King had not sent him Franquet's 
plan.274 In response, the King sent the engineer 
Pontleroy from Louisbourg to Québec. Franquet 
was instructed to inform Pontleroy on fortifica
tions at Québec and in the rest of the colony.275 

Pontleroy did not arrive in Québec until the 
end of summer. In the meantime, Vaudreuil gave 
Chaussegros de Léry fils the task of carrying out 
the most urgent work on the fortifications. He 
closed off the town gates and posterns, set up a 
battery of four cannons on Pointe à Carey and 
had the joints of the parapets' inner walls pointed 
from the Coteau de la Potasse to Cape Diamond. 
In the sector between St. Louis Gate and the 
Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion, Chaussegros de 
Léry fils had only enough time to build up the 
inner wall of the parapet to a height of 12 to 18 
inches.276 There had been very few changes in 
this sector since September 1750, when a transfer 
of contract between two contractors mentioned 
that four posterns, the inner walls of the parapets, 
the embrasures and the parapet of the covered 
way were not yet built.277 It seems odd that this 
sector had not been given special attention, con
sidering that the heights were a major strategic 
point in Quebec's defence on the western side. 

No doubt wanting to build too many works 
for the limited amount of time and the small work 
force at his disposal, young Chaussegros de Léry 
devoted most of his time to constructing a 
genouillère in the Grand and Canoterie batteries 
and began to build a wall of "six pieds despais-
seur" between Côte de la Canoterie and Côte du 
Palais.278 Although he undoubtedly expected to 
finish these works the following year, this wall 
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In an atmosphere of mass panic in 1745, Chaussegros de 
Léry undertook the construction of an enceinte to enclose 
the town. This view from the northwest shows that 
Chaussegros not only completed a large part of his fortifica

tion, but also added a 525-foot barracks to it. This area of 
Old Québec is now known as Artillery Park National His
toric Park. R. Short, 1761, Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada, (C-359). 

was not to be completed. The demands of war 
called engineers to every corner of the colony. 
Pontleroy, to whom Vaudreuil had given the task 
of putting Québec in a position to withstand "un 
long siège," wrote to Rouillé in 1758: "J 'ay prié 
Mr le Marquis de Montcalm de vouloir bien vous 
écrire ma façon de penser à ce sujet, d'autant plus 
que cet officier général est du même senti
ment."279 

Louisbourg fell on 26 July. Pontleroy, pres
sured by the course of events, worked to "former 
une défensive." What was the nature of his 
defensive strategy? Surely he was not counting 
on Chaussegros de Léry's fortifications — not at 
least if we give credence to his memorandum on 
"la reconnaissance du terrain entre la rivière du 
saut de Montmorency et celle du Saint-
Charles."280 None of the French officers present 
in Canada had faith in the Québec enceinte; 

Bougainville wrote at the end of 1758: "Québec 
est sans fortifications et n'en est pas susceptible: 
si on n'en deffend pas les approches, il faut ren
dre les armes."281 The state of the Québec 
enceinte's defences spoke for itself: when the 
town was besieged, 52 pieces of artillery varying 
from 2 to 12 calibre were mounted "sans qu'au
cun puisse battre en rase campagne."282 Ail 
accounts are unanimous in describing the limited 
potential of Chaussegros ' enceinte . When 
Québec fell on 18 September 1759, the costly but 
unfinished fortifications built by Chaussegros de 
Léry had never been used to defend the town. 

In 1740, Québec had nothing to fear: its 
safety and its communications with Europe were 
assured by Louisbourg, and to the west, Lake 
Champlain and Montréal were fortified. If the 
colonial defence policy was partially based on the 
"impregnabili ty" of the Acadian fortress,283 
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de la ville de Quebec . . . " 

283. M. Filion, La pensée et l'action coloniales de Maurepas vis-à-
vis du Canada, 1723-1749, Montréal, Leméac, 1972. p. 415. 
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Maurepas had to admit that his plans had failed 
when Louisbourg fell in 1745. In this context, it is 
easy to understand the panic felt by the popula
tion of Québec when the news was announced. 
From that point on, could Maurepas really have 
chosen to interrupt the work in progress in the 
capital? The engineer's theatrics proved to be 
unnecessary. Nevertheless, although Maurepas 
may have yielded to the decision of Quebec's 
inhabitants, he did not intend to pay for such an 
undertaking on his own. The inhabitants were to 
con t r ibu te to f inancing the work . When 
Louisbourg became once more a French posses
sion by the Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle in 1748, the 
Québec fortifications were well underway. 

According to Maurepas, fortifying Québec 
was unrealistic; it was Montréal, and not the capi
tal, that had to be defended. The defensive plan 
was adapted to economic and political realities; it 
was in the pays d'en-haut that the war game 
would be won or lost. The effectiveness of the 
walls of Montréal or Saint-Frédéric might well be 
questioned,284 but the conditions under which an 
overland invasion from the west would be carried 
out would not allow as large a force to be 
deployed as would a sea-borne invasion. This 
facet of French defence policy was no longer 
linked solely to one town, however; rather, it was 
developed in relation to economic interests, not 
only those of the colony, but even more so, those 
of France. After 1748, the full force of political 
interests added impetus to economic concerns; 
the colony became a military frontier.285 It was 
no longer a struggle for the fur trade that was tak
ing place, but an all-out war of conquest. 

The need to fortify Québec was evident from 
the time of its founding. Despite ambitious proj
ects, however, the works actually built were 
expedients only. This situation lasted until 1700. 
From the colony's beginnings, the authorities 
perceived two aggressors: the Indians and the 
Europeans. Colonial authorities were at first 
caught up in a struggle with the Iroquois, but after 
Phips' attack, they saw the Europeans as the 
principal enemy. The mother country did not 
share this opinion until 1700. Consequently, the 
achievements that came before this date were the 
result of the colony's own initiative. 

It was only with Levasseur de Neré's 
enceinte of 1700 that France began to take steps 
to fortify Québec. The role of the capital was then 
part of a defence policy linked to the mother 
country's expansionist ambitions, and the fortifi
cations built in Québec between 1701 and 1720 

were instigated by France, which associated the 
colony's defence with the Québec fortifications. 

When Maurepas was appointed Minister of 
the Marine, the defence policy for the colony 
took a new direction. From then on, it was ruled 
by the dictates of the economy of the eastern fish
eries and the hinterland fur trade. Versailles 
preferred to fortify Cape Breton and Montréal, 
and in spite of the numerous projects submitted, 
Québec remained undefended. 

This new defence policy continued to the 
end of the French regime. In 1745 the construc
tion of the Québec enceinte, which was the most 
important work built during the French period, 
resulted from the colony's own efforts following 
the fall of Louisbourg. Although the Cape Breton 
fortress had been intended primarily to protect 
French fishing vessels, when it fell there was no 
longer anything to prevent a sea-borne invasion 
from reaching Québec. The colony's awareness 
of its vulnerability explains the climate of panic 
that pervaded the capital; it was also the motive 
for deciding to build an enceinte. 

In short, in the mother country's plans, 
Québec did not represent an extremely important 
fortified town, except during the first two dec
ades of the 18th century. Before and after this 
period, all construction was the result of colonial 
efforts. Colonial administrators saw the capital as 
the colony's nerve centre; however, their strat
egy was shaped by short-term, if not immediate, 
concerns. 

284. A. Nunes, op. cit., pp. 159-64. 
285. W.J. Eccles, The Canadian Frontier, pp. 157-85. 
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Chapter 2 Québec and its 
fortifications after 
the conquesty 1759-1871 

SHORTLY after the conquest of Canada, the 
victors were faced with new defence 
requirements. The military authorities' pri

mary concern was to safeguard Québec, for they 
feared a reaction from the francophone popula
tion. Much more than this, they feared a French 
attempt to recapture Québec and the colony and 
were concerned about the effect this would have 
on the local population. 

Although the Treaty of Paris tipped the 
European balance of power in England's favour, 
France maintained its aspirations to restore the 
balance and even regain the commanding position 
it had enjoyed previously. As a result, a new bat
tle waged on diplomatic and economic levels 
began. The breaking-apart of the British colonial 
empire in America gave France the opportunity 
to achieve its aspirations. 

The British military was dismayed by this 
open conflict with former allies in conjunction 
with French intervention. At the same time, this 
conflict underscored a new danger: a potential 
enemy on Britain's colonial doorstep. With the 
situation reversed, the military authorities were 
in the same position as their French predeces
sors. From this point of view the planning of 
defensive works under the British regime evokes 

a certain continuity: Quebec's strategic role 
within the colony remained almost unchanged. 

This stance did not imply that the treasury of 
the mother country generously loosened its purse 
strings, however: the British engineers in Québec 
were faced constantly with economic constraints. 
It was only when there was a serious threat to ter
ritorial stability or the preservation of economic 
necessities that new military constructions were 
authorized. 

The Insecure Position of a Conquered Fortress, 
1759-78 

During their first years in Québec, the new 
forces had two concerns: the reaction of the local 
population to the new administration, and the 
reaction of the French and the repercussions that 
any attempt to recapture Canada would entail. 
Insecurity gained the upper hand. It was believed 
that the only way to assure their position was to 
improve the town's system of defence. This mili
tary concern disregarded the austerity that 
England had imposed upon itself when hostilities 
ended in Europe. 

As of 13 September 1759, the British officers 
found themselves confronted with an immediate 
problem: Montréal had not yet surrendered and 
French resistance continued. The British had to 
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Chaussegros de Léry and his successors had not com
pleted the town's enceinte when Wolfe arrived at Québec. 
The unfinished fortifications consisted only of palisades 
erected between Cape Diamond and Château St. Louis. 
Although batteries appeared here and there on the top of the 

This construction is undoubtedly one of the seven 
blockhouses built by Murray in 1760. Its layout corresponds 
very closely, however, to that of the advanced works of the 
temporary citadel built some 20 years later. Attributed to 
T. Patten, 1761, Royal Ontario Museum. 

cliff, it was still accessible in a few places. Not until the 
beginning of the 19th century would the British military cor
rect this weakness. R. Short, 1761, Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada, (C-355). 

organize themselves with a view to resisting a 
possible counter-attack1 and to securing their 
position within the town. General James Murray 
ordered his engineers to reconnoitre the fortress 
and draw up a list of the various measures that 
should be taken. The administrator was sceptical 
of their assessment. According to the engineers, 
Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte had numerous 
weaknesses, most of which originated from the 
non-completion of the works. Similarly, they 
considered some portions of the enceinte to be 
poorly designed. For example, since the sector of 
the fortification located on Cape Diamond was 
rather low, it was liable to be escaladed. The 
engineer Patrick Mackellar concluded that 12 
months' work would be necessary to render the 
fortification capable of resisting siege artillery.2 

1. This counter-attack took place in 1760 when Marshal de Levis 
besieged the town. Initially, he was somewhat successful 
because of his tactics, which were based on his knowledge of the 
enceinte. Nevertheless, the arrival of a British fleet forced him 
to retreat. 

2. PRO, W.O. 34/43, ff. 55- 8, Report by Mackellar, 22 September 
1759. 

60 



Murray, concerned about the weaknesses of the 
enceinte,3 ordered that work be done to finish the 
ramparts. He also had a series of armed block
houses built in front of the enceinte to serve as a 
first line of defence.4 

In 1762, even before the Treaty of Paris was 
signed, Murray recommended that a citadel be 
built at Québec; the engineer Samuel Holland 
signed the plans.5 This recommendation was 
intended to correct the weaknesses of the existing 
enceinte in a more permanent manner. Moreover, 
it attests to the existence of a trait that character
ized the attitude of the British military up until 
the 19th century: distrust of the conquered popu
lation, a sentiment Murray expressed candidly. 
London merely acknowledged receipt of the 
project.6 

This desire to build a citadel was ever-
present during the latter half of the 18th century. 
The engineer Harry Gordon revived the idea five 
years after Murray at the request of the new Gov
ernor, Guy Carleton.7 Carleton was especially 
concerned that a French squadron might sail up 
the St. Lawrence, and was wary of the reaction of 
the Canadiens, since he considered Québec to be 
defenceless. 

I mention the foregoing circumstances only 
the stronger to point out the necessity of 
a c i tade l , in case of a Rupture with 
France (. . .)8 

His intention to build a citadel at Québec con
flicted with his political goal, which was to ensure 
satisfaction and a certain liberty for the French-
speaking people of America. His policy of eujus 
regio, ejus religio, by which he hoped to attract 
the sympathy of the members of the francophone 
elite, did not guarantee him the support of the 

population, however.9 The proposal went un
heeded. 

In the American colonies, tension was 
mounting. In case of an armed conflict, various 
measures were needed to facilitate the rapid 
transport of troops and merchandise and had to 
be concentrated on a corridor between Québec 
and New York, since Québec, situated in the 
interior of the continent, constituted a vital link to 
the mother country.10 Nevertheless, in the mean
time, no repairs were carried out on the existing 
fortifications. 

The engineer John Marr was instructed to 
draw up a defence plan for Québec. Like his 
predecessors, he considered Chaussegros de 
Léry's enceinte to be inadequate. He believed 
that it was useless to complete the system of 
defence as begun by the French, because he saw 
in it a fundamental error: the location of the 
enceinte in relation to the topography. Marr 
preferred to concentrate energies on the con
struction of a ci tadel ." His reasoning was 
explicit: the cost of maintaining an adequate gar
rison would exceed the cost of building a citadel. 
Furthermore, given that ammunition, combusti
bles and provisions were scattered throughout 
the town, a small group would be able to sabotage 
its entire defensive organization.12 

The projects of Carleton and Marr required 
minimum disbursements of 85,000 pounds ster
ling.13 London was quick to reply. Its answer 
was categorical: the military would have to act 
with p rudence and curb spending; the 
Commander-in-Chief, Thomas Gage, alone 
would decide on all expenditures.14 Thomas 
Gage could not bring himself to take a stand; 
however, in concert with the Governor, he 
decided to postpone all repairs until London 

3. Murray described the fortifications in the following terms: 
"How weak the Fortifications here are, the Rampart not being 
compleat. that it can be called at best a strong cantonnement, 
and that its safety must chiefly depend upon the vigilance of the 
men who guard it." PAC. MG23. G. II, I, Series I. vol. 1. pp. 
2-3, Murray to Newcastle, 12 October 1759. 

4. James Murray, Governor Murray's Journal of Quebec from I7'h 

September 1759 to 25th May 1760, Québec Literary and Histor
ical Society, Third Series of Historical Documents, Québec and 
Montréal. 1871. pp. 1-25. 

5. PAC, MG8, E, 1, "Report of the Government of Quebec and 
Dependencies thereof," by J. Murray (1762). Neither Murray 
nor Holland submitted an estimate of the costs of this project, 
however. It should be recalled that the engineer Chaussegros de 
Léry had submitted a citadel project as soon as he arrived in 
1716. 

6. PAC. MG23, G, II, I. Series I, vol. 3, pp. 138-40, Amherst to 
Murray, 9 April 1762. 

7. PRO, C O . 42/27, ff. 63- 4, Carleton to Gage. 15 February 1767. 
8. PRO, C O . 5/87, ff. 95- 6 (pp. 201-3), Excerpts of a letter from 

Carleton to Gage, 12 April 1769. On the subject of the fortifica
tions, Carleton wrote: "upon the Defeat of their Army on the 

Plains of Abraham and without waiting for a single Battery's 
being erected against it, so untenable they always deemed this 
Place that they immediately surrendered . . ." 

9. J.M. Hitsman, Safeguarding Canada, 1763-1871, Toronto, 
U.T.P.. 1968, p. 25. 

10. G. Steppler, Quebec, the Gibraltar of North America? Ottawa, 
Parks Canada. Manuscript Report No. 224. pp. 23, 33-4. 

11. In fact, between 1768 and 1773 Marr drew up three slightly dif
ferent citadel projects, which will be examined in Chapter 5, 
"Traces of General Plans and Evaluation of their Defensive Ele
ments: British Regime." 

12. PAC, MG23, A, 1. Series II. vol. 2. pp. 111-23, Report on the 
fortifications of Québec, 31 March 1773. 

13. The pound sterling had a different value from the French livre. It 
is impossible to establish exact equivalencies. The estimated 
cost of the first project was 86,217 pounds; the third, 88,800 
pounds. PRO, W.O. 55/1822, ff. 25-32; Ibid., ff. 33- 8. "Remarks 
on Lieutenant John Man's . . . ," 12 March 1771. 

14. PRO, C O . 5/87. ff. 121- 2V, Hillsborough to Gage, 4 August 
1769. 
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came to a decision on the question of a citadel at 
Québec.15 He had also postponed the temporary 
earthworks, whose construction on the Cape Dia
mond heights had been proposed by Marr in 
1771.16 

England's financial instability did not permit 
sizeable amounts of money to be laid out for mili
tary construction programs. The effort that had 
gone into the Seven Years' War in the colonies 
and on the European continent had drained the 
treasury. To ensure its superiority, England had 
aimed at the exclusive appropriation of Ameri
ca17 and had banked on a commercial rather than 
territorial policy. Unable to fight the coalition 
uniting France, Austria, Spain, Russia and 
Sweden on its own, England had had to buy alli
ances on the continent, and the German princes 
proved to be "insatiable."18 

Following the coming to power of a new gov
ernment, a new monarch's accession to the 
throne and the signing of the Treaty of Paris, a 
will to stabilize public finances became evident in 
England. This climate of budgetary restraint 
justified the metropolitan authorities' successive 
refusals of proposals for new military construc
tions in Québec. 

The outbreak of armed conflict in the Ameri
can colonies jeopardized the financial recovery 
sought by the London administrators. The war 
effort intensified at the same pace as political ten
sions. The Americans retaliated: Arnold and 
Montgomery marched against Québec in 1775. 
When the rebels arrived, the defenders, consist
ing of sailors, militiamen, and a few army regu
lars, had to withdraw into an enceinte that was 
falling into ruin; it had not been repaired since 
1760, despite Marr's alarming reports. The 
defence against the American invasion resulted in 
only temporary, hastily built arrangements, such 
as barricades and palisades.19 

Since the Americans had arrived at the town 
late in the year, they could not organize a regular 
siege. After an unsuccessful attempt on land, the 
besiegers decided to set up a blockade and cut off 
all communication between Upper Town and the 
surrounding country. Carleton, at the head of a 
small garrison, succeeded in holding Québec. The 
arrival of the British fleet in the spring of 1776 put 
an end to the American blockade. Québec had 

resisted, despite its lack of adequate fortifi
cations. 

As far as fortifications were concerned, the 
first two decades of military presence in Québec 
were marked by a climate of austerity: the pro
posed citadels existed only on paper and the ram
parts were not repaired. A manifest distrust 
prompted the always-vigilant colonial adminis
trators to call for the construction of a citadel. 
This demand was the almost instinctive reflex of 
all military conquerors in the 17lh and 18th 

centuries. 
The American Revolution raised another 

problem for the colonial authorities: no defensive 
strategy had been elaborated for Québec. The 
various reports written on the fortifications by 
engineers or governors had convinced London 
that the ramparts were "useless."2 0 The colonial 
administrators found themselves faced with a 
dilemma that they themselves had created. Since 
Québec was still without a citadel during this 
period of austerity, they were obliged to repair 
the existing fortifications at the very least. This 
proved to be a waste of time. 

The Construction of a "Temporary"21 Citadel, 
1779-83 

England had not forgotten its experience of 
1775, which had demonstrated the indocility of 
the francophone population and even more so, 
that of its former subjects, who had dared to 
attack. The invasion revived grievances calling 
for the construction of new defensive works. 
Soon after the signing of the American Declara
tion of Independence, a new external threat 
appeared, of which the British military was only 
too aware. For all intents and purposes, the loss 
of Québec would mean the loss of the colony; 
Québec was not only the gateway to the colony, 
but also a base for military operations in the col
ony and on the St. Lawrence. 

The threat became twofold when France 
entered the conflict. Although the French had 
resigned themselves to the fate imposed upon 
them by arms at the time of the Treaty of Paris, 
they did not intend to stop their fight against the 
commercial hegemony enjoyed by their rival 
England; this fight would no longer be decided on 
the basis of battles, but rather, in terms of alli
ances. The Family Compact, which united the 

15. PRO. C O . 5/88. ff. 148- 9. Gage to Hillsborough. 8 September 
1770. 

16. These works were estimated at 3.533 pounds (Halifax rate). 
PRO. W.O. 55/1820. part 5. ff. 62- 3. Marr to Prévost, 6 March 
1771. 

17. G. Livet, L'équilibre européen de In fin du XV à lu fin du 
XVIII' siècle, p. 114. 

18. G. Zeller. Les temps modernes. De Louis XIV à 1789. p. 273. 

19. PAC. MG23. B. 7. "Journal of the most remarkable events 
which happened in Canada between the months of July 1775 and 
June 1776." 

20. PRO. C O . 5/87, ff. 121- 2 \ Hillsborough to Gage. 4 August 
1769. 

21. It was named this by the British military because of the tempo
rary nature of the works, built mainly of earth and wood. 
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Bourbons of Naples, Madrid and Versailles, sta
bilized the Mediterranean balance of power and 
proclaimed the intention to compete with 
England in that sphere. 2 2 When Carleton 
expressed his fears on the inevitability of the 
French Navy sailing up the St. Lawrence, he was 
referring to the tense relations between England 
and Spain and thus to the possibility of French 
intervention.22 

The continuation of Franco-British eco
nomic antagonism was to have repercussions in 
Canada as well as in Québec. When France 
decided to provide America with arms and 
money, and Lafayette made his appearance 
there, the French were not bent on recapturing 
Canada, contrary to what the British military 
believed. France was attempting only to under
mine the commercial ties between the Thirteen 
Colonies and England and to rechannel them for 
its own benefit. If Canada remained British, this 
pressure could only accentuate the United States' 
need to strengthen its ties with France.24 

French intervention on the North American 
continent consti tuted a turning point for 
Quebec's defence plan. Frederick Haldimand, 
Carleton's successor, was plagued by the defence 
requirements inherent in the Canadian geogra
phy, the possibility of the French fleet arriving at 
Québec and the inevitable reaction of the 
Canadiens. This was sufficient to revive the proj
ect for the construction of a citadel. The Secre
tary to the Governor, Edward Foy, was its chief 
promoter. According to Foy, the site of Cape 
Diamond offered the advantage of commanding 
not only the town, but also the river, so that a 
naval invasion would have few chances of suc
cess. Since an infantry march was the only means 
of attack that could not be countered by the cita
del, he also proposed forts on the south shore, at 
the mouth of the Chaudière River in particular.25 

French intervention forced London to take a 
stand on Quebec's fortifications. In May 1778, 
the Board of Ordnance accepted the idea of build
ing a citadel on Cape Diamond: 

. . . it may be necessary to erect a Citadel at 
Québec, but having no Plans or Estimates of 

Such Work. . ., We submit to your Lordship 
whether it may not be most advisable to send 
Orders to the Commander in Chief (that the 
works which may be effected during this 
Summer may not be lost in waiting for a 
Report) to cause the Engineer upon the Spot 
to proceed in erecting a Citadel in such Situa
tions as may be judged most advantageous; 
and to cause Plans and Estimates thereof to 
be transmitted by the first opportunity.26 

Although London accepted the recommendation, 
Haldimand considered it more important for the 
time being to fortify the colony's potential routes 
of invasion than to build a citadel at Québec.27 In 
fact, works were undertaken at Fort Saint-Jean 
and île-aux-Noix along the Richelieu River and at 
the posts of Niagara, Detroit and Michili-
mackinac in the pays d'en haut. The river forts 
were intended to guard against an invasion by the 
traditional route of Lake Champlain, and the lat
ter were intended to reassure the fur merchants 
and Indian allies. In the meantime, however, the 
Governor had Cape Diamond surveyed, in order 
to guard against all eventualities.28 

Haldimand thought that the citadel's works 
should be only temporary, since manpower was 
being monopolized by the war and he envisioned 
reducing expenditures in this way.29 This sugges
tion offended the engineers. William Twiss 
stressed that a solution of this sort would disad
vantage subsequent projects for permanent 
constructions.30 Faced with such a reaction, the 
only recourse available to the Governor was to 
dispatch Marr, the chief engineer, to London to 
elicit a final decision on the type of works to be 
erected. London opted for temporary con
structions. 

Work began in October 1779. Haldimand 
placed Twiss in charge of the project. Construc
tion continued throughout winter and summer, 
but the work advanced slowly, as a result of a 
lack of specialized manpower, such as miners and 
quarrymen. The overseer, James Thompson, 
reported that after two and a half years of effort 
"not one piece of work (is) yet finished, every 
Place overrun with Cuth Stone and Rubbish from 

22. G. Livet. op. cit.. p. 115. 
23. G. Steppler, op. cit.. p. 34. 
24. M. Trudel, La révolution américaine. 1775-1783; pourquoi 

la France refuse le Canada, Québec. Boréal Express, 1976, 
pp. 269-73. 

25. BM, Add. MSS. 21703, ff. 21- 4 \ Foy to Knox, 10 March 1778. 
26. PAC, M G l l . C . O . 5, vol. 164, p. 52, Excerpt from Board of Ord

nance to Townshend, 12 May 1778. This recommendation was to 
be accepted and its contents passed on to Haldimand a few days 
later by the Secretary of State, George Germain. PRO, C O . 
42/38. fol. 34 (p. 67), Germain to Haldimand, 15 May 1778. 

27. BM, Add. MSS. 21702, ff. 11-6, "Sketch of the Military State of 
the Province of Quebec," 25 July 1778. 

28. Ibid., 21722, ff. 50v- 1, Haldimand to Marr, 7 September 1778. 
29. Nevertheless, the Governor did not reject the construction of a 

permanent citadel; however, he preferred to postpone it until 
hostilities had ended. PRO, C O . 42/39, fol. 84, Haldimand to 
Germain, 29 May 1779. 

30. PAC, MG21, B154, pp. 80-2, Twiss to Haldimand, 1 November 
1778. 
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The temporary citadel was built on the heights of Cape 
Diamond by the engineer Twiss between 1779 and 1783. This 
engraving depicts the advanced works as well as the topogra
phy of the heights of Abraham; moreover, it demonstrates 

how difficult it was for the defenders to see where the town's 
besiegers were located. J. Peachey, 1784, Pictures Division, 
Public Archives of Canada, (C-1514). 
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The Excavation. A knowing Eye only can make 
anything of the nature of the works but a mere 
confusion . . A " 

The work was interrupted when the United 
States and England signed the peace treaty of 
1783. After three and a half years of effort, Twiss 
admitted that he had not been able to finish the 
project. But if the works were completed and a 
sizeable garrison lodged within them, the engi
neer considered that the temporary citadel would 
be "capable of resisting a Vigorous Siege."32 

Twiss was severely reprimanded for his admis
sion by the Secretary of State, Townshend, since 
he had not sent in a single plan or report on the 
progress of the works throughout the duration of 
the project." 

The engineer cannot be held responsible for 
the slow progress of the work." Part of the 
blame has to be assumed by the Governor, who 
had painted an optimistic picture by describing 
the anticipated progress of the work,35 instead of 
explaining the major problem that all engineers 
had had to and would have to face: winter. 
Haldimand had no doubt intentionally sustained 
the hopes of the administrators in London, since 
Townshend was convinced that the works at 
Québec were almost finished.36 In short, the 
state of the works in 1783 corresponded fairly 
well to the warning that Twiss had given before 
undertaking the project: nothing could be built in 
less than 12 to 15 years. 

The construction of a temporary citadel 
marked an important step in the defence strategy 
of Québec and the colony. The independence of 
the United States, together with England's reten
tion of Canada, brought to mind military needs 
for border defence. The blockade of Québec and 
the subsequent operations conducted from the 
capital against the rebels demonstrated to the 
British the town's importance as a port of arrival 
for communications and particularly reinforce
ments from the mother country. If Québec had 
fallen to Montgomery, England would have had 
only its Atlantic territories to count on. Québec 
assured England a tête de pont, from which it 
could recruit the expeditionary forces needed to 

reinforce the defence of the border posts that pro
tected commercial fur interests. The War of Inde
pendence revived the secular problem of territo
rial defence: Haldimand was now confronted 
with the same dilemma that had faced French 
governors since the end of the 17th century. 

If the Governor decided to fortify the heights 
of Cape Diamond, if only with temporary works, 
it was because the military firmly believed that 
France might recapture Canada; it was also con
vinced that the francophones in the colony 
ardently hoped that this would occur. Franco
phone collaboration with the rebels took inordi
nate proportions in the minds of the British. 
Thus, the temporary citadel was intended to be 
protection against a feared insurrection, given 
that the Canadien population was aware that the 
military considered Québec the key to Canada's 
defence.37 The American Revolution pushed the 
military's distrust to its peak: French interven
tion and the Canadiens' reaction confirmed the 
need to fortify Québec. 

Gather Mann's Project, 1785-1815 
During the period 1785-1815, the concept of 

defence for the capital and the colony was in tran
sition. The British military was to find itself faced 
with renewed American aggressiveness, which 
would lead to the War of 1812. Moreover, the 
French Revolution and the subsequent declara
tion of war sustained the military's fears concern
ing the local population. These two considera
tions, one apparently distant, although so close in 
reality, and the other immediate, justified the 
construction of defensive works at Québec. 

France had not derived the anticipated bene
fits from its intervention in America. Great 
Britain, realizing that the independence of the 
Thirteen Colonies was inevitable, preferred to 
negotiate in the hope of retaining the benefits of 
American trade, thus thwarting the French plan 
of action. If Louis XVI wanted to "re-establish" 
the balance of trade, he would have to come to 
terms with England directly. This concern mate
rialized in the signing of a tariff agreement, which 
seemed to satisfy both parties. The Estates Gen
eral would question the agreement. It would see it 

31. ANQQ. AP-G/234. vol. 1. J. Thompson's journal, I May 1782. 
32. Ibid.. 14 December 1784. 
33. BM. Add. MSS. 21733. ft". 332- 3 \ Twiss to Haldimand. 4 Febru

ary 1784. 
34. In defence of Twiss. a considerable amount of work was carried 

out on the enceinte, not only in the sector on Cape Diamond, but 
also in the sector between St. Louis and St. John's gates. Twiss 
supervised the laying-out of the Ksplanade and the construction 
of the parapet in that area. It was also under the supervision of 
Twiss that the Montcalm Bastion on Remparts Street was fin
ished; work on it had been undertaken by Chaussegros de Léry 
Jlls in 1737. 

33. Haldimand wrote the Secretary of State at the end of the sum
mer of 1782 saying that the citadel was "in a very respectable 
State of Defence," and the preceding year he had indicated that 
construction was well advanced. BM, Add. MSS. 21717, ff. 149-
50v, Haldimand to Townshend, 23 October 1782; Ibid., fol. 113, 
Haldimand to Germain. 23 October 1781. 

36. Ibid., 21709. ff. 120-120v. Townshend to Haldimand. 10 March 
1782. 

37. J.M. Hitsman. op. cit., p. 45. 
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The Duberger model is the only relief map of Québec 
that has survived. Although some authors question several 
details of its conception and even the identity of its origina
tor, this model enables one to visualize the city and its fortifi
as causing the ruin of French industry, although 
this reasoning does not seem to have been well 
founded.38 

In the first phase of the French Revolution, 
the exuberance of those overwrought by the 
message of "liberty, equality and fraternity" 
diverted the French citizens from their policy of 
non-involvement. England took delight in the 
weakening of its rival. The British cabinet did not 
anticipate a war, and anxious to reduce the public 
debt, it decreed spending cuts. Moreover, the 
constitution of 1791, which was intended to 
ensure "the balance of power between the Euro
pean states," reassured the cabinet. This consti
tution was short-lived, however. The French 
Revolution would transcend the simple ques
tioning of the political and institutional order; it 
would also question the eternal balance of 
power.39 

The "metaphysical" war, as some British 
leaders liked to call it, began in February of 1793. 
The Jacobin forces occupied Belgium and opened 
the port of Antwerp to their vessels; Holland was 

cations at the beginning of the 19th century. These two views 
illustrate the temporary citadel built by Twiss after the inva
sion of 1775. Photographs, Parks Canada. 

threatened. Amsterdam was the financial centre 
from which British investors drew their capital. 
Thus the assistance offered to "peoples desirous 
to recover their liberty" was a threat to the very 
foundations of Great Britain 's economic 
development.40 The Revolutionary War gave 
way to the Napoleonic Wars, despite discussions 
and even peace agreements. Napoleon revived 
the theme of economic competition. He wanted 
to hurt British industry to break Great Britain's 
commercial hegemony. The war ended in 1815. 

The reaction of the Canadiens to the French 
Revolution once again worried the colonial mili
tary authorities, who had still not forgotten the 
episode of 1775 and feared a repetition. Numer
ous events between 1793 and 1797 justified their 
fears. The sending of French emissaries through 
American territory41 rekindled the idea among 
the military that some of the population held rev
olutionary ideals. Although France no longer 
showed any desire to emancipate the Canadiens 
after 1797, definite tensions were apparent until 
1802. From 1804 to 1810, sharp conflicts 

38. G. Zeller. op. cit.. p. 286. 
39. G. Livet. op. cit.. pp. 130-2. 
40. A. Fugier, La revolution française et l'empire napoléonien. Col

lection Histoire des relations internationales. Paris. Hachette. 
1954, pp. 60- 9. 

41. J.P. Wallot. Intrigues françaises et américaines an Camilla, 
1800-1802. Montréal. Leméac. 1965, pp. 25-35. J.P. Wallot, Un 
Québec qui bougeait; trame socio-politique au tournant ilu XIXe 
siècle, Montréal. Boréal Express, 1973. pp. 266-72. 
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originating from the parliamentary system set up 
in the colony in 1791 served to focus the attention 
of English-speaking leaders and particularly of 
Governor Craig. In this context, the military 
found a few pretexts to justify its apprehensions. 

In addition to these problems, there were the 
worries occasioned by their new neighbours. The 
Treaty of Paris recognized the independence of 
the Thirteen Colonies, but remained silent on the 
subject of the British forts and posts on the Great 
Lakes. In fact, this situation enabled the British 
military to control the Indian tribes and to assure 
the English-speaking merchants of Montréal an 
appreciable part of the region's fur trade. More
over, internal dissension within the American 
states favoured this situation. Tension mounted 
in American public opinion: a few pleas laid claim 
to Canada. 

In 1792 the United States passed legislation 
intended to protect its borders more adequately. 
An army composed of cavalry, artillery and 
infantry corps resulted. This more direct threat 
was added to the problems caused by the sending 
of French emissaries. The following year, within 
the context of the Revolutionary War, the British 
forbad the Americans to have dealings with their 
English colonies. The United States, which was 
neutral in this conflict, saw several hundred of its 
boats inspected. These acts aroused anger and 
revived the anti-British sentiments of the Ameri
can public. 

In 1794, rumours of a joint invasion circu
lated in Québec : an American army was 
preparing to invade Lower Canada while a 
French squadron was to sail up the St. Lawrence. 
The militia was summoned , but only the 
anglophones responded to the appeal.42 Despite 
the declarations of Governor Dorchester the atti
tude of the francophones remained suspect. It 
was therefore necessary to reinforce the Québec 
garrison and to control the northern Atlantic. 

That same year, Jay's Treaty, an agreement 
between the Americans and the British, resolved 
territorial and commercial difficulties and eased 
people's minds; the British gave up their forts on 
the south side of the Great Lakes. Subsequently, 
American commerce resumed its rapid devel
opment. 

Napoleon's renewal of the war in 1803 gave a 
boost to American exports. This time the British, 

in an attempt to isolate France, imposed a naval 
blockade to slow down the provisioning of sup
plies. American vessels were once again seized; 
commerce was not without its risks, and Ameri
can shipowners were not unaware of them. But 
the Americans were vexed to see British sailors 
stopping their ships to track down deserters. One 
of these searches degenerated into a bloody 
attack in 1807 when several American seamen 
were killed on board the U.S.S. Chesapeake. 
Tension mounted. The United States increased 
the strength of its armies. War broke out in 1812. 

This context of tensions and war influenced 
the colonial authorities' decisions concerning the 
fortifications of Québec and the colony. A 
defence strategy was elaborated. Sir Guy 
Carleton, then Lord Dorchester, began imple
menting this strategy in the years following the 
American independence when he put forward 
some of the guidelines for colonial defence 
systems.43 The disproportion between the Cana
dian population and that of its southern neighbour 
forced the military authorities to begin sending in 
regular troops again to ensure the territory's 
defence. The vastness of the territory made com
munications difficult and border defence almost 
impossible, bringing to mind the dilemma the 
French authorities had had to face. 

The problem of troops became even more 
crucial when war was declared in 1793. Faced 
with this, the government concentrated its 
defence efforts on the territory of Lower Canada, 
expecting that an American invasion would fol
low the same route as in 1775. From this point of 
view, the defence of Québec, which was the port 
of arrival for all reinforcements, was of the 
utmost importance, as Governor Craig would 
note a few years later.44 

Gother Mann arrived in the colony in 1785, 
at the time the colonial military leaders were tak
ing this stand. The engineer elaborated a new 
defence plan, which was to govern all military 
constructions in Québec until the first half of the 
19th century. Mann wrote that he had developed 
his new system in 1791 because "the System of 
the Old Works in whatever good condition they 
may be is by no means adequate."45 He com
pleted the defence plan in 1799,46 and in 1804, 
just before departing for England, took it up again 
when he set the priorities for its implementation. 

42. J.M. Hitsman. op. cit.. pp. 57-63. 
43. PRO. C O . 42/49. ff. 39-42. Memorandum by Carleton. 20 Feb

ruary 1786. 
44. "The Security of Quebec." he wrote, "is unquestionably the 

first object in every point of view; while we retain possession of 
it. we have always a door open, by which we may be able to 
recover the Province altho' it affords no security against the loss 
of it." BM. C O . 42/134. ff. 125- 8. Memorandum by Craig. 

27 August 1807 and C O . 42/138. ff. 13- 7V, Craig to Castlereagh. 
13 February 1809. 

45. PRO. W.O. 55/1551. "Report on the Defences of the City of 
Quebec." Mann to Dorchester. 3 August 1791. Mann estimated 
the total cost of the works at some 51.000 pounds sterling. 

46. PAC RG8. 11, vol. 8, "Considerations on the manner . . . , " 
Mann to Prescott. 30 April 1799. 
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The British engineers did not work on the ramparts 
along the cliff until 1805. This view of the Duberger model 
illustrates the state of the fortifications when construction 
was temporarily interrupted between 1808 and 1810; this sec
tor corresponds to the present-day Port Dauphin and 

Remparts streets. The semicircular structure was called the 
Halfmoon Battery; it was demolished around 1873 when the 
rampart was lowered by a few feet. Photograph by John 
Evans and the Canadian War Museum. 

Mann considered that finishing Upper 
Town's ramparts along the cliff was the priority. 
Secondly, the heights of Abraham had to be 
occupied, and thirdly, auxiliary defensive works 
had to be constructed in front of the rampart built 
by Chaussegros de Léry. The construction of a 
citadel, although it was the principal element of 
this new defence system, constituted the fourth 
step. 

Even though the first task aimed at pro
tecting Upper Town against a coup de main, the 
second was still essential: the eventual besiegers 
had to be prevented from approaching the 
enceinte. But since the redoubts on the heights 
could be taken, new outworks had to be built in 
front of the enceinte . If the enceinte were 
breached, the garrison would take refuge in a cit
adel erected on Cape Diamond, which would 
make possible a last effort of resistance.47 

Under Mann's guidance, the town's ram
parts were repaired and new structures built 
between 1786 and 1804. The project began in 1786 
with the construction of Hope Gate, which over
looked Côte de la Canoterie. Three years later 
Mann specified that an extensive program of 
repairs had been undertaken on the ramparts to 
the west. Spending cuts by the mother country 
brought about a temporary work stoppage and 
explain the rejection of Mann's first defence plan. 

Work was not resumed until 1796, when the 
financial controls were lifted. The following year, 
Prescott Gate was built; henceforth, access to 
Upper Town was controlled. In 1799 repair work 
on Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte was com
plete. Between 1799 and 1804, new constructions 
were limited to one or two powder magazines.48 

London was more concerned about the situation 
in Europe than about tensions in Lower Canada; 

47. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 383, pp. 172-88. "Report on the Defences of 
the City of Quebec," Mann to Hunter, 1 August 1804. The cost 
of the works planned rose to 86,500 pounds. 

48. Y. Desloges, Les fortifications de Québec, 1745-1871; un in
ventaire structural, Manuscript on file. Parks Canada, 1976, 
chapter 3. 
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as a result, the second plan of defence elaborated 
by the engineer was rejected in 1799. 

The priorities set by the chief engineer con
stituted the plan of action to which his successors 
would have to devote their energies. Their task 
was greatly facilitated by Mann's appointment to 
Inspector-General of Fortifications, although 
Mann had to defend some of his own priorities. In 
1805 Lieutenant-Colonel Ralph Henry Bruyères, 
Mann's successor, prepared the plans for the 
masonry rampart to be built in front of the Hôtel-
Dieu gardens. Construction began in the summer 
and was finished two years later. The section 
between the Château St. Louis and the temporary 
citadel was built between 1808 and 1810, whereas 
the Grand Battery sector near Prescott Gate 
would be finished only on the eve of the War of 
1812.49 Bruyères thus carried through to comple
tion the first priority of Mann's plan. 

Since the political context warranted it, 
Bruyères adopted Mann's other priorities as his 
own. He proposed that auxiliary works be built in 
the ditch in front of St. Louis Gate, that the 
heights of Abraham be occupied by Martello tow
ers and that a citadel be erected.50 These propos
als, which were submitted to Governor Craig, 
were not passed on to London. The weakness of 
the fortifications motivated Craig to take the initi
ative of authorizing the construction of not only 
the auxiliary works, but also the four towers; this 
ini t iat ive was jus t i f ied , it s eems , by his 
instructions.51 The construction of all of these 
works began in the summer of 1808, and two 
years later the advanced works in front of St. 
Louis Gate and three of the four towers were fin
ished. The fourth tower was completed at the 
beginning of the War of 1812.52 

The defence plan of Gother Mann was born 
of military and political considerations. The 
American Revolution shattered the colonial 
empire that England had built at great expense in 
America. From that moment the British military 
saw that it had few resources with which to face a 
potential new enemy. Given the length of border, 
which had been established according to Cana
dian commercial interests, the British military 
authorities found themselves in the same position 
as their French predecessors. It was only with 
difficulty that material assistance could be found 

Although numerous defensive structures were built in 
the first decade of the 19th century, most of them were 
intended only to increase the defensive effectiveness of 
Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte. This photograph of the 
Duberger model, representing the northwest end of Upper 
Town, makes it possible to visualize the city within the 
walls, with the enceinte isolating it from the country and 
from Lower Town and Saint-Roch (but for the gates through 
which all traffic had to pass). Photograph, Parks Canada. 

locally in the event of war; supplies and rein
forcements had to be brought in from England. 
Québec thus took on greater importance because 
of its port, which represented the furthest point 
within the continent to which the ships of the 
British fleet could penetrate. 

On the eve of the Anglo-American war, the 
fortifications of Québec presented a different face 
than they had when Arnold and Montgomery had 
arrived. Three of Gother Mann's four priorities 
had been realized; only a citadel was missing. As 
the engineer Philip Gaugreben stressed, however, 
Québec was not a Gibraltar: "it has only the 
honor to have been termed a fo r t ress . " 5 3 

Because of its port, topography and military 
equipment, Québec nevertheless became the last 
refuge in the event of war. According to Mann, it 
represented "the only hopeful resource in case of 
Invasion."54 

The improvement of the town's defence sys
tem had political connotations as well. After the 
reaction of the francophones during the American 
invasion, the military constantly feared the return 
of the French fleet and the effect that this would 
have on the population. The francophone popula
tion had almost doubled in 30 years; anglophone 

49. Ibid. 
50. PAC, MG1 l .C .O. 42, (Series Q), vol. 107. pp. 189-94, Bruyères 

to Craig. 9 July 1808. Bruyères estimated the cost of the con
structions at some 76,300 pounds (Halifax rate), of which nearly 
25,000 pounds were for the ravelin and only 8,000 for the towers. 
No cost was indicated for the construction of a citadel. 

51. Ivan J. Saunders, A History of Martello Towers in The Defence 
of British North America, 1796-1871, Canadian Historic Sites 
Collection, no. 15, Ottawa, Parks Canada, 1976. p. 31. 

52. Ibid., p. 32. 
53. PAC, MG24, F, 3. vol. 1, p. 46. "Report on the Defences.. . ," 

1815. 
54. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 383, p. 186, "Report on the Defences of the 

City of Quebec," Mann to Hunter, 1 August 1804. 
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immigration did not maintain a balance. Further
more, most anglophones settled in the newly 
opened area of Upper Canada. The military's dis
trust was fostered by political tensions in Lower 
Canada, particularly under the leadership of 
James Craig, and by the dispatch of spies and 
emissaries from France. The military was becom
ing increasingly agitated. 

During the War of 1812, the only American 
intervention of any importance in Lower Cana
dian territory gave the francophones, led by their 
own Charles Michel de Salaberry, the opportu
nity to win renown. The Châteauguay episode 
was a "patriotic" reaction to the distrust demon
strated by the British military. Although the 
extent of this success had considerable repercus
sions in the francophone milieus of Lower 
Canada,55 the military authorities were incapable 
of dispelling their fears in the light of this single 
event; the riot of 1812 in Lachine, although spon
taneous, certainly did not induce them to do so.56 

E.W. Durnford and the Citadel, 1816-31 
The War of 1812 gave the military the oppor

tunity to revise its defence strategy for the terri
tory as a whole. Since the Americans were hence
forth the most-feared enemy, the defence plan 
was redefined, without modifying the concept of 
Quebec's strategic role. This period also coin
cided with the construction of the final element of 
Mann's project: the Citadel. 

The various military operations of the Anglo-
American war demonstrated the importance of 
naval supremacy on the Great Lakes. In spite of 
the effort invested in forming a war fleet, the Brit
ish military remained uncertain as to the defen
sive "profitability" of this solution, all the more 
so since the Americans enjoyed a clear advantage 
in this area.57 Diplomatic action resolved the 
problem: the Rush-Bagot Agreement, signed in 
1817, limited the number of armed vessels 
permitted on the Great Lakes. 

Moreover, the British officers, who were 
convinced that a renewal of hostilities was immi
nent, believed that the Americans would concen
trate their attack on the St. Lawrence to cut off 
communications between Upper and Lower 
Canada.58 Consequently, any efforts had to be 
focused on establishing an adequate and well-
protected means of communication between the 
two parts of the colony to ensure that troops 

and war materials could be rapidly moved and 
concentrated. 

The defence plan submitted in 1818 by the 
Governor, the Duke of Richmond, proposed the 
creation of a new corridor of communication 
between Upper and Lower Canada, with its prin
cipal artery corresponding to the Ottawa and 
Rideau rivers.59 Richmond also suggested that 
these rivers be canalized. The towns located at 
the ends of the corridor, Kingston and Montréal, 
had to be fortified. Kingston's geographical situa
tion commanded navigation on the Great Lakes 
and the movement of troops in Upper Canada. 
Montréal, by virtue of its central location, could 
become an important depot for war materials. 
Since the protection of Montréal and Québec par
tially depended on controlling the traditional 
invasion route, the Richelieu River, Richmond 
proposed that new fortifications be built on 
île-aux-Noix. 

The surrender of Québec remained the ulti
mate goal of any invasion; all of the colony's poli
ticians and military officers and the new engineer, 
Elias Walker Durnford, were convinced of this. 
On arriving in 1816, Durnford noted the defensive 
weakness of Upper Town's ramparts: some 
houses in Saint-Jean Suburb encroached upon the 
glacis of the fortifications. He also considered the 
defence of the sector overlooking Coteau Sainte-
Geneviève to be inadequate and suggested that a 
coherent system of defence be elaborated. 

He proposed that a permanent citadel be 
built on the Cape Diamond heights and suggested 
creating an entrenched position supported by the 
Martello towers to enlarge the defended zone. He 
also recommended that a tête de pont be set up on 
the St. Charles River to counter any landings in 
the direction of Beauport. The town's defences 
were also to be seconded by works located at 
Pointe-Lévis and even on île d'Orléans to pre
vent a naval invasion.60 

Since the financial reserves of the mother 
country had been drained by the Napoleonic 
Wars, the project was rejected. The British gov
ernment took draconian measures in an attempt 
to restrain military spending, which had risen 
from 4.5 million pounds in 1792 to some 58 mil
lion in 1815. The program to stabilize public 
finances fixed military spending at 16 million 

55. Y. Dcsloges. La naissance d'un mythe; Charles-Michel de Sala
berry et le combat de la Châteauguay, Conservation Canada, 
vol. 1, no. 2, 1974. pp. 25-9. M. Guitard-Fortin, Histoire sociale 
des miliciens de la bataille de la Châteauguay, Parks Canada. 
Québec, 1979, Manuscript report No. 361. 

56. J.P. Wallot. Un Ont-bec . . .. pp. 107-35. 
57. G. Steppler. op. cit., p. 89. 

58. J.M. Hitsman. op. cit.. p. 110. 

59. PRO. C O . 42/179, ft. 119- 23, Richmond to Bathurst, 10 
November 1818. 

60. PAC, RG8, Series I. vol. 514, pp. 153-85, "A Report on the State 
of the Fortifications . . . ." Durnford to Sherbrooke, 20 Novem
ber 1816. 
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This waterco lour i l lustrates the const ruct ion of the walls 
of the Citadel . It is a t r iptych whose central scene is missing. 
The vaulted s t ruc tures depicted on the right and left panels 

are the casema tes of the Richmond Bastion and the case
mates adjacent to the main gate , Dalhousie Ga te , respec
tively. W. Roebuck , [1821-22], Royal Ontar io Museum. 

pounds in 1819.61 As a result, the Québec garri
son was reduced by half as of 1817.62 

In 1819, construction began on Fort Lennox 
on île-aux-Noix and on a network of canals and 
storehouses at St. Helen's Island. The following 
year, work was started on the Québec Citadel. 
Implementing these projects was a spectacular 
reversal, to say the least, if one looks back to 
former practice. Three main factors explain this 
turnaround: the estimate given for Durnford's 
project, whose elements were integrated into the 
entire defensive system of the town and the col
ony; the holding of decision-making positions by 
individuals favourable to the idea of building a 
citadel; and the development of economic rela
tions between Canada and England. 

Durnford estimated the Citadel's construc
tion costs at only 72,400 pounds sterling,63 which 
exceeded the cost anticipated by Gother Mann in 
1804 by only some 18,000 pounds. Mann had 
become Inspector-General of Fortifications; his 
assent can be explained by his constant advocacy 

of this solution throughout his 20-year stay in the 
colony. 

The proposal to build the Citadel was also 
accepted by Governor Richmond and sent to 
Minister Bathurst; the Governor even recom
mended that the land on the Cape Diamond 
heights be bought before speculators could take 
advantage of the situation.64 Wellington, the 
hero of Waterloo, also approved this step.65 He 
was then Master-General of the Ordnance and sat 
in the cabinet in this capacity. Wellington and 
Richmond were convinced that Britain's inland 
possessions on the North American continent 
could be resupplied only if Québec were main
tained and its fortifications improved. 

There is no doubt that economic considera
tions also prevailed in the British government's 
decision. Trade between Canada and England 
had grown considerably since the end of the 18th 

century; wood for the mother country constituted 
"le canal principal par lequel l'économie locale 
se greffe sur l'économie impériale."66 Thus the 

61. J.J. Greenough. The Halifax Citadel, 1)125-60: A Narrative and 
Structural History. Ottawa. Parks Canada. 1977, Canadian His
toric Sites Collection, no. 17. p. 14. 

62. C. Lacelle. La garnison britannique dans la ville de Québec 
d'après les journaux de 1764 à 1840, Ottawa, Parcs Canada, 
1976, Travail inédit no. 183, p. 7. 

63. PAC. RG8. Series I, vol. 409. "Estimate for the Construction of 
the New Works . . . ," p. 25. 

64. PAC, RG8, Series I, vol. 1247. pp. 1-3. Richmond to Bathurst. 
11 August 1818. 

65. PRO. C O . 42/184. ff. I42-143\ Wellington to Bathurst, 
1 March 1819. 

66. F. Ouellet . Histoire économique el sociale da Québec, 
1760-1850, Montréal, Fides, 1966, p. 241. 
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canals made it possible to improve communica
tions and trade, and the fortifications helped to 
preserve this lucrative commercial empire. The 
investments required for elaborating this defence 
plan would be recovered indirectly through com
mercial importation or exportation. The mother 
country 's preoccupation with commercial 
aspects proved to be even more important con
sidering that one-third of its trade around the 
1830s was with its colonies.67 

Work on the Citadel began in May 1820.68 

Durnford's financial estimates soon left much to 
be desired, however. Although he had completed 
half the walls by September 1823,69 he had 
already spent two-thirds of the anticipated 
budget.70 The Inspector-General of Fortifica
tions did not fail to stress this spending and sug
gested that Durnford revise his 1820 estimate.71 

Durnford's reply is interesting from several 
points of view. He tried every possible means to 
justify himself. According to him, the initial esti
mate could not be considered the total of antic
ipated expenses. Since part of the works had not 
been included due to a land appropriation prob
lem, the engineer concluded that 150,000 more 
pounds would be needed to finish the entire proj
ect. He hastened to add, however, that a sum of 
88,000 pounds would suffice if certain construc
tions were not built. 

Durnford attributed this overspending to the 
high cost of materials, which had increased by 
150 per cent, and of wages, which had doubled 
since Gother Mann's departure. He complained 
that he had only very few soldiers from the garri
son at his disposal and that this caused sizeable 
increases in manpower costs. He even added that 
the first estimate had been made during his 
absence by one of his subordinates recently 
arrived in Québec. Finally, the engineer claimed 
that it had been impossible to determine the exact 
cost because a plan of the project had not been 
drawn up.72 In short, this is another example of a 
characteristic of both French and British engi
neers: their modification of original construction 
plans. 

One hundred years elapsed before Chaussegros de 
Léry's idea of constructing a permanent citadel on the Cape 
Diamond heights became a reality. The British engineers 
waited 60 years before London authorized them to build this 
work. This recent photograph of the Citadel makes it possi
ble to see the extent of the defensive works. Photograph by 
Eugen Kedl. 

Durnford extricated himself from this posi
tion when the Smyth Commission arrived in 
Québec in 1825. The commission, composed of 
three engineers, was headed by James Carmi-
chael-Smyth, chief engineer in Wellington's army 
at Waterloo.73 At the request of Carmicheal-
Smyth and the Board of Ordnance, of which 
Smyth was a member, the commission was given 
the task of investigating Canada's defence. Its 
report concluded that construction on the Citadel 
should continue and "that one or two of the Items 
may be dispensed with; but on the other hand, as 
several points which may appear essential to your 
Grace, are not included, we cannot hold forth the 
expectation that much reduction can be made in 
the sum total."74 The general recommendations 
of the report would nevertheless serve as 
guidelines- for future decisions concerning the 
construction of defensive works in Canada. For 
the time being, they suggested that the disburse
ments for all works be closely monitored. 

London accepted the recommendations of 
the Smyth report, and work continued. In 1828, 
in order to connect the Citadel with the enceinte, 
the royal engineers proceeded to demolish the La 

67. P. Burroughs. British Attitudes Towards Canada, 1822-1X49, 
Scarborough. Prentice-Hall. 1971. p. 5. 

68. At the same time, maintenance work was being carried out on 
the existing ramparts. This was not a matter of reconstruction, 
as certain authors claimed until just recently. Why would the 
British want to reconstruct the ramparts, when Durnford had 
proposed the demolition of part of the enceinte in 1816? The mil
itary thought it preferable to preserve the existing ramparts 
despite their defensive weaknesses. In such a difficult economic-
context, the decision to reconstruct Chaussegros de Léry's ram
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Les fortifications . . . . chapter IV. 

69. PAC. RG8. Series I. vol. 421. p. 248. Report of 24 September 
1823. 

70. Ibid. In fact. 48.000 pounds of the originally estimated 72.400 
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Glacière Bastion.75 Three years later the major 
constructions of the Citadel were, for all practical 
purposes, finished. Other buildings, such as a 
hospital and a prison, would be built later. Not 
counting the service buildings, the construction 
of the Citadel had taken 11 years, which corre
sponded to the engineer Twiss' prediction 50 
years earlier. Nestled in the heights of Cape Dia
mond, the Citadel became the last refuge should 
the town be taken by any enemy whomsoever; it 
commanded the port and the town. 

The British engineers had had to wait 30 
years to see Gother Mann's defence system real
ized. Sixty years elapsed before the decision to 
build a permanent citadel was made. This deci
sion was favoured by diverse administrative, 
political and economic factors. But although the 
Citadel met some specific needs, the western 
enceinte was gradually losing its defensive effect
iveness. The military authorities even tolerated 
the construction of houses in front of this work, 
some of which encroached upon the glacis. As a 
result, a re-evaluation of the defence system was 
essential. 

Towards a New Defence System, 1831-60 
Despite political tensions between the 

United States and the colony, the years 1830-60 
were relatively peaceful. There was trouble on 
the colonial scene, however, from 1837 to 1838. 
During this period, England had the opportunity 
to re-evaluate its program and policy of colonial 
defence. The plan that Wellington had approved a 
few years earlier was questioned, without dimin
ishing Quebec's strategic importance. On the 
other hand, the British military did not change the 
existing fortifications to any great extent. 

The metropolitan and colonial authorities 
were increasingly concerned by relations with the 
Americans. Tensions were created by the ques
tion of the Maine-New Brunswick boundary and 
the desire to control the territory of Oregon. 
The Webster-Ashburton Treaty of 1842 and the 
Treaty of Washington of 1846 temporarily 
pacified these conflicts. Some colonial leaders 
were troubled by the theory of Manifest Destiny, 
by which the Americans hoped to spread the ben
efits of their revolution throughout America. 
Their fears were also fostered by the expansionist 
philosophy of the new President, J.K. Polk, not 
to mention a few incidents on the Great Lakes in 

Although some work was carried out on the ramparts 
after the rebellion of 1837-38, it amounted to minor repairs 
and was not aimed at reconstruction. This watercolour 
depicts Remparts Street around 1830. The height of the walls 
prevented escalade, and the openings are loopholes through 
which muskets could be discharged. J.P. Cockburn, 1830, 
Royal Ontario Museum. 

which several war vessels had appeared in con
travention of the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 
1817.76 

The rebellion in the colony aroused the mili
tary's distrust of the population once again, but 
did not lead to any significant defensive 
reorganization.77 The growing influence of the 
theory of "free trade" on London politicians, 
combined with the political changes represented 
by the Act of Union and the advent of responsible 
government, brought about a change in Britain's 
attitude towards its North American colonies.78 

In conceding greater autonomy to its colonies at 
this time, the mother country counted on their 
reciprocal participation in the financing of 
defence efforts. 

In 1854 the Crimean War turned British 
attention towards the European continent. This 
conflict brought about a reduction in the number 
of troops posted in Canada, a reduction that was 
counterbalanced to some extent by the signing of 
the Reciprocity Treaty with the United States 
that same year. This treaty opened the border 
between Canada and its southern neighbour to 
trade. Furthermore, the Crimean War marked the 
modest beginnings of an effort on the part of the 
government of United Canada to form a defen
sive force separate from the British regular 
army.79 

75. Capt. Melhuish, "Account of the Demolition of the Glacière 
Bastion at Quebec in 1828." in Professional Papers of the Corps 
of Royal Engineers, Quarto Series, vol. 2, (1834), pp. 27-9. 

76. J.M. Hitsman, op. cit., pp. 144-5. 
77. At least not in Québec, since the buildings constructed were 

used primarily as barracks and storehouses. 

78. C.P. Stacey, Canada and the British Army, 1X46-1871: A Study 
in the Practice of Responsible Government, Toronto. U.T.P.. 
1963, pp. 65 and ss. 

79. Ibid., pp. 115-6. 
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This photograph illustrates not only the walls (the ones 
shown here are located behind the gardens of Hôtel-Dieu), 
but also the inconveniences faced by Upper T o w n ' s popula
tion: in fact. Rempar ts Street was reserved for military use 
during the 19,h century , at least until the depar ture of the 
British t roops . Only pedestr ians had access to it. J .G. Parks . 
|1865], Notman Photographic Archives . McCord Museum. 

During this period, the British made only a 
few repairs on the enceinte of Quebec's Upper 
Town. In fact, between 1830 and 1850 the ram
parts were left almost entirely to their fate. A few 
important repairs were carried out, but this was 
only emergency work done within the context of 
a political crisis: the rebellion. In effect, little 
attention was paid to the western enceinte. The 
growth of the population and the extension of the 
city's perimeter during the first half of the 19"1 

century made Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte 
considerably less effective as a defence against 
sieges. 

Consequently, the recommendations put for
ward in 1840 by two reports devoted to studying 
Quebec's defences should not come as a surprise. 
One of the reports stressed the need to demolish 
the western enceinte, and the other, that of build
ing defensive works further west at the level of 
the Martello towers.80 Neither of these projects 
was accepted. Although their objective was the 
strengthening of Quebec's defence it was never
theless true that the military leaders could not 
seem to agree on the choice of procedures. This 
hesitation, in conjunction with the controversy in 
England as to the validity of maintaining colonial 
ties (and the concomitant expenditures), justifies 
the British Parliament's refusal to vote the neces
sary funds. The commercial interest that had pre
vailed 20 years earlier was henceforth called into 
question.8' 

After 20 years of near abandonment, the 
enceinte of Upper Town required major repairs; 
however, only the parts that had collapsed or 
were in ruins were worked on between 1850 and 
1860. What good was it to make annual repairs on 
works with only limited usefulness? The out
works were in deplorable condition, as the 
inspection report of 1856 stressed; the same was 
true for some sections of the rampart.82 These 
annual reports contained essentially the same 
description year after year. The city's enceinte 
was no longer more than relatively important: it 
was barely sufficient to check a coup de main. In 
this context, one might be tempted to suggest that 
the repairs were carried out as much with a view 
to public safety as to defence. 

Although the western enceinte could ward 
off a coup de main, Quebec's defence depended 
more on the Citadel and the various batteries 
located to the east and on top of the cliff to the 
north. This explains why most of these batteries 
were repaired or rebuilt between 1850 and 
I860.8' The rampart prevented the cliff, which 
was accessible in a few spots, from being scaled; 
the batteries' guns swept the St. Lawrence and 
the mouth of the St. Charles with their fire. 

The city's defence system did not undergo 
any changes after the Citadel was built, but this 
was not a denial of Quebec's strategic importance 
for the colony's preservation. Military concerns 
were focused on border tensions. England gradu
ally lost interest in its colony, and no longer 
consented so readily to shouldering the financial 
burden of maintaining the city and its fortifi
cations. 

The Forts at Pointe-Lévis, 1860-71 
The last decade of British military presence 

in Canada began with the American Civil War, 
which once again raised the problem of the colo
ny's defence. This conflict revived the debate 
concerning colonial participation in the defence 
effort at a time when the colonies were attempt
ing to increase their political autonomy through 
confederation. London was torn between Euro
pean and colonial concerns . Never theless , 
Quebec's system of defence was considerably 
modified. 

On the European political scene, British 
diplomacy was trying to end several conflicts. 
The age-old animosity between France and Great 

80. PRO. W.O. 55/875. pp. 339-60. ••Memoir upon the defence of 
Quebec." 16 April 1840; PRO. W.O. 80/2. "Memoir upon the 
defence of Quebec." 14 November 1840. The first was drawn up 
following the recommendations of the Inspector-General of For
tifications. Sir Frederic Mulcaster; the second was presented by 
the commanding engineer in Canada. Lieutenant-Colonel John 
Oldfield. 

81. G. Steppler, op. cit.. pp. 1 18-9. In 1828. a British member of Par
liament stressed that "We could procure timber better and 
cheaper from Norway." 

82. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 1635. p. 43 1. "Inspectional Report . . . ," 1856. 
83. Y. Desloges, op. cit.. chapter IV. 
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Britain resurfaced. The British, fearing a French 
invasion led by Napoleon III, undertook a com
plete reorganization of their coastal defences. 
The Mediterranean immediately became a sphere 
of rivalry between the two nations; the digging 
of a canal across the Isthmus of Suez opened 
the door to international trade. To consolidate 
its "strategic superiority," England, who already 
occupied Aden and Gibraltar, began to build 
fortifications on the island of Malta in 1862.84 

The Balkan question and the Cretan insurrection 
against the Ottoman Empire influenced the Brit
ish government's stand: it wanted to preserve the 
balance of power between the zones of influence 
that had been established after the Crimean War. 
Consequently, the Ottoman Empire, which con
st i tuted one of the principal gua ran tees 
of England's economic influence, had to be 
maintained. 

To the Mediterranean question was added 
an important problem for the British members 
of Parliament: that of German reunification and 
the inevitable Austro-Prussian confrontation. 
Although Great Britain remained true to its policy 
of non-intervention and preferred mediation, this 
conduct did not ensure the safety of its wood sup
plies from the Baltic. In February 1864, Prussia 
attacked the Duchy of Schleswig-Holstein, and 
the war and the reactions that it aroused threat
ened wood imports. Although England did not 
intervene in the conflict, it nevertheless favoured 
a strong Germany to counterbalance positions on 
the continent, notably that of France.85 

The American Civil War also had consider
able repercussions both from a diplomatic and an 
economic point of view. From the beginning of 
the conflict, England adopted a neutral stance. It 
was trying to preserve its sources of raw cotton in 
the Confederate States but did not want to alien
ate the Northern States, for fear of possible repri
sals against Canada. The northerners' blockade 
deprived British spinning-mills of their major 
source of cotton; the northerners were counting 
on the British government's trying to obtain a 
relaxation of the blockade. As a result, British 
industry had to call upon the resources of its colo
nies India and Egypt; the British textile industry 
slowed down due to transport costs and the lower 
quality of cotton. Furthermore, since the colonies 
demanded cash payments, the Bank of England, 
which was having difficulty maintaining its metal 

reserves, had to raise its discount rate from eight 
to nine per cent.86 

After the victories of the "pro-slavery" 
armies, the Canadian government and the impe
rial government anticipated a southern victory. 
They believed that if the northerners were 
defeated, the Northern States would seek com
pensation for the loss of part of their territory by 
annexing Canada. The inspection of the "Trent" 
by the northerners in December 1861 increased 
tensions and led Great Britain to increase the 
number of troops in Canada.87 Since it was 
becoming more and more costly to maintain these 
troops during a period of economic difficulty, 
British members of Parliament judged it neces
sary for Canadians to participate in financing the 
defence of their territory. 

Aware of the threat hanging over the colony, 
the Canadian government proposed that Parlia
ment pass the Militia Bill to defray part of the 
defence costs, while stressing the need for assist
ance from the mother country. Since the Cana
dian members of Parliament considered that the 
possible repercussions of the war originated from 
England's foreign policy, they refused to sanction 
the bill.88 

It was in this context that the Gordon Com
mission appeared. Appointed by the Inspector-
General of Fortifications, Sir J.F. Burgoyne, this 
special commission led by Colonel J.W. Gordon 
was to conduct an inquiry into Canada's military 
strength, taking four elements into account: the 
number of troops available, the existing fortifica
tions, the naval strength on the Great Lakes, and 
the state of communications. In addition, the 
members of the commission were to decide which 
measures and costs were the colony's responsi
bility and which were incumbent upon the mother 
country. In short, they had to come to a decision 
on a political question: should England defend or 
abandon Canada?84 

The commission's report reflected the com
motion that the outbreak of the American Civil 
War and the southerners' victories had caused in 
Great Britain and the colony. Basing its conclu
sions on the premise that the United States was 
"a now military power," the commission not 
only established Quebec's strategic importance, 
but also reasserted the full import of the border 
problem. The commission members envisioned a 
vast program of permanent fortifications, most in 

84. P. Renouvin. Le XIXe siècle; l'Europe des nationalités cl l'éveil 
de nouveaux inondes. Collection Histoire des Relations Interna
tionales. Paris. Hachette. 1968. 3rd edition, p. 333. 

83. Ibid., pp. 331-72. 
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Canada West and a few in Canada East, princi
pally in Montréal and Québec. They also pointed 
out that in the event of a conflict, a naval force 
would be an important asset in warding off a sea
borne approach. A war fleet would be responsible 
for defending the St. Lawrence between Québec 
and Montréal, and widening the canals would 
make it possible to achieve supremacy on the 
Great Lakes from the beginning of a conflict. 

Although they did not foresee any direct 
attacks on Québec, it was nevertheless necessary 
to protect the city, for it was the centre of com
munications with England and, thus, "the key of 
the country." Having noted that the ramparts on 
the west were outmoded, the members of the 
commission proposed that they be demolished. 
Furthermore, they suggested that an entrench
ment be set up approximately one mile from the 
city. Besides various additional works in the 
vicinity of Québec, they recommended that a per
manent defensive work be constructed on the 
heights of Pointe-Lévis. The report of the com
mission did not meet with London's expecta
tions. The total cost of the works envisioned for 
the two Canadas was more than one and a half 
million pounds,90 and these costs were prohibi
tive within the context of England's financial situ
ation. That being the case, the project was turned 
down, especially since the financial effort was not 
shared. 

In 1863 the wind changed in the south, and 
the northerners gained the upper hand. The pos
sibility of reprisals became more pronounced 
and the problem of Canada was still not settled. 
The British government dispatched Assistant 
Inspector-General of Fortifications W.F.D. Jer-
vois. The goal of his mission was to draw up an 
acceptable plan of defence. 

His report, submitted in February 1864, 
revealed the weakness of Canada's defence plan. 
Canada's defence system was time-worn, and as 
a result would not be able to provide a vigorous 
resistance to an enemy who was greatly superior 
in strength and arms. Jervois noted the impossi
bility of adequately defending the western part of 
the colony, since all defence was based on naval 
superiority on the Great Lakes9 1 and thus 
involved widening the canals. He preferred that 
defence efforts, be concentrated in Canada East, 
and principally at Montréal and Québec: Mont
réal being the first target in all American attacks, 

and Québec the ultimate goal of any invasion of 
Canada. 

The British officer maintained that Québec 
could be defended until help arrived from 
Europe, provided that the existing positions be 
improved and that the defended zone be extended 
to the south shore. According to him, the city was 
the last refuge for British troops in the event of a 
retreat. He did not consider it necessary to build 
more permanent works on the north shore and 
proposed instead that a chain of forts be built on 
the heights of Pointe-Lévis to prevent an 
approach by rail on that shore. Jervois believed 
that the colony should contribute financially to all 
construction efforts. 

The total cost of these proposals amounted 
to close to 750,000 pounds sterling. London did 
not want to commit itself to a costly construction 
program as long as Canada had not defined its 
position: had not the colony already shown a 
desire for autonomy? Great Britain manifested a 
particular interest in Québec, whose geographical 
situation enabled the British fleet to maintain 
direct communication with the mother country.92 

In Canada West, the Jervois report aroused a 
general protest from the population, which felt 
neglected. Consequently, Jervois was recalled; 
he reconsidered the problem in the autumn of 
1864, this time taking into account the expressed 
grievances. 

Meanwhile, tension was mounting in 
Europe. The Prime Minister, Lord Palmerston, 
demanded that colonial troops be recalled to 
England.93 In America, the fears of the popula
tion and the politicians as to possible reprisals by 
the northerners were nourished by numerous 
incidents, notably the St. Albans episode in 
Vermont. At the same time, the Union revoked 
the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 and repealed 
the Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. 

In his second report, Jervois considered this 
context, and proposed the creation of a naval 
base at Kingston, the widening of the canals lead
ing into Lake Ontario and the construction of 
defensive works at Toronto and Montréal. Nev
ertheless, Québec remained of primary impor
tance. Once again it was advisable that perma
nent works be erected at Pointe-Lévis. The costs 
were superior to those of 1862: more than 
1,750,000 pounds, exclusive of the maintenance 
of the 140,000 extra men needed for defence.94 
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This map of the north and south shores of the St. 
Lawrence at Québec il lustrates well how the four forts pro
posed on the Pointe-Lévis heights were located in relation to 
the Québec Citadel . Only the three forts forming an arc 
would be built, however . H. Sitwell, [ 1864], Public Archives 
of Canada . 

The question of the defence system became a 
problem of economic responsibility. Concerned, 
the colonial authorities demanded that London 
build the fortifications of Pointe-Lévis at its own 
expense and that it defray the armament costs. 
The Canadian government committed itself to 
having Parliament vote the sum of one million 
dollars for raising militia regiments and meeting 
construction costs in Montréal. This sum, bor
rowed by means of bonds, had to be guaranteed, 
however, by England. Canada promptly freed 
itself of the financial responsibility for the con
structions proposed at Kingston, Toronto and 
Hamilton, fearing that such works would deter 
the neighbouring colonies disposed to join the 
new federation.95 

Wrestling with serious economic difficulties, 
the mother country refused to guarantee the loan, 
but voted the funds needed for building the forts 
at Pointe-Lévis at the beginning of 1865. Great 
Britain was prompted to invest the necessary 
200,000 pounds sterling for two reasons: first, 
wood imports from Canada might be needed to 
compensate for an eventual shortage of wood 
from the Baltic, and secondly, the mother coun
try was concerned about the northerners' inten
tions. Were they to gain the upper hand and win, 
their bellicose intentions to invade Canada would 
not disappear. But already another threat was 
becoming apparent: that of a secret society of 
Irish immigrants in the United States, the Feni

ans. They considered that their people in Ireland 
were being oppressed by England and admitted 
that they intended to conduct raids against Can
ada to compel Great Britain to concentrate some 
of its troops there and thus alleviate the oppres
sion in Ireland. 

This was the North American and European 
background that governed the building of the 
works at Pointe-Lévis. Construction began on 
four forts in the summer of 1865. Very shortly 
afterwards, the decision was made not to build 
the fourth one because its cost was considered 
superfluous. The three forts were never to be 
given precise names other than their numbers.96 

Their principal function was to repel for as long 
as possible an American army coming from 
Maine by railroad. If the enemy were to seize the 
heights of Pointe-Lévis, Great Britain would no 
longer be able to resupply or withdraw its garri
sons. In short, the forts were expected to ensure 
the safety of the port for the British Navy in 
anticipation of an American siege. 

Meanwhile, the new Canadian government 
considered it a priority to set up a railway 
network;97 as a result in 1867 it abandoned the 
commitment it had made concerning the fortifica
tions of Montréal. That same year the command
ing royal engineer in Québec, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Gallwey, proposed that the city's defence system 
be improved. First, he recommended several 
modifications for the walls and buildings of the 
Citadel; secondly, he revived the idea of demol
ishing the enceinte and rebuilding a new rampart 
that would incorporate the Martello towers.98 

The project was shelved and no action taken. 
During this time, work continued on the forts at 
Levis, attracting crowds of visitors "dont un bon 
nombre sont des touristes américains, (qui) 
affluent tous les jours à Lévis sur le site des tra
vaux militaires, dont l'accès est très facile"!99 

The following year the British government 
withdrew some of its troops from Canadian terri
tory to meet its obligations in Europe. Hence
forth, Great Britain counted on its naval strength 
to ensure the defence of the empire. It concentra
ted its efforts on establishing imperial fortresses 
on the main shipping routes. Québec had to give 
way to Halifax.100 From that moment, the deci
sion to definitively withdraw the troops was not 
far off. The last British soldiers left Québec on 

95. J.M. Hitsman. Safeguarding . . ., pp. 194-6. 
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None of the colonial administrators under the French or 
British administrations was indifferent to Quebec's strategic 
importance. The port of Québec was the most advanced 
point within the colony to which trans-oceanic vessels could 
penetrate; it was also the point of arrival and departure for 
the colony's imports, exports and military reinforcements of 

11 November 1871, six months after the Treaty of 
Washington had resolved the difficulties between 
the United States and Great Britain. Not one of 
the defensive works of the British engineers in 
Québec had been besieged by the Americans; 
even so, Québec became their prey — albeit 
touristic. 

The American Civil War brought to light the 
duality of the problem of Canada's defence at the 
end of the British presence. England, grappling 
with numerous economic difficulties, was torn 
between the international problems affecting its 
commerce and the North American problems 
brought about by its presence in the colony. In 
fact, the issues were interrelated, but in a context 
of colonial ties being challenged on both sides, 
the question boiled down to economic considera
tions, as much for Canada as for the mother coun
try: how could England maintain these ties with
out committing itself to exorbitant expenditures 
and still leave the nascent federation the task of 
taking on its own defence? 

The Defence Policy 
From the conquest to the American Revolu-

men and materials. One of the functions of the Citadel 
erected by the engineer Durnford between 1820 and 1830 
was to protect the port and the channel: this role was dic
tated by combined economic and military interests. P.J. 
Bainbridge. 1836. Royal Ontario Museum. 

tion, there was no definite defence policy for the 
colony. The actions of the British military were 
aimed more at consolidating its positions within 
the colony. Governors and engineers alike, how
ever, agreed on one point: the most important 
post to maintain control of was Québec. The 
various citadel projects during the first years of 
occupation attest to this and reveal particularly 
the authorities' fear of the reaction of the popula
tion. The growing tension in the American colo
nies nevertheless led Governor Carleton to for
mulate the idea of establishing a corridor between 
Québec and New York via Lake Champlain. 

The American War of Independence shat
tered the colonial empire that England had built 
at great expense . Henceforth, the colonial 
authorities were confronted with the same prob
lem as their French predecessors: the length of 
the border. England was determined to protect its 
commercial interests in North America against 
two competitors or enemies: France and the 
United States. As a result, the main American 
route of invasion (the Lake Champlain-Richelieu 
River artery) was fortified. The British also estab-
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lished their presence in the hinterland to protect 
their commercial interests in the fur trade. 

Québec was the keystone of the defence pol
icy for England's North American colonies. If the 
city were taken, the whole colony would give 
way. Political capital, fortified city and site of 
barracks and storage facilities, it was the nerve 
centre through which all communication with the 
mother country had to pass. The maintenance of 
Québec as a fortified city and the base of a size
able garrison was also justified by the military's 
lack of conf idence in the predominant ly 
francophone population. The American invasion 
confirmed its fears. London decided to build a 
"temporary" citadel. 

At the end of the 18th century, the vastness 
of the territory and the inferior number of avail
able troops prompted Governor Dorchester to 
suggest that defence efforts be concentrated in 
Lower Canada. Since a two-pronged invasion 
overland by the Americans to the south and sea
borne by the French on the St. Lawrence was 
always a possibility, Québec remained the only 
post in the interior of the continent where the mil
itary could defend itself and hope to receive rein
forcements from the Royal Navy. In this context, 
Gother Mann formulated a defence system for the 
city. 

The fear that the French would reappear was 
tangible and became even more so after war was 
declared on England by the revolutionary armies 
in February 1793. Propaganda and intrigue did 
not help to allay the military's apprehensions. 
Although the French threat seemed less alarming 
after the victory at Trafalgar, the military's wari
ness was fostered by the political demands of the 
Parti Canadien. But already the threat of a new 
confrontation between the Americans and the 
British had appeared. 

As Governor Craig's instructions suggested, 
Québec remained the major point of interest. This 
was confirmed by the repair and construction 
work on the fortifications between 1786 and 1812. 
Nevertheless, the War of 1812 demonstrated the 
complexity of the border problem and revealed 
how little effort had been put into defending the 
Loyalist population of Upper Canada. The vigor
ous counter-attack by the inhabitants of Upper 
Canada during the armed conflict raised the ques
tion of the inhabited interior's defence. More
over, this war threatened the commercial inter
ests of the mother country: Canada's wood made 
it a prosperous and particularly profitable colony 
during these years of Napoleonic war. 

Henceforth, these two viewpoints had to be 
reconciled. The defence plan submitted by Gov
ernor Richmond and approved by Wellington 
proposed that a new corridor of communication 

be set up between Upper and Lower Canada to 
serve as an expedient should the St. Lawrence 
become impassable. The military artery formed 
by the Ottawa and Rideau rivers made more rapid 
communication possible with the Great Lakes; 
the first segment, the Ottawa River, was also the 
route for transporting wood. Thus the strategic 
importance of Montréal and Kingston was estab
lished: Montréal as a supply centre and Kingston 
as navigation headquarters for the Great Lakes 
and a centre for monitoring all military move
ments in Upper Canada. It goes without saying 
that Québec retained its status as the most impor
tant city in the colony; London authorized the 
construction of a permanent citadel. 

While the theory of "free trade" was gaining 
more and more followers among British members 
of Parliament, both colonial ties and the principle 
of defending the colony were being questioned. 
What was the point of involving British taxpayers 
in defraying the enormous costs of building this 
defence system? The American Civil War revived 
the political debate occasioned by Canada's 
defence. Although the mother country agreed to 
grant increased autonomy to the Canadian gov
ernment, it nevertheless expected that Canada 
would meet the responsibility of defending its 
own territory. 

Having been confronted with international 
commercial and political demands for several 
decades, Great Britain gradually abandoned its 
North American colony to concentrate on its 
imperial interests. From this point of view, 
Jervois' report, although it upheld Quebec's 
importance, stressed the decline of Canada's 
importance as a colony in imperial economic and 
military strategy. The role of Québec was subor
dinated to imperial considerations. It became a 
point from which British troops could most easily 
leave Canada; in addition, it could always meet 
Great Britain's needs in raw materials. London 
built the forts at Pointe-Lévis to delay for as long 
as possible any American intervention that might 
disrupt harbour activities. 

With the collapse of their colonial empire in 
1775. the British were suddenly faced with a bor
der problem similar to that which the French had 
experienced. In both these strategies, Québec 
occupied an important position because of its 
port. Under the French regime, however, it was 
usually the colony that decided to fortify the capi
tal, except for the three projects accepted by the 
mother country at the beginning of the 18lh cen
tury. Conversely, under the British regime these 
decisions were the fruit of both colonial and met
ropolitan will. 

Furthermore, these construction projects 
were dependent on England's economic situa-
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tion: several projects never got beyond the 
drawing-board. It was only after the events were 
analysed that London gave its authorization. The 
notable exception was the episode involving 
Craig and the Martello towers, in which the Gov
ernor took refuge in the ambiguity of his commis
sion and presented the mother country with a fait 
accompli. 

It is true, nevertheless, that throughout the 
history of Quebec's fortifications under the Brit
ish administration, important constructions were 
undertaken following wars or periods of tension. 
The "temporary" citadel was erected after the 
final retreat of the American rebels; Durnford's 
Citadel, after the War of 1812; and the forts at 
Pointe-Lévis, after the American Civil War. The 
British government did not act; it reacted. This 
recurrent conduct was a reflection of its interna
tional policy. 
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Topography 

1. Québec seen from the river 
2. The Citadel seen from the Martello tower no. 1 
3. The Cape Diamond heights 
4. Fort no. 1, Lauzon 
5. The rampart and the Citadel 

(Photographs by J. Audet. D. Chamard and R. Piette, 1975, 1977, 1978. Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 3 The theoretical context 

Definition of the Elements of Fortification 

R EGARDLESS of the period of develop
ment, the fortifications of Québec were 
composed of various elements whose 

arrangement was based on predetermined mili
tary concepts. These concepts answered strategic 
and tactical concerns, which varied in accord
ance with the particular period and context. Each 
element of the fortification had a significance of 
its own and deserves attention. 

The image created by the Québec fortifica
tions, whether the rampart to the west of the city 
or the Citadel, reflects a specific trend in the art 
of fortification, that which is known as bastioned 
fortification. Bernard Forest de Bélidor defined it 
as follows: 

La Fortification est un art qui enseigne à 
mettre une place de guerre en tel état, que 
chacune de ses parties puisse découvrir l'en
nemi de front & de flanc, & lui opposer la lar
geur & la profondeur des fossés, la hauteur 
& la solidité du rempart, afin que derrière 
cette enceinte, un petit corps de troupes 
puisse résister avantageusement à une armée 

considérable. On la distingue en régulière, & 
en irrégulière.1 

According to Bélidor, regular fortification 
was "celle qui se fait sur un polygone régulier, en 
sorte que le corps de la place, aussi bien que les 
ouvrages, ayent leurs parties de même nom éga
les, aussi bien que leurs angles. Enfin c'est une 
Fortification qui est de toute part capable d'une 
égale résistance."2 Irregular fortification was 
that whose polygon was irregular, which means 
that its exterior sides were unequal. It follows 
that its various parts might seem to have been out 
of proportion. According to this definition, bas
tioned fortification was characterized by the 
flanking of works and the depth of its enceinte. 

To better understand the fortifications of 
Québec, we should first define a few terms 
related to the construction of an enceinte. These 
definitions are grouped under five themes: strat
egy and tactics, the geometry of flanking, defence 
in depth, the works, and the components of the 
works. 

I. Bernard Forest de Bélidor. Dictionnaire portatif de l'Ingé
nieur, Paris, C.A. Jombert. 1755. pp. 134- 5. 
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/. Strategy and Tactics 
Before building his enceinte, each engineer 

had to reconnoitre not only the land on which he 
would begin construction, but also that on which 
the enemy could install his batteries and besiege 
the town. He also had to familiarize himself with 
all the irregularities of the land surface, both out
side and inside the enceinte. Thus, aware of the 
advantages and disadvantages of the topography, 
the engineer could trace his fortification plan. If, 
as in the case of Québec, a hill or other peculiar
ity of the terrain overlooked the rampart, it was 
regarded as commanding ground. In his treatise 
on fortification, Abbé Deidier indicated that a 
"commandement peut être simple, double, triple, 
&c. en prenant la hauteur de 9 pieds pour un com
mandement, celle de 18 pieds pour deux, celle de 
27 pieds pour trois & ainsi de suite."3 Like most 
authors of treatises on fortification, Deidier 
added that there were three types of commanding 
ground: front, enfilade and reverse. Front com
manding ground "est celui qui est opposé à la 
face d'un poste," that is, the ground opposite a 
bastion or other defensive structure. According 
to the engineer Chaussegros de Léry, enfilade 
occurred when the prolongation of the faces of a 
bastion met a superior height.4 According to 
Deidier, reverse commanding ground was "celui 
qui bat un poste par derrière, prenant les troupes 
à dos," which meant that the terreplein of the for
tification was uncovered and therefore exposed 
to the enemy's artillery. The terms seen or seen 
in reverse were often used to describe exposure 
to commanding ground. 

Having taken the neighbouring topography 
into consideration, the engineer could thus deter
mine the most favourable spot from which an 
eventual enemy might conduct the siege. To 
besiege a fortress, "c'est l'attaquer avec une 
armée en s'approchant par le moyen des tran
chées," to force the defenders to capitulate, 
either by destroying the fortifications or by mak
ing the garrison surrender. The siege of a town or 
fortress was carried out in accordance with a rit
ual still observed during the 17th and 18th centu
ries: the besieger set up his camp beyond the 
range of the guns on the enceinte. Behind this 
camp, he built a line of circumvallation, which 
was defined as follows by the military and 
authors such as Furetière or Trévoux: 

un fossé bordé d'un parapet, flanqué de dis
tance en distance par des angles saillants . . . 
que l'assiégeant fait autour de son camp hors 
la portée du canon de la place assiégée, pour 
empêcher qu'elle ne reçoive du secours, & 
pour rendre en même temps la désertion de 
ses troupes plus difficile.5 

On the other side of his camp, in the direction of 
the fortress, the besieger excavated another ditch 
with a similar parapet to prevent the troops of the 
besieged town from making sallies; this work 
formed the line of contravallation. The besieger 
approached the fortress from this camp by 
digging trenches. According to Chaussegros de 
Léry, these trenches constituted parallels when 
they were laid out parallel to the front under 
attack. Before tracing his enceinte plan on paper, 
the engineer had to take into account both the 
offensive and defensive aspects that the site's 
topography offered. 

The various aspects of artillery should also 
be explained. We will note only those that were 
the most closely related to fortification: first, 
enfilade fire, which came from a battery located 
in the prolongation of one of the segments of the 
enceinte; secondly, ricochet fire, that is, when a 
cannonball fired with a small charge from a bat
tery located on one of the besieger's parallels 
grazed and enfiladed a part of the rampart or the 
covered way. It was said that the besieger's artil
lery battered when some of its cannons fired 
directly and repeatedly on a precise target on the 
fortification. In this way the enemy could breach 
the revetment of a work. 

2. The Geometry of Flanking 
The principle of flanking was intended to 

ensure that each precise point of an enceinte was 
visible from another, so that no area was left 
unprotected. Thus, the trace of bastioned fortifi
cation illustrated geometrical concepts integrated 
and translated into a physical framework. On its 
plan, an enceinte was simply a geometrical 
arrangement whose parts repeated themselves. It 
was made up of bastions linked by curtain walls. 
The bastion can be defined as a pentagon with 
one salient pointing towards the country. The 
curtain wall was a straight line linking two bas
tions. The arrangement of two demi-bastions and 
one curtain wall formed a polygonal front, which 

3. Abbe Deidier. Le parfait Ingénieur français, ou la Fortification 
offensive et défensive. New edition. Paris. C.A. Jombert, 1757, 
p. 16. 

4. PAC. MG18. K. 2, Chaussegros de Léry. "Traité de Fortifica
tion divisé en huit livres." Definitions of siege works. Accord
ing to Deidier and Bélidor, enfilade occurred when a superior 
height swept the entire length of a straight line. Chaussegros de 

Léry's definition specifies that enfilade applied only to the 
faces of the bastions, whereas the definitions of Deidier and 
Bélidor could apply to the curtain walls and flanks since they 
too were prolongations of a straight line. 

5. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. p. 65; Antoine Furetière. Le diction
naire universel. La Haye. Arnoud et Reinier, 1690. 
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ELEMENTS OF FORTIFICATION 

A Bastion 
B Gorge 
C Right face 
D Curtain wall 
E Left flank 
F Front of fortification 
G Exterior side 
H Perpendicular 
I Line of defence 
J Exterior side 
K Angle of the polygon 
L Flanked angle or capital 
M Angle of the flank 
N Angle of the shoulder 
O Bisector of the flanked angle 
P Magistral line 

0 
l_ 

60 toises 
_l 

was the basic element of all bastioned enceintes. 
Each side of this polygon was called the exterior 
side of the fortification; it linked the salients of 
the two bastions. The angle of the polygon was 
that formed by the junction of the exterior sides. 
The general trace formed by several fronts 
illustrated on a plan was called the magistral line. 
These were the main geometrical components of 
a fortification. 

It is essential to analyse the outline of the 
bastion, which was the main element of the sys
tem of defence. As stated, the bastion was a pen
tagon whose salient, called the capital or salient 
angle, pointed towards the country.6 The two 
sides that formed this capital were called faces; 
the two lateral sides, which were joined at one 
end to the faces and at the other to the adjacent 
curtain walls, were the flanks. Bélidor added that 
"le Flanc est une chose si essentielle, qu'on peut 
dire qu'il est entre les pièces d'une fortification ce 
que le coeur est parmi les parties de l 'homme."7 

Moreover, it was generally the flanks that 
defended the immediate vicinity of the works. 
The bastion could be full or hollow depending 

upon whether or not the fifth side, called the 
gorge and located on the interior side nearest the 
fortress, was closed by a wall. The angle of the 
capital was designated the flanked angle, because 
it was defended by the flanks of the adjacent bas
tions. The angle formed by the junction of the 
flank and the face was called the shoulder, and 
the angle at the junction of the flank and the cur
tain wall was referred to as the angle of the flank. 

To trace a particular front, the engineer had 
to determine the perpendicular, which was drawn 
through the centre of the exterior sides. The 
length of this line was dictated by the nature and 
dimensions of the polygon. The lines of defence 
were then drawn from the flanked angle and 
crossed on the perpendicular of the exterior side. 
The line of defence could be either rasant or 
fichant. It was rasant when it met the curtain wall 
at the angle of the flank, and fichant when its 
junction with the curtain wall was slightly short of 
the angle of the flank.8 In both cases the face of 
the bastion merged with a portion of the line of 
defence. 

6. In fortification, all parts were designated in relation to an inte
rior position, i.e.. left flank, right face, and so on. 

7. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. p. 130. 

8. A part of the curtain wall discovered the face of the opposite 
bastion, thereby creating a second flank. 
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THE VARIOUS WORKS 

1 Main work 
2 Tenaille 
3 Demi-lune or ravelin 
4 Réduit 
5 Crown-work 
6 Hornwork 
7 Counterguard 
8 Lunette 
9 Bonnet 

10 Tenaillon 
11 Ditch 
12 Place of arms 
13 Covered way 
14 Glacis 

100 toises 

3. Defence in Depth 
Bastioned fortification was also character

ized by the depth of its enceinte. It was no longer 
sufficient to oppose artillery with a simple 
masonry wall, as during the Middle Ages, to ade
quately resist its effects. Engineers resorted to 
the rampart, an imposing mass of earth that might 
or might not have a masonry revetment.9 The 
ditch, the covered way and the glacis were added 
to the rampart. These various works usually 
appeared in the general profile of the bastioned 
enceinte, an arrangement with a depth of at least 
250 feet. Its depth could be increased by adding 
advanced works such as demi-lunes, counter-
guards, and hornworks. 

The profile of the fortification had to reflect 
principles that had a direct effect upon the dimen
sions of each of its elements.10 The defilement of 
the works might be considered one of the most 
important. The advanced works had to conceal 
the main work so that the enemy could not see 
the escarp, and their arrangement had to allow 
them to be commanded by the main rampart: for 

example, the level of the parapet of the demi-lune 
was located a few feet lower than that of the mag
istral line. 

4. The Works" 

Advanced works: These were all the works 
located outside the rampart beyond the 
ditch. They included ravelins, counter-
guards, lunettes, etc. They were also called 
outworks. Several authors, including Béli-
dor, confused the term "detached works" 
with advanced works and outworks. This 
designation should be reserved for works 
that were located outside the fortification, 
but which were too far removed to be fired 
upon and flanked from the main work. The 
redoubts that Gother Mann proposed to 
erect on the heights of Abraham to form an 
entrenched camp to the west of the enceinte 
can be designated detached works. 

Bastioned tower: This was a bastion-shaped 
tower that projected outwards from the 
enceinte. It was a vaulted, casemated con-

9. Rampart means the part of the enceinte located between the 
escarp and the interior slope of the terreplein. 

10. This will be examined in Chapter 6. '"Construction Techniques 
and Materials." 

11. Most of the definitions under this heading and the following one 
were taken from B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit. Occasionally we will 
trace the evolution of the concept of a structure to better under
stand the fortifications of Québec. 
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struction, and therefore armed, and could be 
used for protecting the ditch. Vauban's sec
ond and third systems were characterized by 
this work. It was normally covered by a 
counterguard. Beaucours had planned to 
place bastioned towers on the salients of the 
bastions of the enceinte built in 1710. 

Battery: This was an area covered by a parapet 
where guns were mounted to fire on the 
enemy. Unlike the bastion, the battery did 
not have a particular geometrical outline, 
although it might adopt the shape of a bas
tion, as in the case of the Royal Battery in 
Quebec's Lower Town. 

Blockhouse: The blockhouse was a defensive 
work of a generally rectangular shape, con
structed of large, horizontal , roughly 
squared t imbers. It was loopholed and 
offered adequate resistance to musket fire. 
The surface area of the second floor was gen
erally larger than that of the ground floor, 
making it possible to pierce a machicolation 
in the floor. The blockhouse was used exten
sively in the American colonies and Canada 
after 1760. 

Caponier: Construction at the level of the ditch 
(when it was a dry ditch) in which soldiers 
could take position to contest the passage of 
the ditch. The passage was then said to be en 
caponnière, since it was covered from both 
sides. After the advent of detached forts in 
the 19th century, this term designated a work 
placed to project outwards in front of the 
escarp to protect the ditch. This work was 
pierced with loopholes and embrasures. 

Casemate. This term was more closely related to 
a type of construction than to a specific 
work. This is explained by the casemate's 
evolution and its many uses. Generally, the 
casemate was a vaulted chamber intended to 
be bomb-proof. It could serve to protect 
pieces of artillery as was the case in the 
lower floors of bastioned towers. The case
mate was also used to support a second tier 
of fire at the base of the flanks of bastions. 
Those built by Chaussegros de Léry in front 
of the right flank of the La Glacière Bastion 
and the left flank of the St. Louis Bastion 
played this role. In modern forts, what were 
known as Haxo casemates would be built on 
the terreplein to protect the artillery located 
on the fronts exposed to enfilade. They were 
characterized by the opening at the back of 
the structure. Casemates were also used as 
barracks. They were then located beneath 

the terreplein of the works; for example, 
those built beneath the north front of the 
Québec Citadel and the ones in the forts at 
Levis. 

Cavalier: The cavalier was an earthen construc
tion generally located in the gorge of a bas
tion on top of which a gun platform was 
mounted and protected by a parapet to offer 
resistance to commanding ground or to cover 
the country. Charles James informs us that a 
cavalier could be 10 to 12 feet higher than the 
enceinte.12 In Québec Beaucours laid out 
the Cavalier du Moulin (whose remains are 
located at the western end of Mont-Carmel 
Street) in the gorge of one of the bastions 
that he built during the project of 1693. 

Counterguard: The counterguard was a defen
sive work with a parapet and rampart located 
in the ditch and intended to cover the faces 
of the bastions or those of the demi-lunes. 
The British engineers built counterguards in 
front of the St. Louis and St. Ursule bas
tions, as well as at the Citadel. The counter-
guard seems to have appeared around the 
beginning of the 18th century. 

Covered way: The covered way was an area of 
earth or a "corridor" laid out beyond the 
ditch and protected by the earth of the glacis 
where the besieged troops could assemble 
and from which they could fire muskets on 
the advancing enemy. It normally measured 
approximately 35 to 40 feet wide. 

Crown-work: The crown-work was the front of 
fortification advancing outwards from the 
main work towards the country beyond the 
glacis. It was composed of one bastion and 
two demi-bastions and was usually located in 
front of the weakest part of the town. Like 
the hornwork, the crown-work was generally 
used to occupy a height located in front of 
the perimeter of the main work that might be 
advantageous to an enemy. 

Demi-lune: The demi-lune was a triangular work 
located in front of the curtain wall. Its role 
was to cover the curtain wall and provide 
some protection for the flanks of the bas
tions. Ordinarily, this work was used when a 
gate passed through the curtain wall. Some
times the demi-lune was built with small 
flanks. Some authors also seem to use the 
term ravelin to designate demi-lunes. 

Ditch: The ditch was the section of ground in 
front of the rampart, part of which was sunk 
or excavated to place an additional obstacle 
in the way of the advancing enemy. It could 

12. Charles James, An Universal Military Dictionary . . ., 4th edi
tion. London. T. Egerton, 1816. p. 94. 
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be wet or dry, and its width and depth were 
proportional to the fortified works. 

Entrenched camp: The entrenched camp was the 
area between the enceinte and the detached 
works, which provided safe refuge for the 
assembling and manoeuvring of a large num
ber of troops destined to make frequent sal
lies. The word "ent renched" was used 
because the camp might be surrounded by an 
entrenchment. The defence plan proposed 
by the engineer Gother Mann in 1800 pro
vided for an entrenched camp in front of the 
Québec enceinte. 

Entrenchment: This was the name given to all 
fortified spots composed of a ditch with a 
parapet behind it. 

Fausse-hraye: The fausse-braye was a low ram
part built around the main work and about 
four or five toises from it to defend the coun
terscarp and the ditch. It went out of use in 
the first half of the 17th century; Vauban 
replaced it by the tenaille. Chaussegros de 
Léry built segments of this work in front of 
the right face of the La Glacière Bastion and 
the left face of the St. Louis Bastion. 

Glacis: The glacis was the section of ground slop
ing gently towards the country located 

beyond the covered way and intended to pro
vide open space for defensive operations. Its 
highest level was not to exceed that of the 
cordon. 

Guérite: The guérite was also called the "watch-
tower." It was a small wooden or masonry 
tower located on the capital and shoulders of 
a bastion. Suspended above the ditch, it was 
used by sentinels guarding this work. It 
could be circular, pentagonal or hexagonal. 
Chaussegros de Léry equipped his fortifica
tion of 1745 with guérites. 

Hornwork: The hornwork was the same type of 
fortification as the crown-work, except for 
its components: two demi-bastions joined by 
a curtain wall. Levasseur de Neré designed a 
hornwork on the heights of Cape Diamond to 
compensate for the inadequacy of his prede
cessor's fortification. 

Lunette: There were several types of lunettes. 
The most common one consisted of a defen
sive structure (which might have faces and 
flanks) located on both sides of a ravelin (and 
sometimes of a counterguard). Lunettes 
increased the defensive strength of a front of 
fortification by covering the faces of the 
ravelin (or of the counterguard). 
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Main work: The main work* was the main ram
part surrounding a fortress. 

Plaee of arms: The place of arms was the triangu
lar arrangement of the covered way, either in 
front of the salient of a bastion or the 
re-entering angle of the counterscarp, used 
for assembling the troops on the covered 
way. The shape and function of the place of 
arms could vary. Bélidor defined a fortress' 
place of arms as "le lieu où l'on fait assem
bler les troupes qui doivent monter la garde 
pour les envoyer chacun à leur poste." The 
place of arms that was located to the north of 
Fort St. Louis can be considered one of this 
type. 

Ravelin: See "demi-lune." 
Redan: The redan was the triangular work in 

advance of an entrenchment to ensure that 
all parts were mutually flanking. 

Redoubt: The redoubt was a work located out
side the rampart, made of earth or masonry, 
and strategically arranged so that additional 
artillery could be used. Its shape, which had 
no particular outline, usually followed topo
graphical peculiarities. In Québec this term 
was often used at random, especially by 
Beaucours. In his project of 1710, he con
fused bastioned towers and redoubts in 
designating the works located on the salient 
of the bastions. In 1712 he located these 
same works, which he called "redoubts," 
inside the bastions, although they played the 
role of cavaliers. 

Réduit: Strictly speaking, the réduit was a 
retrenchment, normally revetted, used for 
withdrawing the troops of a fortress. In this 
sense, it was similar to a citadel and could 
also serve to keep the population in check in 
the event of a revolt. A more general mean
ing of the term applied to any work into 
which one retreated for safety. For example, 
a réduit could be built in the gorge of a demi
lune. Similarly, the numerous forts built on 
the seigneuries during the Iroquois wars 
might be considered réduits. 

Tenaille: The tenaille was the parapet located in 
front of the escarp allowing the infantry to 
defend the passage of the ditch. This work 
was also used to cover the posterns. A sim
ple tenaille was made up of two unconnected 
faces that merged with the lines of defence; a 
double tenaille was made up of two demi-
bastions that might be linked by a curtain 
wall. 

* Originally designated the "body of the place". 

5. The Components of the Works 

Banquette: The banquette was a slightly raised 
band of earth located behind the parapet on 
which soldiers stood to fire their muskets at 
the approaching enemy. It was normally 
located 4xh feet below the top of the 
parapet. 

Coping: Coping was an architectural term 
designating, among other things, a stone or 
wooden covering on the top of a wall. 

Cordon: The cordon was a semicircular cut-stone 
wall marking the boundary between the 
escarp and the parapet. During the Middle 
Ages and until the 17th century, the cordon 
was an effective obstacle to the escalading of 
the walls. It would be retained during the 
18th century, but was then considered more 
a decorative element. It went out of use in 
the 19th century. 

Counterfort: The counterfort was a solid mass of 
masonry joined to the revetment of a fortifi
cation in order to support the pressure of the 
earth that formed the terreplein. The part 
connected to the wall was called "the root." 

Counterscarp: The counterscarp was the vertical 
or sloped surface marking the limits of the 
ditch in the direction of the country. 

Crémaillère: In fortification the crémaillères 
were redans formed in the parapet of the 
covered way to cover the passages at the 
ends of the traverses. James added that the 
way in which this construction was arranged 
gave the appearance of a saw-blade.13 It was 
also said that a work was en crémaillère 
(indented) when a branch of it was traced in a 
series of several redans. This was the case of 
the temporary works built by Levasseur de 
Neré in 1697 on the Cape Diamond heights. 

dinette or Cuvette: A cunette was an irrigation 
canal approximately 15 feet wide, located in 
the bottom of a dry ditch. It was also an addi
tional obstacle to the enemy. 

Embrasure: The embrasure was an opening cut in 
the parapet through which guns could be 
fired. The sides that formed the embrasure 
were called " c h e e k s , " and the space 
between two embrasures was called a "mer
lon." There were covered and uncovered 
embrasures. The most common was the 
uncovered, which was found on all ramparts. 
The covered embrasure was pierced through 
the body of a wall, as in the case of case-
mated flanks and bastioned towers. It was 
called covered because it was located within 

13. Ibid. , p . 143. 
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a structure and because the cheeks were sur
mounted with a relieving arch. Chaussegros 
de Léry built covered embrasures in the cur
tain wall that served as a north wall for the 
Nouvelles Casernes. 

Escarp: The escarp was the vertical or sloped 
surface marking the limits of the ditch in the 
direction of the town. It constituted the 
exposed portion of the rampart. When it was 
built in masonry, the escarp wall had, at least 
in the 18th century, a batter that could corre
spond to a slope of 1 foot for every 6 feet in 
height. 

Fascines: Fascines were bundles of branches 
bound at both ends and in the middle. They 
prevented the earth of an excessively steep 
slope from collapsing. They were also widely 
used in entrenchments of all types. 

Gabions: Gabions were bottomless baskets 
woven with branches and filled with earth. 
Used for field fortification, gabions were 
held in the ground by pickets. 

Genouillère: The genouillère was the portion of 
the interior wall of the parapet between the 
gun platform and the base of the embrasure. 

Gorge: The gorge was the interior side of a work; 
it formed the work's entranceway. 

Loopholes: Loopholes were narrow rectangular 
or oblong-shaped openings cut in a wall for 
discharging muskets. They were not usually 
found on ramparts, but rather in buildings 
such as the guardhouse. Unlike embrasures, 
loopholes splayed out towards the interior. 

Grillon or Oreillon: Although the orillon was con
nected to the flank, we will treat this type of 
defensive arrangement separately. The flank 
that had an orillon was different from a 
straight flank in that it corresponded to a 
mass of earth with a masonry revetment that 
projected outwards from the shoulder of the 
bastion to cover the cannons mounted on the 
flank behind it. The straight flank was simply 
a straight line. 

Palisade: The palisade consisted of wooden 
stakes measuring 8 to 10 feet high driven 3 to 
4 feet into the ground. The stakes, whose 
diameters were variable, were pointed at the 
top. In permanent fortification a palisade 
was built between the banquette of the cov
ered way and its parapet to make it more dif
ficult for the enemy to assault the covered 
way. 

Parapet: The parapet was a mass of earth, which 
might be revetted, measuring between 15 and 
20 feet thick and forming the upper part of a 
rampart. The parapet covered the artillery
men and soldiers from enemy batteries. Its 
upper surface sloped towards the ditch. 

Parapet of the covered way: The parapet of the 
covered way or of the glacis was a masonry 
construction that prevented the earth of the 
glacis from falling into the covered way. 

Pas-de-souris: The pas-de-souris were small nar
row stairs built against the counterscarp to 
provide access to the covered way from the 
ditch. 

Platform: The platform was the floor of planks or 
pavement on which guns were mounted. The 
platform was always higher at the back to 
check the recoil of a fired gun. 

Postern: The postern was the vaulted passage 
under the rampart by which the town's 
troops could reach the covered way and the 
outworks . It was also used for making 
sallies. 

Terre plein: The terreplein was the horizontal sur
face of the rampart between the banquette 
and the interior slope. It measured approxi
mately 15 to 20 feet wide and was reached by 
ramps. 

Traverses: The traverses were masses of earth or 
parapets built across the entire width of the 
covered way to protect troops from ricochet 
fire. They were found in several places on 
the covered way; for example, on either side 
of the places of arms or opposite the salient 
of the bastions. They could measure up to 
20 feet thick, and their height was the same 
as that of the parapet of the covered way. 
The top part of the traverses sloped towards 
the salient angles of the covered way. 

6. The Principal Maxims of Fortification 
After having acquainted himself with the ter

rain and before tracing his enceinte on a drawing-
table, the engineer had to consider some princi
ples applicable to all fortifications. Authors of 
fortification treatises called these principles max
ims. There were two types of maxims: the general 
ones took into account the town and its inhabit
ants, whereas the technical ones were concerned 
solely with the enceinte. In the first case, the 
engineer had to ensure that the construction of 
the walls was no more expensive than necessary. 
There was no use draining the state's treasury if 
the town's strategic importance did not warrant 
it. Moreover, the enceinte to be built had to be 
appropriate for the number of troops that would 
be called upon to defend it. Obviously, if the gar
rison were inadequate, reinforcements would 
have to be called in and expenses would inevita
bly increase, since these soldiers would have to 
be lodged and provided with food and additional 
equipment, such as muskets and uniforms. Provi
sion also had to be made for the possibility that 
the urban network would expand. Therefore, it 
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encein te . D. Danker t s , Plans des principales cités de l'Uni
vers, circa 1645. 

although the preferred length was not more than 
120 to 135 toises. In this way, both the artillery 
and the infantry defended the ditch. 

Moreover, "les parties qui flanquent doivent 
regarder le plus directement qu'il est possible, 
celles qui sont flanquées."1 4 Abbé Deidier 
believed that Vauban had been able to adapt this 
maxim to each of the enceintes he built; whereas 
other engineers, such as Errard and Chevalier de 
Ville had been too anxious to protect the flank 
and thus had to face other problems, such as an 
excessively narrow gorge or embrasures that 
were too oblique. 

A third maxim, which might seem obvious, 
stipulated that all parts of a fortress had to be 
equally strong. John Muller pointed out that this 
maxim was practicable for a regular fortification, 
but no author was able to suggest an exact for
mula for an irregular fortification, although all 
agreed on the importance of the matter.15 These 
were the three main maxims to which Abbé 

14. Abbé Deidier. op. cit.. p. 14. 
15. John Muller, A Treatise Containing the Elementary Part of 

Fortification, Regular and Irregular, London, J. Nourse, 

1746, (Reprint. Museum Restoration Service, Ottawa, 1968), 
pp. 69-70. 
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The enceinte of Bologna, with its round and square tow
ers and its crenel lated curtain wall , typifies the medieval 

had to be ensured that the fortification did not 
constrain the town. Even though these general 
considerations were not always mentioned in 
treatises, they were nevertheless part of the engi
neer's ever-present concerns. 

Most authors of fortification treatises of 
the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries wrote about the 
technical maxims. We will not examine all these 
maxims in this chapter, but it is important to men
tion the most significant ones. In fact, most of 
the authors consulted identified fewer than ten 
maxims. 

It was the duty of every engineer to trace a 
fortification with mutually flanking parts; other
wise, the undefended sectors would be taken rap
idly by the enemy. All authors agreed on this 
point, and this principle served as a basis for all 
others. Thus, the line of defence had to be pro
portionate to the range of musketry. In the sec
ond half of the 17th century, the maximum length 
of the line of defence was set at 150 toises, 



After the d e v e l o p m e n t of a r t i l l e ry , " b o u l e v a r d s " 
allowing the installation of cannons were built close to the 
medieval walls, as in Augsburg. The bast ioned enceinte 

located in front was built by the Dutch at the beginning of the 
17th c en tu ry . D. Danker t s , Plans des principales cités de 
l'Univers, circa 1645. 

Deidier, John Muller, Charles James and 
Chaussegros de Léry subscribed.16 

Deidier and James added that the main work 
should command the country; that is, the irregu
larities of the terrain should not be higher than the 
parapet. Chaussegros de Léry would recognize 
this maxim indirectly by suggesting various ways 
in which to improve commanding ground situa
tions. This claim also implies that the advanced 
works were lower than the rampart. Deidier and 
James agreed that the advanced works located on 
the ends of a front of fortification should be lower 
than those in the centre, so that they could not 
serve as a refuge to the enemy who gained control 
of them. 

Deidier and Chaussegros de Léry recognized 
that the longest flanks were the most efficient; 
obviously, they were able to accommodate more 
pieces of artillery. Moreover, according to 
Deidier the flanked angle of the bastion (that of 
the capital) should be no less than 75° except 
when necessary. In the 17th century Antoine de 
Ville proposed that the flanked angle be 90°. 
Chaussegros and several others suggested that 
this angle be more than 60°, whereas James added 
that the flanked angle should vary from 71° to 
120°. Nevertheless, in the final analysis it is evi
dent that an overly obtuse angle exposed a larger 
area to enfilade. Conversely, if the angle were too 
acute, the revetment of the parapet at the flanked 
angle could easily be damaged by cannonballs. 

16. Chaussegros de Léry is mentioned here because he was largely 
responsible for the rampart built in Quebec. He also influenced 
the fortifications of New France for more than 40 years. Before 
coming to the colony, he had written a treatise (still in manu

script form) in which he noted over one hundred "maxims." 
These cannot all be considered as such, however, since several 
merely explain in detail the particular way in which the works 
were built. 
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interrupted by bastions and salients reflecting the new con
cept of flanking. Ferrara is a good example of these develop
ments. D. Dankerts, Plans des principales cités de l'Uni
vers, circa 1645. 

cessively influenced the art of fortification. It is 
important to recall the major characteristics of 
these various influences given the context in 
which the Québec fortifications evolved. 

Designed to reply to the attacks of missile 
weapons, such as "perriers" and crossbows, the 
medieval fortification known as the castle was 
characterized by the vertical development of its 
round and square towers, which were joined by 
curtain walls. These works were crenellated at 
the top, and arrow-slits were pierced through 
them in various places. Most of the major ele
ments of this defence system were already pres
ent by the 13th century, and the appearance of 
firearms in the 14th century did not produce any 
noticeable changes immediately. It was not until 
the second half of the 15th century that medieval 
fortification began to adapt to the growing effi-

17. Abbé Deidier. op. cit., pp. 16- 7. 
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These principles were fine in theory; how
ever, in practice there could be variations from 
how an enceinte appeared on the drawing-board 
and how it was built on the ground. As Deidier 
wrote: 

Il est difficile, dans la pratique, d'observer à 
la rigueur chacune de ces maximes en parti
culier: . . . le secret consiste à scavoir discer
ner ce qui convient le mieux, selon les occa
sions, & à ménager les choses de telle 
manière, que la fortification ne pèche pas 
considérablement contre les maximes princi
pales.17 

The Major Trends: European Theorists and 
Practicians 

From the Renaissance to the end of the 19lh 

century, Italians, Dutch, French and English suc-

At the beginning of the 16"' century, the Italians were 
the first to question the old system of fortification and to 
adapt it to the new techniques of attack. The medieval 
enceinte, which constrained the town, was replaced by a 
new rampart, which was spread out over a wider area and 



The enceinte of Groningen reflects the major elements 
of Dutch fortification. The faces of the bastions were longer 
than the flanks, which were perpendicular to the curtain 

ciency of artillery. Military architects were thus 
faced with a dual challenge. On the one hand, for
tification had to be adapted to resist the power of 
the new weapons, and on the other to provide for 
the use of these same weapons for defence. The 
first attempts consisted of making the medieval 
walls thicker to offset the effects of the cannon's 
destructive force and enlarging the platforms to 
accommodate the cannon for defence. In addi
tion, a type of embankment called a boulevard 
was introduced in front of the enceinte so that 
artillery could be installed. To sweep the ditch, 
moineaux or casemates were built in the lower 
part of the escarp. Medieval towers were con-

wall. Note the fausse-braye, which surrounded the rampart. 
The ditch was wide and filled with water. D. Dankerts, Plans 
des principales cités de l'Univers, circa 1645. 

verted into gun towers and often had several 
superposed tiers of fire. 

/. The Italians 
It was not until the end of the 15th century, 

following the rapid success of the expedition of 
Charles VIII in Italy, that architects and engi
neers really began questioning medieval forti
fication.18 By an irony of fate, it was the Italians 
who made the first steps towards developing the 
new system of fortification by introducing what 
may be called "pre-bast ioned" fortification, 
based on the concept of flanking. Initially, before 
the development of true bastions, salients would 
be built in front of the gun towers. The most sig-

18. Cast-iron cannonballs had replaced stone ones in 1480. a factor 
certainly partly responsible for the success of Charles VIII. 
Terence Wise. Forts and Castles, London, Almark Publishing 
Co.. 1972. p. 99. 
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The first French theoris ts developed the geometry of 
flanking by each suggesting a different position for the flank. 
Errard placed it at right angles to the face in four- to eight-
sided polygons . De Ville p roposed a position perpendicular 
to the curtain wall. Thus , as in the case of the Dutch and the 
Italians, but less p ronounced , the rasant line of defence cre

ated a second flank on the curtain wall. Pagan organized the 
defence of the ditch in the most direct way possible by 
placing the flank (usually double) at right angles to the line of 
defence. Chaussegros de Léry , Traité de for t i f i ca t ion . . . , 
1714, Public Archives of Canada . (See also drawings on page 
98). 

nificant Italian architects were Julien de Sangallo, 
who worked at Civitavecchia around 1515,19 and 
Michèle Sanmicheli, who built works in Verona 
and northern Italy a few years later. It was with 
the works erected at Turin around 1537 on the ini
tiative of Francis I20 that pre-bastioned fortifica
tion became firmly established. At this time the 
new concepts were beginning to exert influence 
in Europe and the outline of the bastion was 
established.21 

The Italians rapidly gained renown through
out Europe. Pacciotto d'Urbino's 1567 citadel at 
Antwerp, which was probably the first com
pletely bastioned work because of the proportion
ality of its parts, would be considered a model cit
adel for a century.22 The Italian influence also 
spread more rapidly with the development of 
printing, which facilitated the dissemination of 
fortification treatises.23 

Considerable time elapsed before military 
architects abandoned their medieval heritage to 
adopt a new system of fortification. This change 
prompts three observations. First, it became the 
exclusive prerogative of the state to undertake 
fortification projects and no longer that of power
ful seigneurs, since defensive works were much 
larger and considerably more expensive. Sec

ondly, the new concept of flanking did not 
develop very quickly. Initially it was calculated in 
accordance with the range of cannon fire, 
whereas during the following century it would be 
calculated in accordance with the range of 
muskets. Thirdly, the depth of the new bastioned 
fortification was increased, contrary to the verti
cal trend that had been evident during the Middle 
Ages. 

2. The Dutch 
The independence wars that the Dutch 

waged against the Spanish between 1568 and 1648 
led to a reorganization of their towns' defences to 
enable them to resist artillery. The economy and 
the pressures of time would make it impossible 
for them to build fortifications based entirely on 
the Italian system, however. They would there
fore perfect a model of bastioned fortification that 
not only considered the circumstances peculiar to 
the War of Independence, but also adapted to the 
geography of the Netherlands. Since the surface 
of the ground was not very high in relation to sea 
level, it was easy to plan on extensive use of 
water-filled ditches, but the absence of stone 
required that earthen ramparts be built without 
revetments . 2 4 Although this type of work 

22. J.W. Wright, The Development of the Bastioned System of Per
manent Fortification, 1500-1800. Typewr i t t en tex t , 
Washington. Army War College, 1946, p. 8. 

23. On the subject of these treatises, see the article written by 
Horst de la Croix, "The Literature of Fortification in Renais
sance Italy," in Technology and Culture, no. 4 (Winter 1963), 
pp. 30-50. 

24. J.W. Wright, op. cit.. p. 68. 
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19. Julien de Sangallo was a member of a large family of architects 
who played a dominate role in introducing bastioned fortifica
tion. Among other works, Antonio de Sangallo completed the 
fortification of Civitavecchia and worked with Sanmicheli at 
Plaisance. He also built the Fortezza da Basso in Florence. 
Col. Rocolle, 2000 ans de fortification française, tome I ,p. 182. 

20. Turin, a city of northern Italy, is located in the Piedmont. It 
was under French rule from 1515 to 1562. 

21. Col. Rocolle, 2000 ans de fortification française, tome I. p. 183. 



required more maintenance, it was no less resist
ant to artillery fire. The Dutch also increased the 
depth of fortifications by adding advanced works 
such as the fausse-braye, the ravelin and the 
counterguard. Their model was also character
ized by bastions whose faces were long in relation 
to the small size of the flanks, which were per
pendicular to the curtain wall. The line of defence 
intersected the curtain wall near its centre, an ele
ment inherited from the Italian model. 

The fort of Coevorden, the city of Breda, and 
the fortress of Groningen, to name only a few, are 
typical examples of Dutch fortification since they 
reveal most of the elements peculiar to this 
model. The Germans adapted the model to many 
fortresses, such as Augsburg and Frankfurt. 

Fritach and Coehorn are among the principal 
theorists of the Dutch system.25 Above all a 
mathematician, Adam Fritach dealt with the 
geometry of fortification. He explained methods 

25. Both were authors of a treatise whose French editions read as 
follows: Adam Fritach, L'Architecture militaire ou la fortifica
tion nouvelle augmentée et enrichie de forteresses régulières, 
irrégulières et de dehors, le tout èi la pratique moderne, Leyde, 

Elzeviers, 1635: Baron de Coehorn, Nouvelle fortification tant 
pour un terrain has et humide que sec et élevé, La Haye, 
Surderem. 1706. 
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Vauban's name is usually associated with bastioned for
tification, which he perfected. He also gained renown by 
conducting numerous successful sieges. Moreover, his work 
influenced military engineers for more than a century. 
Vauban had a variety of interests, especially in the fields of 
economics and politics. For example, in 1695 he drew up his 
"Royal Tithe" project, in which he proposed a temporary 
"income tax" to meet the enormous expenses incurred by 
the war. He was also interested in the American colonies, as 
evidenced by the direct contacts he established with certain 
engineers and colonial leaders concerning defence matters 
and by his memoranda. One of these memoranda, written in 
1697, was entitled "Moyen de rétablir nos colonies de 
l'Amérique et de les accroître en peu de temps." It was in 
this text that he predicted what the population of Canada 
would be in 1970. Vauban was born in St-Léger-de-
Foucheret in 1633 and became an engineer-in-ordinary in 
1655. A brigadier in 1676, he was named Commissioner-
General of Fortifications in 1678. Ten years later he was 
made a lieutenant-general in the King's army and in 1699 he 
became an honorary member of the Académie des Sciences. 
He was promoted to the rank of marshal of France in 1703 
and died in Paris four years later. Anonymous, Séminaire de 
Québec. 

for calculating the width of the ditch in relation to 
the volume of earth needed to build the rampart. 
He also advocated the use of ravelins and demi
lunes. Coehorn would be considered Vauban's 
Dutch rival. More a practician than a theorist, he 
gained renown for the many works he built, the 
most important of which was Bergen-op-Zoom, 
completed in 1700. His renown as a theorist was 
not based on the fortification methods that he 
proposed in his treatise of 1685; in fact, his sug
gestions made fortifications excessively deep by 
laying out mutually flanking defensive works and 
ditches. Such a system would have made the 
attack of a town very costly in time and methods 
and discouraged the besieger. The garrison 
needed to defend such a fortification was so enor
mous, however, that it was impossible for a mon
arch or a chief of state to employ the necessary 
men without weakening his other fortresses.26 

The excessive area occupied by such a fortifica
tion should also be noted, as well as the large 
number of military buildings, such as barracks 
and artillery storehouses, that it necessitated. 
These factors explain the unpopularity of such 
methods. John Muller pointed out that Coehorn 
had written his treatise before having acquired his 
vast experience in the attack and defence of for
tresses. He added: 

In order that they may not be misled by the 
excess ive pra ises bes towed by some 
authors, on account of his works which are 
published, altho' impracticable in them
selves, and undoubtedly thought so by M. 
Coehorn himself, after he was a better judge 
of fortification, as evidently appears by the 
towns he fortified afterwards; for if he had 
thought that his works could really make that 
prodigious defence, which he pretends in his 
writings, it would be very strange, that he 
should not have made use of them, when he 
had an opportunity to do it.27 

3. The First French Efforts and the 
Development of Bastioned Fortification 

The wars between Francis I and Charles V 
had favoured the introduction of the new princi
ples of fortification in France. The popularity the 
Italians had gained in the field led them to 
become its initiators in France. Several works, 
such as the constructions of Vitry-le-François' 
enceinte commanded by Francis I and built by 

26. Abbé Deidier commented ironically that if "l'Auteur avoit con
tinué d'imaginer des méthodes, il auroit enfin fallu employer la 
moitié des habitants d'un royaume pour la défense d'une seule 
ville." Abbé Deidier. op. cit.. p. 115. 

27. J. Muller. op. cit., p. 88. 
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Vauban's works were grouped into three "systems." 
The first, which included a large number of his fortresses, 
was very simple. It was composed of a magistral line with a 
demi-lune located in front of the curtain wall. In addition, 
Vauban brought the tenaille into use. In the second system 
the bastion was detached from the curtain wall and replaced 
by a bastioned tower in which several tiers of fire were 

superposed. Thus, there were three series of works: the cur
tain walls and the towers, the bastions or counterguards and 
the tenailles, and the demi-lunes. The third system was 
intended to be an improvement upon the second. In it the 
curtain wall was broken up to form flat bastions on which 
stood bastioned towers. [Portfolio of fortification plans], 
n.d., Public Archives of Canada. 

100 



the Italian architect Marini and Brouage 's 
enceinte of 1568 built by Belamarti and Bephami, 
are good examples. In the second half of the 16th 

century, these achievements would sow the seeds 
of an irreversible trend towards the new system 
of fortification and produce a significant climate 
of research. Partly because of the wars, the next 
three centuries would see such men as Errard, 
Vauban, Cormontaigne and Montalembert 
emerge, who through their experience and intel
lectual abilities would contribute to the develop
ment and transformation of bastioned fortifica
tion. 

Jean Errard de Bar-le-Duc was one of the 
first military engineers to introduce the bases for 
calculating geometrically the alignment of the 
various flanking elements.28 The faces of the bas
tions were organized so that they would sweep 
the ground in front of the ditch, whereas the 
flanks were used exclusively for the ditch's 

defence.29 Thus Errard reserved the faces for 
infantry fire and the flanks for artillery. In four- to 
eight-sided polygons, he traced the flanks of the 
bastions at right angles to the faces. In nine-or 
more sided polygons the flank was traced perpen
dicular to the curtain wall. Errard's contempora
ries would say that this arrangement made it 
impossible to defend the ditch directly. Others 
would add that only very few pieces of artillery 
could be mounted because of the position and 
smallness of the flanks. Errard proportioned the 
fronts of fortification in accordance with the 
range of musket fire. He applied his new data to 
several places, including Doullens, Bayonne and 
Calais (1609). He also built the citadels of Amiens 
(1596) and Verdun. 

Chevalier Antoine de Ville drew on his mili
tary experience to propose a new method of forti
fication in his treatise of 1628.30 Like Errard, de 
Ville advocated that cannons be used on a limited 

28. Jean Errard de Bar-le-Duc published two treatises entitled: La 
géométrie et la praticqite générale d'icelle, Paris, D. Leclerc, 
1594 and La fortification démonstrée et réduicte en Art, Paris, 
1620 (See D.J. Buisseret, "Les ingénieurs du roi au temps de 
Henri IV," Bulletin, Section de géographie, France, Comité 
des travaux historiques et scientifiques, vol. 77 (1964), pp. 
13-84). 

29. Col. Rocolle, op. cit., p. 207. 
30. Les Fortifications du Chevalier Antoine de Ville, contenons la 

manière de fortifier toute sorte de places tant régulièrement, 
qu'irrégulièrement en quelle assiete qu'elles soient; comme 
aussi les Ponts, passages, etc., Lyon, I. Barlet, 1628. 
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After conducting the siege at Lille in 1667, Vauban 
undertook a reorganization of the fortress' defences the fol
lowing year. Among other things, he built a citadel in the 
shape of a regular pentagon, which illustrates his first sys
tem. Note than tenailles were used in front of the curtain 
walls. They were covered by demi-lunes with réduits in their 

gorge. Vauban surrounded the citadel with a second ditch, 
which also had a covered way running along its outer edge. 
Opposite the citadel, Vauban built Fort Saint-Sauveur, 
which was also called a réduit and which dominated that part 
of the city not commanded by the citadel. N. de Fer, Intro
duction ù la Fortification . . . . 1696. 

scale. To flank the ditch more efficiently, he 
traced the flanks at right angles to the curtain 
wall, which resulted in a more direct defence of 
the ditch and counterscarp. In addition, like the 
Italians and the Dutch, he made a second flank on 
the curtain wall, since the lines of defence did not 
meet the curtain wall at the point where it joined 
the flank. An experienced soldier,31 de Ville rec
ommended as a basic rule for tracing fortifica
tions that they be well adapted to the terrain. 

In 1645, Count Blaise de Pagan also pub
lished a treatise,32 which perfected bastioned for

tification. Pagan improved the defence of the 
ditch by placing the flank at right angles to the 
line of defence in order to sweep the ditch along 
the face of the opposite bastion as directly as pos
sible. He generalized the use of counterguards in 
front of bastions, combined with double ravelins 
(demi-lunes whose gorges enclosed réduits with 
the same trace). He also proposed counterguards 
that were joined by a broken curtain wall with 
flanks located on its ends.33 Although Count de 
Pagan did not build a fortification, the system he 
advocated was the basis of Vauban's "first sys-

31. After participating in the siege of Montauban, Chevalier 
Antoine de Ville became a member of the army under the Duke 
of Savoy. After the Spanish invasion of Picardy, he took part in 
recapturing Corbie (1636) and in attacking several other towns 
of Artois. After peace was declared in 1648, de Ville was 
instructed to fortify the towns that had been surrendered to 
France. (Biographie universelle, vol. 10, p. 600). 

32. Les fortifications du Comte de Pagan, Paris, C. Besogne, 1645. 
33. It was these counterguards that inspired Vauban when he built 

his second system. 
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When Vauban made improvements to the fortifications 
of Ath around 1688, he added réduits inside the demi-lunes. 
Note the traditional tenailles located in front of the curtain 

walls and the tenaillons, which covered the faces of one of 
the demi-lunes. Vauban, Traité de la Défense des Places, 
Manuscript, Fortress of Louisbourg. 

tern" and probably a source of inspiration for his 
second and third systems.14 

In short, during the first half of the 17th cen
tury, bastioned fortification was improved pro
gressively. One after the other, French theorists 
proposed different traces of fortification designed 
to correct the weaknesses of the systems in use 
and to adapt them more efficiently to particu
lar topographies. Some questions remained 
unanswered, however. Should engineers fortify 
inwards, like Errard and Pagan, or outwards like 
de Ville? "Fortifying inwards" meant that the 
salients were located on the ground First and that 
the exterior sides, which served to trace the dif
ferent fronts of fortification, were formed later. 
"Fortifying outwards" was the reverse proce
dure: the position of the curtain walls was estab
lished, and then the bastions, which joined them 
together, were traced. Another significant 
improvement made during this period was the 

establishment of a government organization to 
co-ordinate the various projects and regulate the 
art of the new system of fortification. Sully 
became Superintendent of Fortifications for the 
kingdom under Henry IV, and Chevalier de 
Clerville later assumed the office of Com
missioner-General of Fortifications. As well, a 
corps of royal engineers was organized to regu
late and define the general knowledge required 
for practising the profession. The infrastructure 
required for building fortresses was thus created 
in France. The art of the new bastioned fortifica
tion had attained a certain excellence, and it 
remained only for engineers to experiment with 
and perfect these inventions. 

4. Vauban's Three Systems and the Height of 
Bastioned Fortification 

The many wars waged by Louis XIV enabled 
Vauban to build a large number of fortifications 
and thus to merit the renown he enjoys today. He 

34. Michel Parent and Jacques Verroust, Vauban, Paris, Éditions 
Jacques Fréal. 1971. p. 61. 
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Phalsbourg is another interesting example of Vauban's 
first system. The fortification was built in the shape of an 
irregular polygon, but each exterior side was equal. In this 
case, Vauban did not trace tenailles in front of the curtain 

walls, although he did build demi-lunes on each front. The 
flanks were retired and covered by orillons. N. de Fer, Intro
duction à la Fortification . . . . 1696. 

is famous not only for the construction of for
tresses, but also for conducting numerous suc
cessful sieges. 

During this period, confrontations in the 
open country were no longer the culmination of 
war. Since these conflicts endeavoured to secure 
more territory or gain control of a contiguous 
state, the largest towns of the territory in ques
tion had to be occupied. Siege warfare was there
fore characteristic of this period, and it was this 
field in particular in which Vauban distinguished 
himself. 

Vauban's technique cannot be defined by 
using a pre-established scheme. His many con
structions were the products of adapting his theo
ries to the particular conditions of a site. He stud
ied the local topography, analysed the enemy's 
possibilities of attack and built the fortification in 
accordance with these various factors. If he 

invented new tactics of attack during a siege, he 
improved his fortifications to defend against 
these innovations. Thus he brought traverses into 
general use to offer better protection against rico
chet fire, whose use he had promoted during the 
siege of Philippsburg in 1688." 

Vauban, who was above all a practician, did 
not write a fortification treatise as such. His writ
ings on the attack (1704) and defence (1706) of 
fortresses were not concerned specifically with 
fortification, but rather dealt primarily with strat
egy. They therefore contain observations on the 
problems encountered in commanding fortresses 
and the best way to resist besiegers. Vauban also 
wrote at length of the various methods of 
siegecraft. In addition, he stressed that fortifica
tion engineers should possess mathematical 
expertise. He laid down mathematical principles 
dealing with the thickness of revetments in rela-

35. Ibid., pp. 70, 78 and 300. 
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With its bastioned towers and detached bastions, the 
enceinte of Landau, built in 1688, is a perfect example of 
Vauban's second system. He did not provide for a citadel; 
however, he built a réduit, which served the same purpose. 

Vauban made use of a second covered way in front of the 
glacis. N. de Fer, L'Atlas Curieux . . ., 1705 and 1717. 

tion to their height and the pressure of the earth 
they supported. 

Although Vauban never established a "sys
tem" of fortification, his successors have cred
ited him with three. Not all the fortifications built 
by Vauban can fit into any one of these systems, 
since they do not take field fortifications or port 
defences into account; however, this classifica
tion makes it easier to understand the various 
methods that Vauban used, and illustrates more 
effectively his innovations. 

At the outset, the first system was the practi
cal application of Count de Pagan's fortification, 
and like Pagan, Vauban fortified inwards. The 
system therefore comprised the usual figure of 
pentagonal bastions joined by curtain walls, in 
front of which were placed demi-lunes that 
flanked the bastions. It was surrounded by a 
ditch, a covered way and a glacis. The trace of 
the fortification was not very different from that 
which Pagan had proposed; the proportions of the 
fortification's various parts depended on the 
exterior side. He modified the position of the 

flank somewhat in relation to the line of defence. 
The right angle, which Pagan had advocated, 
became obtuse, since Pagan's flank could be 
directly fired upon by the enemy due to its 
decided advantage of providing the opposite bas
tion with direct defence. By laying this flank out 
on a slightly more obtuse angle, Vauban did not 
lose the advantage of direct fire, but deprived the 
enemy of it. 

Vauban also introduced the use of tenailles, 
which were elements derived from the fausse-
braye. These works, which were reserved for 
infantry, consisted of small parapets placed in 
front of the curtain walls. They made it possible 
to defend the ditch behind the demi-lune more 
efficiently and supplemented the defence of the 
gates and posterns. He placed traverses at inter
vals on the covered way to offset enfilade and 
later to resist ricochet-fire effects. 

Most of the fortifications built by Vauban 
can be related more or less to this first system. 
His first achievements, the citadels of Lille (1667) 
and Arras (1668-72), enabled him to supplant 
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In 1698, following the Peace of Ryswick, Vauban built a 
new fortification at Neuf-Brisach. The creation of this new 
town, which was fortified according to an octagonal plan, is 
considered to be Vauban's masterpiece. It is the only place 
in which he applied his third system. Since the fortress was 
located on flat ground, Vauban did not have to take any large 

hills into consideration and therefore built a perfectly regular 
enceinte. It consisted of a curtain wall interrupted by flat 
bastions with bastioned towers on their salients. Detached 
bastions and tenailles were located in front. Vauban built a 
demi-lune with flanks in the middle of each front. G.L. Le 
Rouge, Recueil des Fortifications . . . . 1760. 

Chevalier de Clerville in the post of Director-
General of Fortifications.16 

Vauban's second system increased the forti
fication's depth to create additional obstacles for 
the besieger. Vauban detached the bastion from 
the main work and moved the tenailles further 
from the curtain walls. Behind the bastions, he 
introduced bastioned towers able to hold between 
12 and 20 pieces of artillery distributed over two 

storeys. These were adjacent to the curtain wall. 
The ditch was therefore wider and enclosed three 
series of obstacles. The first consisted of the cur
tain wall and the bastioned towers; the second, 
the detached bastions and the tenailles; and the 
third, the demi-lunes. The system was completed 
by the usual outworks, such as the covered way 
and the glacis. 

36. Vauban would not obtain this title officially until Clerville died 
in 1678. M. Parent and J. Verrou st. op. cit.. p. 41. The works of 

Ath (1668) and Phalsbourg (1679) are other interesting exam
ples of this "first system." 
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The method advocated by Cormontaigne resembled 
Vauban's first system. Nevertheless, some modifications are 
evident; for example, the bastions were larger and the capital 
of the ravel ins was fur ther from the main work . 
Cormontaigne placed réduits in the gorges of the ravelins 

This second system might be considered 
Vauban's major contribution to the evolution of 
fortification.37 He adapted the tower, the major 
element of medieval fortification, to the needs of 
his period. Moreover, his successful experiments 
with casemates, which formed the lower storey of 
the towers, would encourage the subsequent use 
of this type of work. Some elements of the fortifi
cation of Besançon, as well as the works of 
Belfort (1686) and Landau (1688), illustrate the 
main features of this second system. 

The third system was simply the product of 
perfecting the second. Vauban placed bastioned 
towers on the capitals of flat bastions, which 
were connected to curtain walls, and in this way 
made additional flanking possible. The system 
was applied to Neuf-Brisach in 1698. This work is 
considered one of Vauban's masterpieces, both 
for the fortification itself and for town planning. 

and brought them into use inside the re-entering places of 
arms. Note the indented trace of the parapet of the covered 
way. [Portfolio of fortification plans], n.d., Public Archives 
of Canada. 

In all Vauban's fortifications, each of the 
more advanced works prevented the enemy from 
seeing those located behind. In addition, the posi
tion of the parapets was in keeping with the prin
ciple of defilement. When seen from the country, 
the fortification appeared to be buried, although it 
was not. Rocolle used the term "profilé" to 
describe this fortification, because the projection 
of the various works, such as the covered way, 
the bastions and the curtain walls, when viewed 
from the glacis, created the illusion of an inclined 
plane.38 

5. The 18th Century and "Stagnation" 
Bastioned fortification had reached its peak 

with Vauban by the beginning of the 18th cen
tury, and it was not until the Napoleonic Wars in 
the next century that any signs of change began to 
appear. The difficulty of using artillery during 

37. M. Parent and J. Verroust. op. cit., p. 99. 38. Col. Rocolle, op. cit., p. 226. 
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Fort Alexander, which was built at Coblenz around 
1830, is one of the first examples of the construction of 
detached forts. Although its ravelins were borrowed from 
the old system of fortification, the "Cannot wall" built at the 

attacks meant that defensive operations were at 
an advantage. It was not that fortresses had 
become impregnable, but they managed to hinder 
and weaken the enemy while serving as supply 
points for the massive armies. Wars amounted to 
disputes over positions, and the object was to 
occupy a number of places to force the enemy to 
withdraw. 

The period of peace following the death of 
Louis XIV prompted reflection on the aims of 
war and questioned the traditional tactics. The 
value of offensive operations had to be reas
serted. Men such as Chevalier Folard had ques
tioned the objectives of war by no longer striving 
just to weaken the enemy, but instead to annihi
late him.39 Excellent strategists, such as Marshal 

foot of the escarp and the caponiers defending the ditch were 
elements that would appear in several forts built after this 
date. Lt.-Col. Humphrey, An Essay on the Modern System 
of Fortification . . . . 1838. 

de Saxe during the War of the Austrian Succes
sion, and Frederick II during the Seven Years' 
War, in particular, were able to equilibrate the 
all-out war advocated by Folard with the ad
vances in armaments. 

Indeed, artillery had become more manoeu
vrable and the cannon's rate of fire had been 
improved. In addition, the actual range of 
breaching artillery had risen to approximately 600 
yards in 1740.40 After the Seven Years' War it 
was increased again as a result of Gribeauval's 
innovations in France.41 Around 1773, in his 
Essai générale sur la tactique, Guibert explained 
how to arrange troops during a battle to combine 
the increased efficiency of artillery and soldiers. 

39. For a discussion of the role of Folard and other individuals such 
as Guibert. Marshal de Saxe and Frédéric II in changing the art 
of war. see Lt.-Col. Yves Gras. "Les guerres 'limitées' du 
XVIIle siècle," in Revue historique de l'Année, 26th year, no. 
1 (1970). pp. 22-36. 

40. Le Blond reported 300 fathoms, or 600 yards, for 1746. A Trea
tise of Artillery: or, of the Anns and Machines Used in War 
since the Invention of Gunpowder. Beine the First Fart of l-e 
Blond's Elements of war, ete., London. E. Cave, 1746 
(Reprint, Ottawa, Museum Restoration Service, 1970). p. 22. 

4L See J. Jobé éd.. Guns, An Illustrated History of Artillery, New 
York, Crescent Books. 1971. p. 65. 
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In the meantime, authors such as Bélidor and 
Cormontaigne had helped to perpetuate Vauban's 
work in for t i f icat ion. Through his many 
publications42 on the mathematics relative to for
tifications, Bélidor clarified fortification con
struction and explained it more fully. For exam
ple, he calculated the thickness of masonry 
revetments on the basis of the height of the 
escarp and the pressure of the earth that they 
supported. 

Although Cormontaigne had not known 
Vauban personally, he assembled a dossier on his 
work. It was intended to be adopted by the school 
of engineering at Mézières as a basic work for 
teaching fortification.43 This school had been 
founded in 1748 after the reform of the engineer
ing corps undertaken a few years earlier.44 In 
1794 it was moved to Metz. The predominantly 
theoretical education it provided was considered 
to be extremely conservative. Other schools, 
such as the school of artillery at La Fère, offered 
an equally conservative education; however, 
some of its professors, such as Abbé Deidier, 
although lacking military experience, had written 
on fortification and preferred Vauban's work 
above all others.45 

Anyone who dared question the education 
provided by these illustrious institutions met with 
considerable disapproval. This was the case of 
Marc-René de Montalembert. An experienced 
soldier, he wrote a voluminous treatise, which 
was publ ished over a period of 20 years 
( 1776-1796).46 This work had a twofold impact. 
First, Montalembert proposed that the flanking 
elements be laid out at right angles to one another 
and thus opposed the trace that Vauban had 
established. Secondly, he went so far as to sug
gest the construct ion of mutually flanking 
detached forts as the sole means of defending for
tresses. These theories provide a glimpse of the 
profound changes that would take place soon 
after the Napoleonic Wars. 

6. Detached Forts 
The complete transformation of war tactics, 

which had begun in the previous century, culmi
nated in the Napoleonic Wars. The regular siege, 
which was slow and immobile, was definitively 
replaced by rapid and sudden manoeuvring. This 
trend had been accelerated once again by the 
development of artillery: for example, the use of 
Shrapnel shells47 and particularly the prolifera
tion of light artillery. These developments would 
cause modifications in the art of fortification. 

It is evident that fortresses no longer played 
the role that they had been assigned previously. 
Nevertheless, Napoleon believed that fortresses 
remained excellent supports for armies. They 
could still hinder the enemy's advance to some 
extent and remained absolutely essential supply 
points. The Emperor was also interested in the 
training of engineers and asked Lazare Carnot to 
prepare a course for this purpose. Carnot pub
lished a treatise in 1812,48 which, although in 
keeping with previous teachings, modified the 
profile of the rampart considerably. The mass of 
earth was no longer revetted and rose in a gentle 
slope instead. Carnot built a loopholed masonry 
wall at the base of the rampart to provide the 
ditch with direct defence.49 This innovation was 
of some importance since the principle of the 
chemin-des-rondes at the base of the escarp was 
subsequently adopted in many places. 

In view of the new war tactics brought about 
by the development of artillery, it was difficult to 
question bastioned fortification in France, 
despite the proposals of significant changes by 
Montalembert and Carnot. Paradoxically, it was 
outside France that the first achievements 
appeared. Beginning in 1830, on the initiative of 
Austrian engineers, a series of forts was built 
around the city of Verona.50 Similarly, Prussia 
ensured the defence of fortresses such as Coblenz 
and Cologne by building detached posts or forts. 
Fort Alexander in Coblenz is an interesting exam-

42. Among others, note: Nouveau Cours de Mathématiques à 
l'usage de l'Artillerie et du Génie, 1757: La Science des Ingé-
nieurs dans la Conduite des Travaux de Fortifications, Paris, 
C.A. Jombert. 1729: Dictionnaire portatif de l'Ingénieur, Paris, 
C.A. Jombert. 1755; 17Architecture hydraulique. Paris. 
1737-53. 

43. The school of engineering did not publish Cormontaigne's 
notes until 1806-1809. The notes comprised Mémorial de l'atta
que des places. Mémorial de la défense des places and Mémo
rial de la fortification permanente, Paris. Magimel. 1806 and 
1809. 

44. For an examination of the various military schools in France, 
see Roger Hahn. "L'enseignement scientifique aux écoles mili
taires et d'artillerie," in René Taton et al.. Enseignement et dif
fusion des sciences en France au XVIIte siècle, Paris. Her
mann. 1964. pp. 513-46; René Taton. "L'école royale du Génie 
de Mézières." in ibid., pp. 559-615: Col. Chalmin. "La forma
tion des officiers des armes savantes sous l'Ancien régime." in 

Actes du 76e Congrès des Sociétés Savantes, Comité des tra
vaux historiques et scientifiques. Section d'histoire moderne et 
contemporaine. Rennes, 1951. pp. 165-82. 

45. Abbé Deidier. Le parfait Ingénieur français ou La Fortification 
offensive et défensive, New edition. Paris. C.A. Jombert. 1757. 

46. La fortification perpendiculaire ou Essai sur plusieurs maniè
res de fortifier la ligne droite, le triangle, le quarté et tous les 
polygones, de quelqu'étendue qu'en soient les cotés en don
nant à leur défense une direction perpendiculaire. Il vols.. 
Paris. Ph. Denis. 1776- 96. 

47. Maj.-Gen. B.P. Hughes. British Smooth-Bore Artillery, the 
Muzzle Loading Artillery of the 18th and 19th Centuries, 
Harrisburg, Stackpole Books. 1969, pp. 53-60. 

48. De la défense des places fortes. Paris, Courcier, 1812. 
49. Col. Rocolle, op. cit.. pp. 241- 2. 
50. They were in Verona because Austria had regained its control 

of northern Italy following the Congress of Vienna in 1815. 
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pie, for although drawing inspiration from 
Montalembert, it borrowed elements such as the 
ravelin from bastioned fortification.51 The ditch 
was partially defended by caponiers built in the 
middle of the sides. 

The appearance of rifled artillery after the 
Crimean War hastened the abandonment of bas
tioned enceintes in favour of detached forts. With 
this innovation the range of fire, as well as the 
precision of cannons, had been greatly im
proved.52 In addition, weapons no longer had to 
be aimed point-blank to cause considerable dam
age to defence works. Artillery offered an equally 
efficient "random shot ," putting the soldier 
behind the parapet in a dangerous position. Also, 
the defensive elements had to be moved from the 
heart of the town, and detached forts had proved 
to be a good solution for this purpose. They were 
arranged so that each work could flank the fort or 
forts adjacent to it. In addition, it became general 
practice to use artillery inside casemates and 
caponiers to afford protection for the artillerymen 
and to ensure that the batteries did not become 
inoperative at the beginning of a battle. 

England lost no time in adopting this new 
type of fortification for the defence of its inland 
ports. As early as 1859 a special commission on 
port defence had opted for detached forts rather 

than the continuous enceinte.53 At the same time 
the Assistant Inspector-General of Fortifications, 
Major Jervois, was supervising the reorganiza
tion of the defences of Portsmouth, while acting 
as secretary to the commission of 1859. He had 
taken a firm stand in favour of modern 
fortification.54 It was an accepted fact that it was 
the role of coastal batteries to defend ports 
against naval attacks, whereas the string of forts 
was intended to guard against enemy attempts 
inland. A particular fort model, characterized by 
the Haxo casemates on the terreplein to provide 
cover for the artillerymen and artillery on the 
fronts exposed to enfilade, was adopted. In addi
tion, an entrenched réduit was to be built in the 
gorge of each fort. 

Thus, between the introduction of pre-
bastioned fortification and the advent of detached 
forts, the various defensive works presented a 
great diversity of forms. A common element is 
evident in their construction, however: the use of 
earth and masonry. The appearance and develop
ment of artillery guided the evolution of fortifica
tion during this period, and similarly, the attempt 
to obtain more efficient armaments would prompt 
the use of concrete and "armour-plating" by the 
end of the 19th century. 

51. On the subject of Fort Alexander, as well as other fortifications 
built by Prussia, see Lt.-Col. I.H. Humphrey. An Essay on the 
Modern System of Fortification adopted for the Defence of the 
Rhine Frontier, etc., London, John Weale, 1838. 

52. J. Jobé, éd., op. cit.. pp. 127-52. 
53. See J.C. Matheson. Some Principles of Permanent Land Forti

fication, Chatham, W. and J. Mackay, 1899. p. 7. 

54. Moreover. Major Jervois wrote an article on this subject: 
"Observations Relating to the Works in Progress and Proposed 
for the Defence of the Naval Ports, Arsenals and Dockyards," 
in Professional Papers of the Corps of Royal Engineers, New 
Series, vol. 4 (1860). pp.' 129-38. 
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Chapter 4 Traces of general plans 
and evaluation of 
their defensive elements: 
French regime 

T HE trace of an enceinte intended to defend 
a fortified town was not solely the product 
of a simple mathematical exercise. An 

engineer assigned the task of preparing a defence 
plan had to respect a series of factors and rigid 
principles. To judge the quality and merits of his 
work, the ease with which he adapted his plan 
to political and military circumstances, as well 
as to geographical and technical requirements, 
must be considered in addition to his personal 
competence. 

The engineer first had to take into account 
the particular circumstances of a project. For 
example, a fortification that was proposed when 
attack was imminent would be less elaborate than 
one planned in peacetime; the engineer would not 
have enough time to let his project mature in rela
tion to all the determining factors affecting the 
fortified town. As well, it was much easier to 
have a project accepted by political authorities in 
time of war than when peace reigned. 

Calculating the importance of the town to be 
fortified constituted a major element in elabo
rating a fortification project. Thus Québec, as a 

capital, military town and strategic site (roles 
whose importance varied depending on the 
period), required defences that were far more 
complex, elaborate and therefore more costly 
than did other centres such as Trois-Rivières or 
Montréal. 

It was also necessary to evaluate the ene
my's strength, the type of war he could conduct 
and the means (in terms of men and ammunitions) 
he had at his disposal to sustain the attack. At 
Québec the fact that it was first the Indian, then 
the Englishman and later the American who had 
to be confronted required that various defensive 
systems be elaborated according to each case.1 

How a place was to be defended was deter
mined not only by the engineer's competence, 
training and knowledge of the techniques and 
general maxims of fortification, but also by the 
influence of the period's major trends. Thus, by 
analysing Quebec's different fortification proj
ects, it will be possible to discern a few elements 
inherited from medieval fortifications, assess 
Vauban's influence and take note of the advent of 
modern forts that replaced continuous enceintes. 

I. Chaussegros de Léry's memorandum about the town of Mont
réal, written 10 August 1717, was very explicit on this point. 
P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . .. vol. 1, p. 29. 
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As at Québec, the topography at Besançon was very 
uneven; but it is evident that the fortification built there was 
well adapted to the terrain. The citadel's enceinte was made 
up of a classic rampart with a ditch and covered way on the 

most accessible fronts. For the sides bordering the cliff, only 
a simple wall was built, interspersed with salient angles to 
ensure proper flanking. N. de Fer, Introduction à la Fortifi
cation . . . . 1696. 

Adapting to the topography undoubtedly 
constituted the factor that should have the most 
influence on the fortification's trace. The situa
tion at Québec was exceptional because Upper 
Town was on a headland extending into the river. 
It was provided with natural defences on two 
sides by the steep cliff, more than 300 feet high at 
Cape Diamond beneath the Citadel. The cliffs 
height decreases to about 150 feet below Château 
St. Louis and to a greater degree still near the 
Intendant's Palace.2 The situation was advanta
geous in the sense that all that was required to 
defend these fronts was to install batteries at 
various strategic points, so that fire could be 
directed upon ships venturing into the harbour. 
To guard against escalade, it was necessary only 
to build a wall to which re-entering and salient 
segments were added to ensure proper flanking. 

The western side faced open country, how
ever, and it was here that the enemy could con
duct a siege. Engineers foresaw that a conven
tional rampart would be needed to oppose a 

besieger. In elaborating a project for an enceinte 
in this area, the engineer also had to consider sev
eral important goegraphical features. The differ
ence in level between the Citadel sector and that 
of Artillery Park is about 240 feet. The present 
Citadel sits on part of the Cape Diamond heights, 
an area that dominates all of Upper Town. Some 
900 yards further west, the heights of Abraham 
rise a few feet above those of Cape Diamond. 
Martello towers were built here. Between these 
two areas of high ground there exists another ele
vation near Saint-Louis Road, on which sat the 
Moulin d'Artigny.' It was a few feet lower than 
the heights of Abraham. 

The only projects for an enceinte that lend 
themselves to geometrical analysis are those to 
the west of the city, where the art of fortification 
played an important role. They will be evaluated 
according to fortification theory and to data on 
Quebec's topography. This analysis will allow an 
appraisal of the engineers who worked at 
Québec. Some works, such as the batteries in 

2. The dimensions given and those that follow are taken from 
Chaussegros de Léry's various notes, found in the documents 
related to the presentation of his numerous fortification projects. 
As well, a few of the British engineers' plans, such as those of 
John Marr in 1779 and of Gother Mann in 1804, specify the ele
vation of various points in the town. 

3. The Moulin d'Artigny was situated where the Manège Militaire 
stands today. 
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B o u r d o n ' s 1664 ence in t e is c o n s i d e r e d the first at 
Québec to be set up in a regular fashion. It consis ted of an 
evenly spaced series of five bast ions and ended with a demi-
bastion at each ex t remi ty . The engineer planned for three 
ga tes , one of which opened onto Saint-Louis Street . Some 

e lements in the outline of its bast ions bring to mind the 
Dutch model of the early 17th century . J. Bourdon, 1664, 
negat ive, Public Archives of Canada ; original, Archives 
nat ionales , F rance , Section Outre-Mer . 

Lower Town or the enceinte to the north and east 
of Upper Town, are not examined simply because 
they are less suited to the proposed analysis. 
These works were of fundamental importance, 
however, since they obstructed an enemy's 
approach from the river.4 

Bourdon's Plan 
Jean Bourdon's5 fortification project of 1664 

is the first one whose trace lends itself to analy
sis. A short while before the plan was conceived, 

Governor d'Avaugour expressed the idea that the 
colony should be made capable of resisting Iro
quois attacks. At the same time, he wanted to lay 
the foundations of a solid settlement capable of 
resisting any danger. This is probably what 
prompted Bourdon to draw up a project for an 
enceinte capable of withstanding artillery fire, 
even though the colony was then caught up in the 
Iroquois wars. 

The fortification proposed by Bourdon com
prised a series of bastions set out regularly on the 

4. This type of work is found in most of the fortification projects 
put forward at Québec. 

5. Bourdon arrived at Québec in 1634 in the capacity of engineer to 
the Governor. Apart from a few brief return visits to France 
(1641-42, 1650, 1660 and 1664), he remained in the colony until 
his death in 1668. He also became known as a surveyor, espe
cially in the town of Québec. He fulfilled important administra
tive functions such as that of Acting Governor of Trois-Rivières 
in 1645 and Attorney-General from 1663 to 1668. Besides his 

plans of Québec prepared in 1660 and 1664, he carried out sur
veys and proposed new military works at Fort St. Louis and the 
Habitation in 1635-36. Unfortunately, no details concerning his 
training as an engineer and his experience previous to his arrival 
in the colony are known. (J. Hamelin, "Jean Bourdon," DBC', 
vol. 1, pp. 115-7; Plans of the First French Settlements on the 
Saint-Lawrence, 1635-1642, McGill University Library, Mont
réal, 1958). 
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arc of a circle whose centre was located near 
Château St. Louis and the Place d'Armes. The 
smallness of the bastions in relation to the length 
of the curtain walls and the shortness of the 
flanks and their position suggest Dutch in
fluence.6 This enceinte, like that built at New 
Amsterdam in 1633,7 expressed the concept of 
flanking in an embryonic stage: very little artil
lery could be used and the ditch was not defended 
directly. 

When Bourdon's trace is compared to that of 
a Dutch theoretician of the same period, such as 
Marolois, a similarity of principle may be noted 
despite their respective peculiarities. Both engi
neers began by deciding upon the bastions' 
flanked angle. Unlike Marolois, however, Bour
don did not limit this angle to 90° for a polygon 
with more than 12 sides.8 As a result, the flanked 
angle was out of proportion to the length of both 
the face and the curtain wall. To obtain a better-
proportioned fortification, it would have been 
necessary to either shorten the curtain wall or 
lengthen the faces. 

Bourdon probably drew his inspiration from 
the knowledge of fortification he had acquired 
before arriving in New France in 1634; at that 
time bastioned fortification was just beginning to 
become established in Europe. The peak of its 
evolution would not be reached before the end of 
the 17th century. The assertion that Bourdon was 
inspired by the Dutch model of the early 17th cen
tury is plausible, since France had not fully 
adopted bastioned fortification. 

The enceinte proposed by Bourdon was not 
very well adapted to the terrain since its southern 
portion was commanded from the heights of Cape 
Diamond. As well, there were no advanced 
works to protect the approaches to the town; this 
allowed the enemy to concentrate his attack and 
made it easier for him to enter the fortress rap
idly. In short, the project's merits are primarily 
in the way it was integrated with the town's 
streets.9 

The enceinte at N e w Ams te rdam resembled the one 
planned by Bourdon in 1664. The bast ions were very small in 
propor t ion to the length of the curtain walls , and since the 
flanks were very short , flanking could not have been suffi
cient. Copy of Coste l lo ' s plan, 1660, I .N. Phelps S tokes Col
lection, Prints Division, The N e w York Public Library , 
Astor , Lenox and Tilden foundat ions . 

Robert de Villeneuve, the First Royal Engineer 
In 1685 the Secretary of State to the Marine, 

Jean-Baptiste de Seignelay, asked Vauban to pro
vide the name of an engineer capable of directing 
fortification work in New France.10 Vauban, 
wishing to keep his best engineers for work in 
progress in Europe , suggested Robert de 
Villeneuve,11 an excellent draftsman who was 
capable of drawing up plans and profiles for a 
site. Moreover, Vauban pointed out to the Minis
ter that on the basis of the surveys sent to him by 
the new engineer, he would be able to make plans 
for the necessary fortifications. In the meantime 
it would be possible for him to find an engineer to 
carry out the accepted projects.12 

Seignelay decided to send Villeneuve to Can
ada, even though he was not qualified to direct 
the work. This probably explains Villeneuve's 

6. In Q. Hughes' book, Military Architecture, London, H. Evelyn, 
1974, p. 148, the author presents an illustration of the Liverpool 
enceinte proposed in 1644 by the Dutch engineer de Gomme; in 
it, the size of the bastions and the length of the curtain wall are 
comparable to those of Bourdon's rampart. 

7. J. W. Reps, The making of Urban America, p. 150. 
8. Bourdon's enceinte may be considered a polygon with 12 sides 

or more, since if its ends were made to meet in a complete circle, 
it would have more than 12 sections. 

9. See Chapter 10, Military Urbanism and the Founding of Québec. 
10. Louise Dechêne, La correspondance de Vauban relative au 

Canada, pp. 9-10, Seignelay to Vauban, 19, 26 March and 2 
April 1685. 

11. Nothing is known of Villeneuve's activities before or after his 
stay in New France. As soon as he arrived in Québec in the 
spring of 1685, Villeneuve went to work and drew up the plan of 
a powder magazine to be constructed at Fort St. Louis. He con
centrated his activities around Québec and made several fine 
plans of the town; notably, that of 1689, that representing the 
siege of 1690, and that of 1692, illustrating his second fortifica
tion project. Villeneuve carried out surveys of Québec, Trois-
Rivières, Montréal and the areas around Fort Niagara and Fort 
Frontenac. He remained in the colony until 1692, except for a 
visit to France from 1689 to 1691. (L. Dechêne, op. cit.; G. 
Morisset, "Robert de Villeneuve" DBC, vol. 1, pp. 679-81). 

12. L. Dechêne, op. cit., pp. 9-10, Vauban to Seignelay, 10 and 29 
March 1685. 
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Marolois' proportions. To trace his fortification, Marolois 
began by determining the flanked angle of the bastions, 
which he obtained by adding 15° to half the angle of the poly
gon. We applied this method to Bourdon's line of fortifica
tion, in which the angle of the polygon measured 168°. Given 
that only one demi-bastion was traced at a time, we drew an 
angle of 84°, corresponding to BÂO, on the figure. To deter
mine half the flanked angle, we then took 42°, delimited by 
CAO, and like Marolois added 7°30' to obtain DÂO. Forty-
eight toises, corresponding to the length of the faces (and 
being the measurement suggested by Marolois for this part), 
was then measured off from A along AD to give AE. From 
point E a line of indeterminate length EG was drawn perpen
dicular to the exterior side AB.An angle of 50° (as stipulated 
by Marolois) was drawn at GÊF, F being the point where 
this arm of the angle meets the line AO. From point F the 
line FH was drawn parallel to AB and the flank EG was 

obtained. Marolois fixed the length of the curtain wall GH at 
72 toises. We transferred this trace to the opposite demi-
bastion, thereby obtaining the line of fortification corre
sponding to the exterior side AB, which measured about 152 
toises. For polygons with 12 sides or more, Marolois fixed 
the flanked angle at 90° (or 45° for half the flanked angle, d 
ÂO) so that it would not be obtuse. He then continued his 
trace in the manner described above. 
The trace of Bourdon's enceinte. Bourdon determined the 
flanked angle of his bastion by adding 30°, double that sug
gested by Marolois, to half the angle of the polygon. Thus for 
a demi-bastion he added 15° to the angle CAO of 42° and 
obtained DÂO. He traced the rest of the fortification accord
ing to the same principles as did Marolois, but made the 
faces of the bastions only 20 toises long instead of 48. Conse
quently the length of the exterior side was diminished. 

poor reception in the colony from the time of his 
arrival. Later, Governor Brisay de Denonville 
would say that the new engineer "est très bon 
(toisseur), et très fidel dessineur, mais po1'. le 
reste il n'a pas l'Esprit assez arrangé, et l'a trop 
court pour pouvoir donner aucune veues po1'. l'es-
tablissement d'un poste, et po1. (pouvoir) en avoir 
la conduite de son chef."13 The plans left by 
Villeneuve verify his excellence as a draftsman. 

Villeneuve presented two projects for forti
fying Québec City. The first, prepared in 1689 
and drawn on the map of île d'Orléans and the 
environs of Québec, tends to confirm Denon-
ville's judgment concerning the engineer.14 The 
trace was very odd, since it comprised two types 
of fortification. To the west of the town the 
enceinte's characteristic feature was a series of 
towers linked by a curtain wall; in short, it was a 

13. AN, Colonies. C'A, 8:11, Denonville to Minister, 8 May 1686. 14. Official correspondence made no mention of this project. 
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During his second stay in the colony Villeneuve pre
sented another fortification project for Québec. Although the 
way in which the works and the general trace were arranged 
are difficult to understand, there seems to have been proper 
flanking, considering the length of each front. Note the trace 

In 1689 Robert de Villeneuve, the first royal engineer 
sent to New France, made a proposal for an enceinte. He 
suggested two different types of ramparts: one for Upper 
Town on its western side and the other surrounding Lower 
Town. R. de Villeneuve, 1689, Bibliothèque nationale, 
France. 

composite work of a medieval nature to which 
were added certain elements of flank defence. 
The enceinte began at a point to the west of the 
Intendant's Palace; from there it climbed Coteau 
Sainte-Geneviève and continued along the limits 
of occupied land to bear to the south-east , 
towards the foot of Cape Diamond. Part of the 

of the palisade interspersed with small redoubts. It was built 
by Major Provost in 1690. R. de Villeneuve, 1692, negative, 
Inventaire des biens culturels; original, Archives nationales, 
France. Section Outre-Mer. 

Cape's heights were occupied by a redoubt. The 
second trace skirted Lower Town, starting at the 
foot of Cape Diamond, extending along Sault-au-
Matelot and joining up with the Palace. It 
consisted of eight bastions linked by curtain 
walls. Three of these bastions contained cavaliers 
in their gorges. It was a classic type of trace, 
roughly following French trends in bastioned for
tification, since the line of defence met the cur
tain wall at the point where it joined the flank.15 

In short, some of Villeneuve's knowledge of the 
subject of fortification is discernible in this proj
ect. It raises several questions, however. Ville
neuve does not seem to have wished to adorn his 
map of Québec with a drawing of the enceinte 
around the town, although he went to the trouble 
of showing the profiles of the two enceintes at the 
bottom of the page. It seems strange that no 
explanatory memorandum accompanied the 
project. 

Villeneuve presented his other project in 
1692, at the time of his second visit to New 
France. He wanted to remedy the weaknesses of 
Provost's palisade built in 169016 and to prepare 

15. It is impossible for us to analyse this trace in any detail because 
of the plan's imprecision. 

16. This work will be studied later in this chapter. It is of interest to 
note that the enceinte proposed by Villeneuve was located in 
more or less the same spot as the line of fortification constructed 
by Provost for the west and south sides of the town. 
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Québec for withstanding a siege. He said that it 
was necessary "d 'y faire une fortification bien 
flanquée de bons Bastions d'une simple muraille 
de seize pieds de hauteur sur quatre pieds 
d'épaisseur, avec un terplein de six pieds de hau
teur par dedans."17 Composed of small bastions 
and several salients, the proposed enceinte began 
at the southern part of the Château Battery, 
which was already constructed, and continued in 
a westerly direction to the top of Cape Diamond, 
extended along Mont-Carmel and bore towards 
the north along the limits of existing construc
tions. From there it skirted the Ursuline and Jes
uit properties and continued to the edge of the 
cliff above the Intendant's Palace. To the north 
and east it extended along the cliff and ended at 
the northern limits of Fort St. Louis. Villeneuve 
also proposed that three cavaliers be constructed, 
two of which would be located in the western part 
of the enceinte and the other in its northern 
portion. In Lower Town, three batteries were 
positioned between the Cul-de-Sac and Sault-au-
Matelot. The fortification was completed by two 
redoubts: one on the heights of Cape Diamond 
and linked to the town by a communication en 
caponnière; the other on the bank of the St. 
Charles River to the north of the Intendant's 
Palace.18 As well, Villeneuve proposed that the 
entire Palace sector be enclosed by an enceinte. 

It is difficult to understand what rules or 
norms determined Villeneuve's trace. As in the 
1689 project, he demonstrated that he had a 
knowledge of various types of fortification, but 
the way in which he arranged them was inconsist
ent. He did not attempt to make the different 
fronts of fortification regular; as well, several sec
tors of the enceinte to the west were visible and 
could be enfiladed and commanded from the 
heights, which he drew on his plan. This was the 
case for the north-west bastion above the Palace 
and the gate a little further south. Nevertheless, 
the different elements of the wall were well 
flanked. Since the longest exterior side did not 
exceed 90 toises, the lines of defence were well 

within the range of musket fire. Villeneuve 
should also be credited for having provided for 
the occupation of strategic points, such as the site 
of the two redoubts and Mont Carmel. 

The French Court did not accept the project. 
It put forward as reasons the immense sums of 
money to be invested as well as the number of 
years necessary to complete the project, whose 
plan "porte une évidente démonstration d'impos
sibilité pour l'exécution."19 In other words, the 
Court also noticed the inconsistencies in the 
trace. 

The weakness of the project and the enor
mous effort in time and money that building the 
proposed enceinte would have required led the 
authorities in the mother country to refuse it.20 

The King's orders had been: 

faire que des fortifications légères seulement 
pu1, parer un coup de main, n'ayant affaire à 
aucune puissance qui soit capable de faire un 
siege, de sorte qu'une simple muraille percée 
de créneaux avec un fossé mediocre et des 
palisades au dehors sont les seules fortifica
tions quil doit admettre en ce pais là.21 

A victim of circumstance, Villeneuve had had a 
most miserable experience at Québec. Although 
Vauban had suggested him because of his talents 
as a draftsman and ability as a surveyor, the colo
nial authorities expected him to do the work of a 
first-rate engineer. In this sense there is justifica
tion for the opinions expressed about Villeneuve, 
since he turned out to be both a very good drafts
man and a poor engineer. Such opinions were 
somewhat distorted, however, since his contem
poraries took into account neither the context in 
which Vauban had recommended him nor his 
genuine competence. 

The Palisade Built by Major Provost in 1690 
After the Lachine massacre, the Iroquois 

threat persuaded Frontenac to enclose the town 
with a palisade. In the absence of Villeneuve, 
who had returned to France , the work was 
directed by Major Provost.22 The enceinte was 

17. AN, Outre-Mer. D.F.C.. no d'ordre 355, "Mémoire du S' de 
Villeneuve, sur les fortifications de Québec ou il arriva en 
1691." 

18. The redoubt on the bank of the St. Charles River had actually 
been built in 1691. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 384, 
"Explication des Fortiffications de Quebec." Beaucours, 8 
November 1712. 

19. AN. Colonies. B. 16:231. "Mémoire du Roy à Frontenac et 
Champigny." 28 March 1693. 

20. The project had been submitted to Vauban for appraisal, but we 
have not come across any reply from him. On this subject, see 
L. Dechêne, op. cit.. p. 14, Frontenac to Vauban. 20 September 
1692. 

21. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 8:176-82'. (Résumé and replies to letters 
from Canada in 1686). 

22. François Provost arrived in Québec in August 1665 in the capac
ity of company Lieutenant in the Carignan-Salières Regiment. 
On his arrival, he was named Town Major for Québec. It was in 
this capacity that he supervised fortification work in 1680-90. He 
earned renown through the zeal with which he carried out the 
various administrative tasks he was entrusted with. For exam
ple, he governed the colony during the interim period created by 
La Barre's recall. In 1687 he acted as Commandant of Montréal 
in de Callière's absence. He was named the King's Lieutenant in 
1692, and in 1699 he became Governor of Trois-Rivières. He 
died at Québec in 1702. (R. Douville. "François Provost." DBC, 
vol. 2. pp. 555-6). 
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The enceinte built by Beaucours in 1693 reflected more 
or less the proportions suggested in Vauban's first system. 
Nevertheless, it could be commanded from various points a 
little further west. Thus the height marked " 1 , " which was 
higher than the site of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion, 
allowed part of the rampart to be seen in reverse. Similarly, 
the height numbered " 3 " enfiladed the right face of the St. 
Louis Bastion, and that marked " 2 " could see the left flank 
of the same bastion in reverse. The high ground indicated by 
" 6 " could enfilade the left flank of the St. Simon Demi-

Bastion. The cross-section of the rampart seems to have 
been drawn through one of the faces, since it was at this 
place that the ditch was narrowest. The ditch's size on the 
profile does not agree with that on the plan, however. The 
developed view gives us an idea of the enceinte's situation in 
relation to the various irregularities of the topography. 
Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 1693, negative, Inventaire des 
biens culturels; original. Archives nationales, France, Sec
tion Outre-Mer. 

finished before the arrival of Phips' fleet. It was 
composed of 11 masonry redoubts linked by a 
palisade.23 From the Intendant's Palace the wall 
climbed the cliff and extended southward, skirted 
the outer edges of Upper Town and ended to the 
south of Fort St. Louis. As well, a palisade bor
dered the shore of the St. Charles River between 
the Palace and the cliff in front of Hôtel-Dieu. 

Following a very jagged trace, Major Prov
ost's fortification had been specifically conceived 
to enclose a town faced with imminent attack; at 
the same time it was to provide the retrenchments 
needed to install artillery. The fact that the period 
of construction lasted only six weeks is an indica
tion of the urgency of the undertaking.24 The 
smallness of the flanks compared with the length 

of the curtain walls made proper flanking impos
sible. The enceinte's trace and works had not 
been determined in relation to the unevenness of 
the terrain. In short, this fortification may be con
sidered a natural reaction to a wish to obstruct an 
enemy. In this sense Provost's palisade fulfilled 
the needs motivating its construction. Its impor
tance resided primarily in the fact that it was the 
First enceinte erected at Québec. As well, its 
small bastion-shaped redoubts indicate that Pro
vost had some understanding of the concept of 
flanking, even if their usefulness remained very 
limited. 

23. AN, Colonies, C'A, 11:23. "Relation de ce qui s'est passé de 
plus remarquable en Canada depuis Le Départ des Vaisseaux au 
Mois de Novembre 1689 Jusqu'au mois de Novembre 1690," 
Monseignat (after 17 November 1690). 

24. AN, Colonies, C'A. 11:86-100, Frontenac to the Minister, 12 
and 20 November 1690. 
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The 1693 rampart. If the capitals of each bastion of the 1693 
project are joined, three exterior sides, AB (180 toises), BC 
( 160 toises) and CD (170 toises) are obtained; from them it is 
possible to reconstitute the proposed enceinte. Let us take 
as an example the exterior side AB measuring 180 toises. A 
perpendicular of indeterminate length should be drawn 
through the centre of AB. One-sixth of the exterior side AB, 
or 30 toises, is measured off on the perpendicular, producing 
EF. (As a general rule in a regular fortification Vauban made 
the perpendicular equal to Vs of the exterior side when forti
fying a square structure, '/? when the structure was a penta
gon, '/6 for a hexagon, and so on for the various other poly
gons.) The line AB, measuring 180 toises, was usually the 
exterior side of a hexagon or heptagon; thus Beaucours, like 
Vauban, made the perpendicular '/<, of AB. Similarly, for 
the sides BC (160 toises) and CD (170 toises), which were 
those of a pentagon in a regular fortification, lh was chosen. 
Once the perpendicular of the exterior side has been deter
mined, the lines of defence are drawn from points A and B to 
intersect the perpendicular at point F. The faces can then be 
delimited by marking off 2h of the length of the exterior side 
AB on the lines of defence from A to G and from B to H. We 
thus obtain faces AG and BH. To determine the flanks, the 
length HG is measured off on the lines of defence (with the 
aid of a compass) from G to J and from H to I. It is then pos
sible to draw the curtain wall IJ. The magistral line obtained, 
AGIJHB, corresponds to the trace of the front of fortifica
tion between the St. John and St. Simon bastions. To com
plete the trace it is necessary only to repeat the operation for 
the exterior sides BC and CD. 

The trace of the orillon on the right flank of the St. Louis 
Bastion. The flank KL must first be divided into three equal 
parts. One of these, KM, is used to trace the orillon. It is 
divided in two at point N from which a perpendicular of inde
terminate length NO is drawn; from point K of the face CK, 
another perpendicular should be drawn, intersecting ON at 
point O. Point O is the centre from which the orillon may be 
drawn, with OK as its radius. To determine the reverse of 
the orillon, ML, or the other part of the flank, is used. From 
the flanked angle of the opposite bastion, B, the line BMP is 
drawn so that MP measures 4 toises. This is called the bris
ure of the flank. The line of defence BL must then be 
extended to Q, LQ being equal to MP, or 4 toises. A straight 
line is drawn between P and Q and from it the equilateral tri
angle PQR. Using point R as a centre, the curve of the flank 
may be drawn with RQ or RP as a radius. As pointed out on 
his specifications of 1693, Beaucours did not follow Vauban 
completely in tracing the reverse of the orillon, since the 
brisure of the flank for all the proposed bastions measured 
only 3 toises. Thus the triangle STU is obtained so that the 
curve of the flank may be traced. 
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Beaitcours and his Projects of 1693, 
1710 and 1712 

The colonial leaders had suggested Beau-
cours2 5 as a replacement for the engineer 
Villeneuve. The King preferred that Levasseur 
de Neré26 become the official engineer of New 
France. In 1693 the colony was once again faced 
with the danger of attack. Provost's enceinte, 
which had been put up some years earlier, no 
longer answered the town's defensive needs, and 
its inadequacy was aggravated by the palisade's 
deterioration. The authorities had soon become 
aware of the enceinte's defects and its temporary 
nature. Since the new engineer Levasseur had 
not yet arrived in the colony, Beaucours pro
posed that the town be enclosed with an earth
work enceinte, which would be revetted with a 
palisade and interrupted by bastions.27 

This new enceinte constructed during 1693 
bordered the existing built-up area. The St. 
Simon Demi-Bastion and the curtain wall 
between it and the St. John Bastion were situated 
immediately to the west of the building sites 
facing Hôtel-Dieu. The St. John Bastion was set 
back slightly from the Jesuits' concession. The 
St. Louis Bastion and the curtain wall linking it 
with the St. John Bastion encompassed the most 
westerly buildings along Saint-Louis Street and 
traversed the Ursulines' property. The Cape Dia
mond Demi-Bastion represented Beaucours' 
wish to occupy some part of the heights of Cape 
Diamond. He also proposed that a "redoubt" be 
built on this site, and used the Moulin heights as 
the building site of a cavalier. He enclosed the 
Intendant's Palace with a type of triangular horn-
work that encompassed the St. Nicholas Redoubt 

on the bank of the St. Charles River. He also pro
vided for two gates, one in the curtain wall 
between the St. Louis Bastion and the Cape Dia
mond Demi-Bastion, and the other between the 
St. John Bastion and the St. Simon Demi-
Bastion. 

This new enceinte was the first construction 
at Québec that was inspired by Vauban's first 
system. Beaucours was explicit on this point.28 

He clearly demonstrated his knowledge of 
Vauban's techniques for deciding upon the pro
portions to be assigned to the trace of the magis
tral line, such as how to calculate the length of the 
perpendiculars and the faces and the method to 
determine the size and position of the flanks and 
the curtain walls. Only the brisure of the flanks 
was calculated somewhat differently The pro
posed rampart thus respected several general 
maxims of fortification. For example, none of the 
bastions' angles was less than 60°.29 Similarly, 
flanking was within the maximum range of 
musket fire, since the longest lines of defence 
measured about 135 toises. 

The ditch constituted one of the most impor
tant elements in fortification. Vauban specified 
that a ditch measuring 10, 12 or 16 toises across 
was very efficient when it was revetted.30 On the 
other hand, Abbé Deidier noted that in a high 
rocky place the ditch could be made narrower but 
deeper.31 Since these ditches did not contain 
water, they had to be made deeper if surprise 
attacks and escalades were to be avoided. The 
ditch proposed by Beaucours measured 8 to 9 
toises across, but its true width is very difficult to 
determine, since the measurement marked on the 
profile does not correspond to that on the plan. 

25. Josué Boisberthelot de Beaucours entered the King's service 
very early: he was enlisted in the navy from his early twenties. 
In 1684 he was midshipman at Brest. It was here it seems that he 
became familiar with Vauban's techniques. He was discharged 
as of 1687: the following year he arrived in Canada as Lieutenant 
in the Troupe de lu Marine. His long career in the King's service 
in New France was distinguished by the ease with which he 
managed to give the colonial leaders full satisfaction in all the 
tasks he undertook. His knowledge of military engineering was 
well employed not only at Québec; as of 1690. he was in charge 
of Trois-Rivières' defences, and in 1710, he directed construc
tion work on the stone fort at Chambly. In 1715 he was assigned 
to the post of engineer at Ile Royale (Cape Breton Island). Dur
ing this period he was also active at Port Dauphin and Port 
Toulouse. His administrative responsibilities were no less 
important: he was Second Lieutenant to the King at île Royale 
in 1715, Commandant of Port Toulouse in 1716 and First Lieu
tenant at île Royale in 1716. As well, on two occasions, he 
assumed the office of Acting Governor of île Royale. In 1730 he 
was named Governor of Trois-Rivières, and, in 1733, Governor 
of Montréal. He held the Jatter post until his retirement in 1748. 
He died in Montréal two years later at the age of 88. He was dec
orated with the Cross of Saint-Louis in 1712. (C.J. Russ, "Josué 
Dubois Berthelot de Beaucours." DBC. vol. 3. pp. 203-6; G. 
Proulx, Jean-Maurice-Josué Boisberthelot de Beaucours: Lieu
tenant du Roy à Lottisboitrg, 1715-1730. Parcs Canada, Travail 
inédit 136. June 1971). 

26. Levasseur de Neré's work will be examined later in this chapter. 
27. The King had already stipulated, when Villeneuve's project was 

refused in 1692, that for the moment, "de bonnes et fortes palis
sades, et des ouvrages de terre doivent suffire, ce sera ensuitte 
aux habitans à les entretenir, sauf a Eux après que la paix sera 
faite a se fortifier plus so l idemen t . " (AN, Colonies , B, 
16:231-31v. "Mémoire du Roy à Frontenac et Champigny," 28 
March 1693. 

28. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 357. "Devis de touttes les 
fortifications q.' l'on a fait a Quebec en l'année 1693 avec un 
project de Ce qu'on croit le plus nécessaire à f a i r e . . . , " 
Beaucours. 

29. It should be recalled that as well as making manoeuvres within 
the bastion difficult, a flanked angle of less than 60° caused the 
masonry revetment or the mass of earth to become very vulnera
ble at this point. 

30. This measurement was taken close to the capital of a bastion on 
the prolongation of one of its faces. Sebastien Le Prestre de 
Vauban, Traité de la Défense des Places. New edition. F.P. 
Foissac. Paris, Magimel. 1794, p. 34. 

31. Abbé Deidier, Le parfait Ingénieur français . . . . p. 27. 
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In 1710 Beaucours presented another project, which fol
lowed almost the same trace as the palisaded rampart of 
1693. This time, however, the revetment would be masonry. 
The Fortifications Council, assembled at the King's orders, 
chose this proposal and thereby abandoned the idea of 
completing Levasseur de Neré's fortifications begun in 1702. 
Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 1710, Copied by Baudoin, 1922, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

As well, we are unable to specify its depth, for it 
would be necessary to know what the soil level 
was before excavation and Beaucours did not 
indicate it on his profile.32 

Beaucours' fortification presented several 
defects concerning its location in relation to 
slopes of the ground. Indeed, most of the fortress 
works were enfiladed or seen in reverse from 
various heights outside the fortification. 
Beaucours did not conceal this and proposed dif
ferent means of remedying the situation. About 
400 feet to the west of the Cape Diamond Demi-
Bastion there existed a height from which it was 
possible to see part of the fortification in reverse. 
Beaucours justified his failure to occupy this 
place by stating that such a work would have 
made it impossible to provide flank defence for 
the rest of the fortification and particularly for the 
left face of the St. Louis Bastion. 

The Cavalier du Moulin was situated on top 
of a cliff from which it was possible to provide the 
Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion and the left face of 
the St. John Bastion with good defence. Never
theless, its smallness did not allow a large amount 
of artillery to be installed. The St. Louis Bastion 
presented several defects related to its position 
since it could be seen in reverse and enfiladed 
from the neighbouring heights. Aware of this, 
Beaucours proposed that traverses be built 
nearby. The first traverse, which extended along 
the left flank of the St. Louis Bastion, protected 
the bastion against the height identified on the 

Although they appear to have been inspired by 
Vauban 's bastioned towers , the towers proposed by 
Beaucours were nonetheless very different. The differences 
lie in both their s t ruc tu re and geometr ical form. 
Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 1710, negative, Public Archives 
of Canada; original, Archives nationales, France, Section 
Outre-Mer. (Portfolio of fortification plans), n.d., Public 
Archives of Canada. 

plan some 100 feet to the west of the left face of 
the St. John Bastion. The second intersected the 
right face of the St. Louis Bastion and extended 
to join up with the Mont Carmel escarpment. This 

32. Nevertheless, if because of the proximity of the bedrock the 
ditch was not dug but rather had its depth determined by the 
height of the counterscarp (which would be the case later on), it 
would have been only six feet deep. 
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traverse covered the right flank as well as a part 
of the adjacent face of the St. Louis Bastion from 
the high ground on the prolongation of the right 
flank of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion. Be
cause of this height, Beaucours proposed that 
several small traverses be built at regular inter
vals along the right face of the St. Louis Bastion 
to prevent enfilade. The left flank of the St. 
Simon Demi-Bastion was enfiladed from a height 
located about 600 feet further west; Beaucours 
remedied the problem by building another trav
erse. It was very unusual for traverses to be used 
in such a way; they were ordinarily built on the 
covered way to check enfilade and ricochet fire. 

It seems that Beaucours experienced numer
ous difficulties in adapting the works he proposed 
to the surrounding topography. The solutions he 
provided were palliative measures and did not 
correct the defects. To the besieger who gained 
control of the heights from which the main work 
could be seen or enfiladed, the traverses pro
posed by Beaucours would hardly present an 
obstacle. He seems to have forgotten that the 
best defence consisted of ensuring that the 
heights were occupied by defensive works. He 
was very much concerned with properly flanking 
the magistral line and did not consider the possi
ble approaches open to the enemy. In short, the 
1693 fortification definitely shows that Beaucours 
was well acquainted with the geometry of 
flanking as represented in Vauban's experiments, 
but he seems to have been completely unaware of 
the military engineer's basic rule: adapting the 
work to the terrain. A study of the 1710 project 
confirms this opinion. 

In 1710, discussions about the site of the 
Québec fortifications were revived. By the 
King's order, the Fortifications Council met to 
make a decision on the matter. Two options were 
submitted: Levasseur's project,33 elaborated in 
1700-02, and Beaucours' new project. Citing as 
reasons the need to economize time, money and 
the number of troops required for defence, the 
Council chose Beaucours' fortification. 

This new project was situated in approxi
mately the same location as the 1693 enceinte. 
Beaucours proposed that the revetment of 
wooden stakes of the old earthwork rampart be 
replaced by a masonry one between the Cape 
Diamond Redoubt and the flanked angle of the 
St. John Bastion. From this point he made the 
enceinte bear more to the west than had the old 
front of fortification34 and directed it towards the 
curtain wall surrounding the St. Nicholas 

Following the Court 's comments, Beaucours made 
some changes in his 1710 project. The "bastioned towers" 
were now located inside the bastions. The trace of the 
enceinte between the Cavalier du Moulin and the St. Roch 
Redoubt was regularized. He also added a ditch and tenailles 
in front of the magistral line. Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 
1712, Copied by Baudoin, 1922, Public Archives of Canada. 

Redoubt. In addition, as in 1693, the right flank of 
the St. John Bastion and the left flank of the 
demi-bastion encircling the Palace Redoubt cor
responded to two successive rises in the ground, 
which appear on the plan of 1710. 

This new project evokes the same reaction as 
the preceding one, since the trace is almost iden
tical to that of 1693. The fact that Beaucours did 
not provide for a ditch made the fortification even 
weaker, for the whole fortress became " à décou
vert." Nevertheless, the introduction of two bas
tioned towers on the salients of the St. John and 
Palace bastions constituted a very interesting and 
unusual element. 

At first sight, the two towers seem to have 
been inspired by Vauban's third system, which 
was adopted at Neuf-Brisach in 1699. Vauban 
traced this type of fortification from the exterior 
side by linking the salients of the two counter-
guards. But in the 1710 project there existed nei
ther outworks nor ditch. Beaucours traced his 
fortification using rasant lines of defence that 
intersected on a very short perpendicular. It is 
not clear how these towers were to be connected 
to the rampart, apart from the fact that Beaucours 
placed them on the salients of the bastions. As 
well, the plan of these towers was very unusual 
and differed considerably from that of Vauban's 
towers. 

In short, this project, although incomplete 
and strategically weak, is of special interest 
because it comprised two bastioned towers 
inspired by Vauban's model at Neuf-Brisach. 

33. Levasseur's project will be studied later in this chapter. 34. This front corresponded to the exterior side linking the capital of 
the St. John Bastion and that of the St. Simon Demi-Bastion; it 
measured \S0 toises. 
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The trace of the magistral line of the 1712 project. On this 
plan Beaucours' 1712 trace may be compared to the same 
fortification, elaborated according to Vauban's proportions. 
Beaucours reduced the perpendicular to 10 toises and fixed 

the length of the faces at 30 toises, except for the right face of 
the bastion near the Cavalier du Moulin. The flanks were 
drawn according to Vauban's methods. 

Other works were added to Beaucours' project. These 
comprised a covered way and places of arms located in the 
re-entering angles. As well, it seems that an attempt was 
made to occupy the heights opposite the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt with a type of hornwork. It was also proposed that 

redoubts be constructed on the sites of the Joubert, La Gla
cière and St. Louis bastions. Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 
1713, negative, Inventaire des biens culturels; original, 
Archives nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 
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The tenailles, ditch and covered way, as proposed in 
1712-13. The ditch illustrated on the 1712 plan measured 
15 toises wide. This width was marked off on the flanked 
angle of the bastions, from B to L and from A to K. The 
counterscarp was then delimited by drawing lines directed to 
the shoulders of the opposite bastions from L to M and from 
K. to M. This operation was repeated for the other exterior 
sides. The tenailles were traced along the rasant lines of 
defence AF and BE, leaving a space of 3 toises, CG and DH, 
between the shoulder of the bastion and the beginning of the 
tenaille. Another passageway of 2 toises, JI, had to be made 
at the centre where the two lines of defence intersected. On 

the 1713 plan Beaucours set aside 5 toises of the ditch's 
width to make a covered way. Once this was done the coun
terscarp was marked by the line L'M'K' and the inner edge 
of the glacis or the parapet of the covered way was delimited 
by LMK. As well, places of arms were located in the 
re-entering angles of the glacis and the covered way. From 
point M', 12 toises were measured off from M' to N and from 
M' to O to delimit the demi-gorges of the places of arms. To 
determine the length of the faces, two arcs were drawn, hav
ing a radius of 18 toises and their centres at points N and O to 
intersect at point P. 

Once again, Beaucours demonstrated that he had 
a good knowledge of the various elements of for
tification, but he seems to have been incapable of 
co-ordinating the elements properly. 

The King ratified the Council's decision and 
approved the new project, even though he had 
accepted Levasseur's fortification a few years 
previously.35 The Court's orders explicitly stipu
lated that a ditch as deep and wide as possible be 
added to Beaucours' plan. It was pointed out that 
a fortification without a ditch was worthless and 
this was especially true at Québec since the pro
posed wall was not very thick.36 Beaucours 
replied that in a single season of work he could 
not prepare the defences of all the bastions and 

dig a proper ditch. For this reason he proposed in 
1712 that the towers be placed in the middle of the 
bastions' gorges as a measure of protection. He 
also wanted to make the rampart thicker so that it 
might offer adequate resistance to artillery fire. 
As for the ditch, he added that he could "Elever 
des glacis assés haut pour en couvrir bien le pied 
car on ne peut pas aprofondir beaucoup dans le 
roc ." 3 7 In short, the Court 's comments led 
Beaucours to formulate a project that was appre
ciably different from that which the Fortifications 
Council had ratified; as a result the fortification 
proposed in 1712 was quite changed in appear
ance. 

35. AN, Colonies, B, 33:305v-6. Memorandum from the King to 
Vaudreuil and Raudot. 7 July 1711. 

36. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 388, "Explication du plan 
de Québec," 14 November 1713. 

37. Ibid. 
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Since an attack was feared in 1697, Levasseur de Neré 
made some entrenchments to the west of the enceinte as a 
rapid method of compensating for the defects in Beaucours' 
fortification. These works consisted of a hornwork and a 
"small fort" on the heights of Cape Diamond, as well as two 
demi-lunes linked by a covered way and placed before the 
front between the Royal and du Coteau bastions. (Levasseur 
de Neré) (1698), Copied by Morin, Public Archives of Can
ada. 

The trace of the fortification according to the 
1712 plan was different from that of 1710 except 
for the section between the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt and the Cavalier du Moulin.18 From the 
Cavalier du Moulin to the St. Roch Redoubt, 
Beaucours laid out the enceinte much more regu
larly, with the exterior sides measuring 130, 140 
and 150 toises. Since the perpendicular of the 
exterior side measured only 10 toises, the bas
tion's gorges were not very deep. Beaucours 
departed from the rules established by Vauban 
and made the faces each 30 toises long, with the 
exception of the right face of the bastion near the 
Cavalier du Moulin. By superposing this front of 
fortification on a trace made to conform to 
Vauban's proportions, we can observe the result 
of making the perpendicular short in relation to 
the exterior sides. When the length of Beaucours' 
fortification is calculated, we are led to conclude 
that he reduced the amount of masonry required 
in linear toises by five per cent, as compared with 
the trace conforming to Vauban's principles. 
John Muller pointed out that engineers did not all 
agree on the length of the perpendicular. One 
thing is certain: the longer the perpendicular, the 
longer the flanks would be. Muller added: "But 
then the expences increase also in proportion, 
and consequently the length of the perpendicular 
should be determined according to the expence, 
which a state will be at, and according to the 
importance of the place."19 

Beaucours added a ditch and tenailles on the 
1712 plan and traced them according to Vauban's 

One of the merits of Levasseur's 1700 project lay in the 
way in which it was adapted to the terrain. The enceinte 
encompassed part of the heights of Cape Diamond from 
which the 1693 rampart was commanded. This new line of 
fortification was situated for the most part on the same site 
as the 1697 entrenchments. Levasseur de Neré, 1700, 
Copied by Baudoin, 1921, Public Archives of Canada. 

method. In 1713 he completed the plan by adding 
a covered way and places of arms in front of the 
curtain walls. As well, he seems to have wanted 
to occupy the heights of Cape Diamond by 
placing a work, which looks like a hornwork, in 
front of the "redoubt." He also proposed that 
redoubts be set up on the three bastions that 
Levasseur de Neré had built a few years earlier to 
facilitate "La vue de la campagne a la Redoute du 
Cap et donnerait moins despace a l'ennemi pour 
sy retrancher en cas quelle fut prise."40 

All things considered, Beaucours demon
strated again in 1710 and 1712 that he lacked the 
skill required to adapt a fortification to the topog
raphy. His last project was situated on nearly the 
same site as that of 1693 and most of the works 
could be enfiladed or seen in reverse. In 1713 he 
corrected this weakness somewhat by proposing 
that redoubts be constructed on Levasseur's bas
tions a little to the west; he thus occupied the 
entire heights of Cape Diamond. By doing so, he 
confirmed the validity of Levasseur's trace. 

Beaucours showed that he had a good knowl
edge of how works should be flanked. But 
although he succeeded in constructing the 1693 
fortification according to an established and well-
proportioned model, he failed to achieve the 
same degree of perfection in 1710 with the project 
for bastioned towers. Vauban made these towers 
into auxiliary works, whereas Beaucours used 
them as principal works. As well, in 1710 he 
committed the error of making no provision for a 
ditch, when one of the most important objectives 

38. This section had already been begun. 
39. J. Muller, A Treatise Containing the Elementary Part of Fortifi

cation . . . . p. 76. 

40. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 384, "Explication des for-
tiffications de Québec," Beaucours, 8 November 1712. By try
ing to occupy all these heights, did he not acknowledge that 
Levasseur's fortification had some merit? 
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The trace of Levasseur de Neré's enceinte. Levasseur de 
Neré drew up his project according to Vauban ' s general pro
port ions; however , the perpendiculars were uniformly 10 
toises long. To adapt the project to the terrain, the engineer 
was obliged to shorten and reorient certain faces; for exam
ple, the front BC. Face CD equalled 2h of the length of the 
exter ior side, and face BE was shortened because of its posi

tion on top of a s teep s lope. The flanks were then drawn 
according to V a u b a n ' s method . On the front A B , the brisure 
of the curtain wall cor responded to a second flank created by 
the rasant and fichant lines of defence, B F and BG respec
tively. This side could thus be bet ter defended without 
extending the fortification further to the west . 

of bastioned fortification was to ensure that the 
main work was not exposed to the enemy. It 
should also be taken into consideration that the 
King wanted Québec to have a permanent for
tification at that time. In this sense, even if 
Beaucours ' fortification was revetted with 
masonry, it was of a temporary nature only, since 
it confined the town far too much.41 As well, the 
fortification would have been more effective had 
the enceinte occupied the heights of Cape 
Diamond. 

Levasseur de Neré 
Levasseur de Neré was the second royal 

engineer sent to the colony. Having worked at 
Vauban's side, he was probably one of the most 
experienced engineers to be sent to Québec. He 
had also participated in numerous sieges.42 

On his arrival in Québec he noticed the 
weaknesses of Beaucours' fortification (1693). To 
remedy them, he proposed in 1697 that temporary 
works be constructed. He suggested building a 
hornwork first, ending on the north side in an 
indented trace and flanked by a small fort named 
"de la Glacière." He placed this work on the 
heights of Cape Diamond to cover the main work 

41. See Chapter 11, Military Urbanism and Quebec's Physical 
Growth During the French Regime. 

42. Jacques Levasseur de Neré was born in Paris around 1662. His 
engineering studies were marked by the time he spent at the 
Académie Royale at Rennes, from 1680 onward. As of 1684 he 
was admitted into the corps of engineers and his first posting led 
him to Bayonne. He worked for three years at Saint-Jean-Pied-
de-Port in the Pyrenees and one year at La Rochelle with the 
title of sub-engineer. He spent another year at Nancy before tak
ing part in several sieges under Vauban's command during the 
War of the League of Augsburg. He also participated in the 
sieges of Lavmagnol, Loiiy, Arras and Namur. In 1691 he was 
named Captain of the infantry in the Anjou Regiment. In 1694 he 
became engineer of New France with the brevet of ship's ensign 

and company Captain in the Troupes de la Marine. His stay, 
which lasted until 1720, was interrupted by several trips back to 
France (1697-1700, 1706, 1709-17 and 1720; however, the last 
time he came to the colony it was not as an engineer: he had 
come back for personal matters). Besides his active role in forti
fying Québec, he made numerous fortification plans for Mont
réal, Trois-Rivières , Sorel, Prairie de la Madeleine and 
Chambly. Chambly was of special concern to Levasseur de 
Neré, since he proposed that it be set up as a seat of government 
and asked to be placed in charge of it. He died sometime after 
1723. He had been made Knight of the Order of Saint-Louis in 
1704. (AN, Colonies , D2C, 47:153- 153v; J .S . Pri tchard, 
"Jacques Levasseur de Neré," DBC, vol. 2, pp. 449-51). 
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Modifications were made to the 1700 project. The trace 
was regularized, a bastion added and covered way made in 
front of the escarp, taking the place of a ditch. Levasseur de 
Neré, 1702, Copied by Baudoin, 1921, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

and prevent an enemy approach.43 To the west of 
the St. John Bastion and the St. Simon Demi-
Bastion,44 Levasseur constructed two demi
lunes. The demi-lune named "terrain mauvais," 
opposite the left face of the St. John Bastion, was 
laid out in such a way that its left flank served as a 
second flank to that of the bastion behind it. The 
sloping ground to the west of the Fort de la 
Glacière was covered entirely by the demi-lune's 
left face. The St. John Demi-Lune a little to the 
north occupied the area commanding the curtain 
wall between St. John's Gate and the St. Simon 
Demi-Bastion. He constructed a covered way 
opposite the right face of the St. John Bastion to 
be used as a ditch. Levasseur placed another cov
ered way along the hill above the Intendant's Pal
ace "tant pour favoriser la retraite des trouppes 
que pour n'estre point veu de revers."45 It was 
flanked on the west by an "avant-face," whose 
purpose was to keep the enemy away from the 
main work. 

The trace of these works was not entirely in 
keeping with their classic use. They all played a 
similar role, since they were entrenchments 
serving to cover the main work. As far as 
Levasseur was concerned, these works were not 
at all permanent; they constituted temporary 
measures to face imminent attack by the English. 
They are representative of Levasseur's appraisal 
of the town's topography, however, since his 

subsequent project for permanent fortifications 
would occupy more or less the same strategic 
positions. 

In 1700 Levasseur presented a project for 
fortifying Quebec's Upper Town. The layout of 
the various works shows that they had been well 
adapted to the terrain. The unevenness of the 
ground was exploited to the fortification's advan
tage and used to determine its layout, unlike pre
vious projects in which the strength of the main 
work had been reduced because of the various 
heights. Levasseur mentioned that he had 

situez tous les ouvrages de cette nouvelle 
enceinte sur les testes des hauteurs et Jay 
encein Le gros Cap aux Diamans qui est la 
plus Considérable affin dy renfermer tous les 
fonds et les Colines a la faveur desquelles on 
pouvoit se dérober et approcher la ville Jus-
qua la portée du pistolet Sans Compter qu'il 
Commandent absolument la ville.46 

The St. Michel and La Glacière bastions and the 
demi-bastion to the south encompassed Cape 
Diamond and were situated on the same sites as 
the hornwork and the little La Glacière fort con
structed in 1697. Similarly, the "terrain mauvais" 
and St. John bastions, situated further to the 
north, were placed on the demi-lunes, which had 
been set up previously. 

Levasseur did not take any measures to reg
ularize his fronts of fortification, however, since 
the exterior sides varied in length from 70 to 175 
toises. He demonstrated that he had a great 
capacity for adapting his work to the geography, 
although his project shows a few weaknesses. 
First, he did not plan to excavate ditches, which 
made it easier for an eventual enemy to see the 
main work. Secondly, some fronts, such as that 
which corresponded to the exterior side linking 
the salients of La Glacière and St. Michel bas
tions, had disproportionately long faces. The line 
of defence at this spot measured 150 toises, a dis
tance that represented the maximum range of 
musket fire. 

The project was submitted to Vauban. He 
approved it, proposed some corrections and rec
ommended it favourably to the Minister, pointing 
out that it would be necessary to provide funds to 
begin the work.47 The changes suggested by 
Vauban are probably the reason for Levasseur's 

43. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 365, "Mémoire concernant 
les ouvrages de la fortiffication de Québec faits en 1693. 1695. et 
1697 Et qui restent à faire en 1700," Levasseur de Neré, 1700. 

44. Levasseur named these two batteries the Royal Bastion and the 
du Coteau Demi-Bastion respectively. 

45. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C. no. d'ordre 365, "Mémoire concernant 
les ouvrages. 

46. AN, Colonies, C'A, 18:349v, "Mémoire Concernant les ouvra
ges de la fortiffication de Quebek en 1700," Levasseur de Neré, 
6 November 1700. 

47. G. Marcel, Cartographie de la Nouvelle-France, Paris, 1885, 
Maisonneuve frères et Ch-Leclerc, pp. 22-3, Vauban to the Min
ister, 30 March 1700. Marcel indicates that this letter bears the 
number 367 in the Dépôt des Fortifications des Colonies. The 
document is missing from the original collection, however. 
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In 1715, through the intermediary Renau , the Council of 
the Marine decided to take the Québec fortifications in hand 
and presented a project that could be slightly modified if the 
t opog raphy m a d e it n e c e s s a r y . T h e p r o p o s e d ence in t e 
extended regularly along a straight line and plans were 
included for a ditch, tenailles and a covered way with places 
of a rms. (La Guer Morville and Renau d 'El içagaray) , 1715, 
Public Archives of Canada . 

modifications in 1702. This fortification had a 
much more regular trace, since the exterior sides 
varied only from 105 to 140 toises. The lines of 
defence were reduced to a length that respected 
the average range of musket fire. Again, it seems 
that this fortification's adaptation to the terrain 
was one of its merits; as well, the ground's une-
venness was taken into account in determining 
the length of the faces. 

To remedy the principal deficiency of his ini
tial project, Levasseur proposed that a covered 
way measuring about eight toises wide and artifi
cially delimiting a ditch be built in front of the 
magistral line. This work had the appearance of a 
fausse-braye. Here again, the failure to provide a 
conventional ditch made the fortification more 
vulnerable. If the purpose of the flank was to 
sweep the ditch up to the area in front of the face 
of the opposite bastion, this role was almost elim
inated by the absence of a ditch, unless the cov
ered way was only slightly raised.48 If this was 
the case, the magistral line or the main work was 

exposed and could be seen easily by the enemy. 
Levasseur seems to have tried to correct this 
weakness by drawing part of the enceinte on an 
inverted arc; once installed, the artillery could 
theoretically defend more than one front at a 
time. 

Levasseur's fortification was never finished, 
even though it was accepted by the King and 
begun in 1701. It was not very popular with some 
colonial leaders, particularly the Intendants 
Raudot. The latters' correspondence with the 
Minister and the Fortifications Council's decision 
in favour of Beaucours' project confirmed this. It 
seems that Levasseur's lack of popularity with 
the Raudots depended more on a conflict over 
their jurisdiction than on the fortification project. 
Their arguments in matters of fortification were 
unfounded. The Raudots considered that Levas
seur's project, because of its great length, would 
necessitate a garrison of 6,000 to 8,000 men, 
whereas Galliffet, Governor of Trois-Rivières,49 

believed that Levasseur's project required only 
an additional 500 or 600 men to ensure an ade
quate defence, compared with that of Beau-
cours.50 It is evident that the Raudots were 
exaggerating. If the size of Levasseur's fortifica
tion is compared with that of Beaucours' in 1710, 
it can be established that the only place in which 
Levasseur's project covered a larger area was 
around the Cape Diamond sector, where the forti
fication skirted part of the heights. Thus 
Levasseur's enceinte could not have required as 
many men as the Raudots suggested.51 The con
tribution of the population of the town and the 
surrounding countryside to the garr ison 's 
strength should also be taken into consideration. 
Furthermore, in 1701 Levasseur's project had 
been accepted without having such arguments 
brought against it. 

Comparing Levasseur's enceinte to the best 
fortresses of Flanders, the Raudots accused him 
of wanting to provide Québec with more defence 
than it required. They did not believe in the possi
bility of a "formal" siege at Québec; at the very 

48. We have no dimensions for this work's profile. 
49. As Governor of Trois-Rivières, Galliffet was a member of the 

Fortifications Council that met in 1710. 
50. AN, Co lon ies , C " G , 4 :175-181 v , IRaudot père] to 

Pontchartrain, 15 November 1709; Outre-Mer, D.F.C. no. 
d'ordre 382, "Mémoire sur les fortiffications de Quebec," Gal
liffet, 2 November 1710. 

51. The relationship between the size of the enceinte and the num
ber of men needed to defend it cannot be established very pre
cisely, but Louis Grodecki reports that the ratio was about 600 
men per bastion. According to this calculation, Levasseur's 
enceinte could have required 4,000 men, whereas the 1710 proj
ect, if its bastioned towers are taken into account, would have 
demanded a strength of about 2,700 soldiers. This estimate might 

be misleading if the bastions' size and their distribution with 
respect to the length of the enceinte are not taken into account. 
In 1771 John Marr noted that one man had to be calculated for 
every three feet of enceinte. According to this ratio, Levasseur's 
fortification needed 1,500 men and Beaucours' 1,250. These fig
ures demonstrate the difficulty of estimating a defender's 
strength on the basis of pre-established ratios unless the ratios 
specify the factors permitting their use. The fact remains that, 
according to either of the calculations, the increase in the num
ber of soldiers required for Levasseur 's rampart came to 
between 15 and 30 per cent. (PRO, W.O. 55/1820, ff. 62-3, Man-
to Prévost, 6 March 1771; L. Grodecki, "Vauban, urbaniste," 
XVIIe siècle. Bulletin de la Société d'Étude du XVIIe siècle. 
nos. 36-7, (July - October 1957, p. 333.) 
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Renau's proposal of 1715. The exterior side AB measured 
160 toises. Renau made the perpendicular CD equal to lh of 
AB. He then drew the rasant lines of defence AG and BF, on 
which, like Vauban, he delimited the faces AH and Bl, 
which equalled 2h of the exterior side. To delimit the flank, 
he used the fichant lines of defence AK and BJ, which inter
sected at E on the perpendicular CD; CE equalled '/« of the 
exterior side. He thus created a second flank on the curtain 
wall (JF and GK), which made it possible to install extra 
artillery. The tenaille LMNO was drawn by first measuring 
off 20 toises on the rasant lines of defence from L to M and 
from O to N, while leaving a passageway of 5 toises between 

the end of the face of the bastion and the beginning of the 
tenaille (HL and 10). Then, from point E, which corre
sponded to the intersection of the fichant lines of defence, 
a line MN was drawn parallel to AB. The ditch measured 
10 toises wide and the covered way, 6. The place of arms 
was located in the re-entering angle of the counterscarp at 
point P. From this point the demi-gorges PR and PQ were 
delimited at 20 toises each. The capital of the place of arms 
was then found using points Q and R as centres and a radius 
of 30 toises. Traverses were located in the covered way on 
the prolongation of the faces of the places of arms, as well as 
on each side of the bastions' flanked angle. 

most they feared a coup de main "parceque nos 
ennemis ne peuvent pas y amener n'y un assez 
gros Corps de t rouppes , des Equipages de 
Guerre, n'y aussy des vivres pour pouvoir y Sub
sister Longtemps."52 It seems that Phips' attack 
in 1690 had been soon forgotten. As well, the fact 
that Walker's fleet sailed up to Québec in 1711 is 
surely at variance with the Raudots' assertion. 
They do not seem to have attached great impor
tance to Québec in the sense that they did not 
believe that the capital of the colony required per
manent fortifications capable of resisting a siege. 

Levasseur, like Villeneuve, did not succeed 
in gaining the approval of several colonial 
leaders. He had nevertheless submitted a 
worthwhile fortification project considering 
Quebec's importance for the colony; as well, the 

project was evidently well adapted to the topog
raphy. The project's merits had been enhanced 
by an effort in 1702 to regularize the trace, 
although the absence of a ditch remained an evi
dent weakness. In the light of the additions made 
by Beaucours on the plans of 1712 and 1713, the 
cost of Levasseur's fortification only appeared to 
be greater than that of Beaucours. In this sense 
the preference given to Beaucours' project in 
1710 by the colony's Fortifications Council seems 
unjustified. Beaucours benefitted from the sup
port of the colonial leaders, particularly the 
Raudots. The first project presented by the engi
neer Chaussegros de Léry in 1716 covered more 
or less the same area as Levasseur's, but did not 
provoke comparable opposition. It would even be 
accepted by the King in 1718. 

52. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:176v, [RaudotptVe] to Pontchartrain, 15 
November 1709. 
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Portrait of Gaspard-Joseph Chaussegros de Léry . F . 
Baillargé, 1786, Musée du Q u é b e c . 

Title page of Chaussegros de L é r y ' s "Tra i t é de Fortifi
c a t i o n . " Public Archives of Canada . 

The Mother Country's Project 
Once the Treaty of Utrecht was signed, the 

fortification work begun at Québec in 1712 after 
Beaucours ' project had been accepted was 
brought to a halt. Nevertheless, since the colonial 
authorities still wanted to complete Quebec's 
defences, the Council of the Marine decided to 
take the situation in hand through the intermedi
ary of the engineer Bernard Renau d'Eliça-
garay." 

Renau questioned Beaucours' approved proj
ect, on which construction had begun during the 

war. He pointed out that the Cape Diamond 
"Redoubt" "n'est défendue d'aucun endroit en 
plus que tout le terrain qui est entre cette redoute 
et la Coste, ce qui rend ce costé très faible."54 

He proposed that a new enceinte be placed fur
ther to the west; in his opinion this enceinte 
would not require more men to defend it. 

Consisting of three bastions and two demi-
bastions and following a straight line Renau's 
proposed enceinte had a regular layout, with each 
of the exterior sides measuring 160 toises. The 
way in which the enceinte was constructed pre-

53. Although he had acquired vast experience in fortifications, 
Bernard Renau d'Eliçagaray was better known for his feats in 
the navy. Having shown a particular interest for mathematics 
and philosophy, in 1679 at the age of 27 he obtained a position 
through the influence of Seignelay with Count de Vermandois. 
Admiral of France. He thus had the opportunity to employ his 
projects for perfecting shipbuilding. He invented a machine for 
drawing models for ships' parts. In 1680 he suggested con
structing bomb galliots, another of his inventions, to bombard 
Alger. After the death of his protector, he joined Vauban in 
Flanders. In 1688 he conducted the siege of Philippsburg. He 
also took part in those of Manheim and Frankenthal. During the 
War of the Feague of Augsburg, he maintained, in opposition to 
Louvois, that the French navy could withstand those of England 
and Holland combined. In 1691 he accompanied Louis XIV to 
the siege of Mons. as well as to Namur the following year. In 
1702 he served in Spain under Philip V to repair the fortifications 
of major towns. He took part in the siege of Gibraltar in 1704, 

but without success. Under the Regency he was decorated with 
the Cross of Saint-Louis and sat on the Council of the Marine. It 
was in this capacity that he gave his opinion in 1715 on the forti
fications of Montréal and Québec. He died in 1719. He had been 
made an honorary member of the Académie des Sciences in 
1699. In 1689 he had published a work entitled Théorie Je la 
Manoeuvre des vaisseaux. (Col. A.M. Augoyat. Aperça histori
que sur les fortifications, les ingénieurs, le corps dit génie en 
France. Paris. Ch. Tanera. 1864, vol. L p p . W4-5; Nouvelle Bio
graphie générale, vol. 41, pp. 987-9; Biographie universelle, vol. 
35, pp. 404-5; Albert de Rochas d'Aiglun, Vanhan, sa famille, 
ses écrits, ses oisivetés et sa correspondance: analyse et 
extraits, Geneva, Slatkine Reprints. 1972. (Reprint of the 1910 
edition) vol. 2. p. 301.) 

54. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 36:259, "Avis de M. Renault sur les fortifi
cations de Québec." 22 January 1716. 
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sented an interesting peculiarity in that Renau 
made a double flank, created by rasant and 
fichant lines of defence. The project also included 
plans for building tenailles in front of the curtain 
walls, a ditch 10 toises wide, and a covered way 
interrupted by places of arms at the re-entering 
angles. Renau noted that it would be possible to 
add demi-lunes later. 

The engineer mentioned that it was very 
important to construct a ditch, even though the 
bedrock made its excavation difficult. Quebec's 
defence was favoured by the fact that the enemy 
could not use trenches to approach the town. But 
if the main work were not protected by a ditch it 
would be exposed and the enemy could breach it 
with the batteries he installed. Therefore Renau 
suggested, as had the subengineer Morville the 
previous year, that the ditch be dug into the rock; 
the stones needed for constructing the main work 
would be obtained at the same time.55 

Almost as soon as he arrived in the colony, the engineer 
Chaussegros de Léry, faithful to his instructions, surveyed 
the town and presented two fortification projects. In the first 
one, Chaussegros noted that he had modified Renau's proj
ect somewhat, given the presence of the heights of Cape Dia
mond. In the second project, although the location of the 
enceinte's extremities was the same as in the first, an 
attempt was made to avoid the brisure followed by its trace. 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1716, Archives nationales, France, 
Section Outre-Mer. 

The main weakness of Renau's project lies in 
his failure to take the peculiarities of the terrain 
into account. He was aware of this and regretted 
that he had had no profile of Quebec's terrain at 
his disposal. He mentioned that a competent 
engineer should be sent to Québec to survey the 
land and make the necessary changes in his 
project.56 

Overall, Renau's project shows that the 
Council was seriously considering the importance 
of fortifying Québec. The proposed fortification 
offered several advantages with respect to its 
trace and the flanking of its works. Nevertheless, 
the authorities were aware that an engineer would 
have to be sent to adapt the project to the terrain. 

The Work of Chaussegros de Léry 
To follow up Renau's project the Council of 

the Marine sent Gaspard-Joseph Chaussegros de 
Léry to Québec in 1716. The son of an engineer, 
Chaussegros seems to have been initiated into the 
profession by his father; he did not belong to the 
French corps of engineers, however. He took 
part in the siege of Turin in 1706 at the side of 
Marquis de Vibraye. In 1708 he participated in 
the landing attempted by James the Great Pre
tender on the Scottish coast. He subsequently 
became captain of the infantry in the Du Sault 

55. PAC, MG2, B', vol. 8, pp. 325-31, "Mémoire suivant le Plan des 
Fortiffications de Quebec fait par le S. Morville, Sous-
ingénieur," 1715 and AN, Colonies, C'A, 36:259-61, "Avis de 
M. Renault. . ." 

56. Ibid. 
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These different developed views and profiles illustrate 
to what degree Quebec's topography could vary over a short 
distance. The letters and numerals refer to the exact point on 
the preceding plan (with overlays) at which the measure

ments were taken. Chaussegros de Léry, 1716, negative, 
Public Archives of Canada; original, Archives nationales, 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

This detail and developed view of the first 1716 project 
make it easier to understand why Chaussegros de Léry 
wanted to encompass part of the heights of Cape Diamond. 
He pointed out that "Lennemy étant logé sur la hauteur vers 
langle flanqué du bastion C le dedans des chemins couverts 
H et I, et des faces K et L seroient enfilez, et Lintérieur des 

faces droites des places d'armes marquées M, N, et O 
seroient vues à revers, de même que les flancs P et Q ce qui 
rendrait mauvaise toutes les parties que je viens de nomer." 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1716, negative, Public Archives of 
Canada; original, Archives nationales, France, Section 
Outre-Mer. 

Regiment. Before arriving in Québec, he was 
attached to the Council of the Marine.57 

In 1714 he finished a fortification treatise, 
which he divided into eight books.58 In the first 
three he described the way in which a regular for
tification should be traced and presented the 

methods of various well-known engineers. He 
emphasized a method that was very similar to 
that of Count de Pagan. The fourth book stressed 
the need for making irregular forts as regular as 
possible and made proposals for new models of 
fortification that particularly bring to mind the 

57. Chaussegros de Léry arrived in the colony in 1716, at the age of 
34. Following his instructions faithfully, he returned to France in 
1718 and came back the next year, this time to remain here until 
his death in 1756. He was decorated with the Cross of Saint-
Louis in 1741. Chaussegros de Léry's work was far from limited 
to fortifications and military constructions at Québec. He was 
responsible for building the Montréal enceinte from 1718 
onward. Around 1720, he directed important repair work on Fort 
Chambly. He constructed the machicolated house at Niagara in 
1726, the redoubt at Pointe à la Chevelure in 1731, and Fort 
Saint-Frédéric in 1737. He also worked on several religious and 
civil buildings, such as the facade of Notre Dame Church in 

Montréal in 1721; Château St. Louis in 1725; the reconstructed 
Intendant's Palace in 1726; the facade of the Jesuits' Church in 
1730; the Bishop's Palace in 1742; the Cathedral of Québec in 
1745; and the King's forges in Quebec's Lower Town around 
1749. He was consulted about the St. Maurice Ironworks and the 
Palace shipyards in 1737 and those at Cul-de-Sac in 1746. (P.G. 
Roy, "La famille Chaussegros de Léry," BRH, vol. 40, no. 10, 
(October 1934), pp. 577-614; F.J. Thorpe, "Gaspard Joseph 
Chaussegros de Léry," DBC, vol. 3, pp. 124-8.) 

58. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifi
cation." 
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The trace of the 1716 enceinte. The trace of the 1716 fortifi
cation was slightly more complex, since Chaussegros de 
Léry drew it according to two somewhat different systems. 
To illustrate this point we have used the project's southern 
portion, whose exterior sides are designated by AB, BC and 
DE. On the one hand, the bastions with straight flanks were 
drawn according to Vauban's method. Thus for the exterior 
side AB Chaussegros made the perpendicular xk the length 
of the side. Afterwards, he drew the rasant lines of defence 
and marked off the faces as being equal to 2h of the exterior 
side. He could then determine the flanks and curtain wall. 
On the other hand, the bastions with orillons were drawn 
according to a method that he recommended in his treatise 
and that strongly resembled the system elaborated by Count 
de Pagan. The front DE and the northern portion of the proj
ect were traced according to this method. Chaussegros 
began by drawing the curtain wall parallel to the exterior side 
at a distance equal to 'U of DE. He then made the demi-
curtain walls HF and HG '/s the length of the exterior side 
DE. (In his treatise, Chaussegros suggested this method for 
polygons of more than 5 sides whose flanks had orillons.) At 
the same time he traced the rasant lines of defence DG and 
EF. From points F and G he could then draw flanks FC and 
GI perpendicular to the lines of defence. The trace of front 
BC was slightly more complex, since there was both a 
straight flank and a flank with an orillon. This meant that 
both methods set out above were used . As well , 

Chaussegros drew a bastion in the shape of a platform in the 
re-entering angle of the fortification. To begin, he drew the 
curtain wall parallel to the exterior side and separated from it 
by a distance equal to 'U of the length BC. He then made 
each of the demi-curtain walls LH and LK equal to lk of the 
exterior side BC. (For the straight flanks, Chaussegros used 
a proportion of lk, rather than Vs.) He then drew the lines 
of defence BK and CJ (CJ was situated on the prolongation 
of the line of defence DG of front DE; this meant that face 
DC of the platform-shaped bastion was shared by the two 
fronts of fortification). Flank KD was drawn perpendicular 
to BK. Flank JM was determined differently, since it was not 
intended to have an orillon. Chaussegros had already 
marked off the demi-curtain wall JL, J being the point at 
which the flank met the curtain wall; this order was the 
reverse of that ordinarily used by Vauban to trace a fortifica
tion. Chaussegros drew flank JM in the following way: tak
ing the angle of the shoulder D as a centre and a radius equal 
to the distance DJ, he drew an arc that intersected the line of 
defence BK at point M; he thus obtained the face BM. Once 
the straight flanks were determined, Chaussegros traced the 
orillons according to Vauban's method. He divided the flank 
into three equal parts; one of these was used to make the 
orillon and the two others , the brisure of the flank. 
Chaussegros was not following the method described in his 
treatise when he used half the straight flank for the orillon 
and the other half for the brisure. 

period in which Europe witnessed a proliferation 
of fortification models, often very complicated 
and impossible, since every engineer set about 
writing a fortification treatise. He also devoted a 
chapter to the construction of gates, guérites and 
barracks, and another to attacking fortresses.59 

In 1727 Governor Charles de Beauharnois recom
mended to the Minister that the manuscript be 
published, noting that this had been Renau's 
wish.60 His request was refused. It is possible 
that Chaussegros de Léry was the owner of a few 
volumes on mathematics and the art of war that 

59. A thorough study of this treatise would reveal much about the 
way in which Chaussegros applied his knowledge of military 
engineering. Among other things, a comparison would have to 
be made between the fortification methods suggested in his first 
books and Pagan's theories. It would also be interesting to see 

how the ideas described in his treatise are reflected in the 
various works he built, such as the Nouvelles Casernes at 
Québec and the various forts he designed. 

60. AN, Colonies, C'A, 49:172-3, Beauharnois to the Minister, 
26 October 1727. 
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were found in his son's library.61 In short, 
Chaussegros possessed the knowledge and expe
rience needed to fulfil the role that he was called 
upon to play in New France. 

/. The Two Enceinte Projects of 1716 
Chaussegros de Léry received precise 

instructions from the Council of the Marine for 
his work at Québec. He was to prepare surveys 
and profiles of the ground on the basis of which 
he would examine Renau's fortification project 
and make the changes he considered suitable.62 

As soon as he landed, Chaussegros started to 
work and by June 1717 the Council had received a 
plan of Québec on which the existing works were 
marked. With it Chaussegros presented two forti
fication projects illustrated with overlays and 
various profiles of the town's topography. 

The first project was approved by the Coun
cil of the Marine. Situated on almost the same site 
as Levasseur ' s enceinte, the fortification 
consisted of four bastions plus a demi-bastion at 
either end. Chaussegros de Léry presented the 
project as a modification of Renau's plan, made 
necessary by the need to adapt it to the topogra
phy. The portion of the fortification that was laid 
out along a straight line conformed to Renau's 
project. Chaussegros completed this part by mak
ing flanks with orillons, which would help to con
ceal the flank artillery made more vulnerable by 
the gradual rise of the ground towards the west.63 

Given the strategic importance of the heights of 
Cape Diamond, he had to interrupt this straight 
line to encompass the highest elevations; this was 
also the case for the site of the second bastion to 
the south,64 in which he placed a cavalier. 
Chaussegros indicated that the ground level there 
corresponded to that of the site of the Moulin 
d'Artigny further west. The enceinte was thus 
organized in such a way that the southern 
portion, and especially the second front, flanked 
the entire northern part of the fortification. 
Another peculiarity was that the re-entering angle 
created by interrupting the straight line gave 
Chaussegros de Léry the idea of using a "bastion-
plate-forme." He also proposed that the flanks of 
the first front on Cape Diamond be straight, since 
they were covered by a demi-lune. 

The trace is particularly interesting because 
Chaussegros used two somewhat different meth
ods. The southern part of the enceinte, or the part 
with straight bastions, was in keeping with 
Vauban's system. The northern portion of the 
fortification, whose bastions had orillons, was 
drawn according to a method that Chaussegros 
recommended in his treatise.65 This method 
resembled Count de Pagan's system in several 
respects, since the flank was perpendicular to the 
line of defence. These two methods of tracing for
tifications did not produce very different results, 
however, since Vauban's first system is known to 
have originated in Pagan's theories. The only 
important difference lay in Pagan's flank provid
ing the ditch with a more direct defence and being 
more exposed to enemy fire. Chaussegros men
tioned in his treatise that he had "vu un système 
de fortification de M1', de Vauban ou les flancs 
étoient perpendiculaires sur les Lignes de deffen-
ces razantes."66 

The project was completed by a ditch about 
12 toises wide with tenailles in front of the curtain 
walls. The covered way, interrupted by places of 
arms at the re-entering angles, measured about 
6 toises across. The ditch of the demi-lune was 
10 toises wide.67 

The fortification project presented several 
characteristics that showed that the determining 
factors in elaborating a fortress' defence had been 
taken into account. The first constraint was the 
project that Renau had submitted the previous 
year. According to Chaussegros' instructions, he 
was not to prepare a new plan: he was only to 
make the necessary changes on that of Renau. In 
this sense he adapted his work to the topography 
well, even though some parts remained exposed. 
He knew how to make good use of certain works, 
such as tenailles and orillons, to cover the main 
work from some of the commanding points fur
ther west. Nevertheless, as he would acknowl
edge in 1740 when presenting a subsequent proj
ect, he had underestimated the height of the 
Moulin d'Artigny, which left a good part of the 
enceinte's revetment unprotected. He also added 
that the most northerly front could be seen in 
reverse from the north bank of the St. Charles 
River.68 

61. "Bibliothèque de Joseph-Gaspard Chaussegros de Léry, ingé
nieur, capitaine dans les troupes de la Marine, chevalier de 
St-Louis," BRH, vol. 40, no. 9, (September 1934), p. 574. 

62. AN, Colonies, B, 38:248, "Mémoire du Conseil de la Marine Sur 
Le Service que le S'. Chaussegros Ingénieur a a rendre pendant 
le Séjour qu'il fera dans la Colonie du Canada," 23 June 1716. 

63. See the profiles made along the lines 21-2, 23-4 and 25-6. 
64. The flanked angle of this bastion was located at approximately 

the same place as the La Glacière Bastion constructed by 
Levasseur a few years earlier. 

65. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre I, Explanation of the first plate, pp. 2-4. 

66. Ibid., Explanation of plate V, p. 15. 
67. In one of Chaussegros' later projects, it will be seen how he 

traced these different works. 
68. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 417, "Observations sur le 

nouveau projet de fortification de la ville de Québec," Chausse
gros de Léry, 20 October 1740. 
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Chaussegros de Léry's Citadel. Chaussegros de Léry's 
citadel was traced according to Vauban's proportions. The 
perpendicular measured Vg of the exterior side and the 
faces, 2h of this side. Nevertheless, for sides AE and ED, 
the perpendicular measured only 5 toises. Since these sides 
were located on the edge of a cliff, the flanks could be 
reduced to minimum requirements. The ditch of the magis
tral line was 12 toises wide; it was parallel to the faces of the 
bastions. Chaussegros also proposed that two demi-lunes be 
built: one to the north and the other to the west. The latter 
was drawn in the following manner: to find the flanked angle, 
it was necessary only to extend the perpendicular KJ up to 
and beyond the re-entering angle Ô of the counterscarp; on 
this line, 27 toises and 3 feet were then measured off (corre
sponding to 'A of the exterior side AB) to obtain OL, L 
being the capital of the demi-lune. From this point the face of 
the demi-lune could be drawn by directing it to the face of 
the bastion, at a point a little short of the angle of the shoul
der. This made it possible to cover the flank more ade
quately. Faces LM and LN were thus obtained. The bisector 
PQ of the demi-lune to the north measured 40 toises, or 'U 
of the exterior side BC. The ditch in front of these works was 
10 toises wide. The width of the covered way was about 6 
toises. At the re-entering angles of the covered way, 
Chaussegros added places of arms, whose demi-gorges 
measured 20 toises, and faces, 25. The covered way was 
interrupted by traverses located on the prolongation of the 
faces of the places of arms, as well as opposite the faces of 
the demi-lunes and bastions. Chaussegros was faithful to his 
treatise for the trace of the enceinte to the north of the cita

del, except for the orillons, which were drawn according to 
Vauban's methods. On the exterior side FG, he measured off 
76 of the total length to determine the perpendicular RS. He 
then drew the rasant line of defence GST and FSU, which 
measured % the length of FG. From points T and U, he 
drew flanks TV and UW perpendicular to the lines of 
defence, thus delimiting the length of the faces. He pro
ceeded in the same manner for side GI. Nevertheless, it may 
be noticed that face IY is longer than GX and that the per
pendicular A'B' does not intersect the exterior side at its 
centre point, as was usually the case. This can be explained 
in the following way: Chaussegros designed his enceinte in a 
regular manner with exterior sides FG and GH both 
measuring 190 toises. The magistral line was determined 
similarly for both exterior sides. Nevertheless, to delimit 
face IY he extended GH by 10 toises from H to I to occupy 
all the land up to the cliff of Coteau Sainte-Geneviève. He 
then drew a second rasant line of defence IB', which inter
sected flank C'Y at point Y; he thus obtained face IY. The 
tenaille of front EG was traced in the following manner: on 
the lines of defence FU and GT, faces ab and cd, both 
measuring 16 toises, were marked off and a space of 5 toises 
was left between the beginning of these faces and the orillon 
of the bastion. The "curtain wall" was drawn along a line 
passing through point S and was parallel to the exterior side. 
Flank eb was obtained, as such flanks were in the main 
work, by drawing an arc of a circle with d as its centre and 
the distance between the two shoulders as its radius. Flank 
fd was obtained in a similar manner. 

The works seem to have been flanked ade
quately, since the flanks defended the ditch in 
front of the opposite faces and the southern part 
of the project enfiladed the entire northern 
portion. 

Chaussegros de Léry also took into account 
that the town would grow to some degree and 
added street alignments to his plan for the area of 
the town between the old fortification and the 
proposed one. 

The project's principal weakness arose from 
Chaussegros ' failure to take advantage of 
Levasseur's works, such as the La Glacière Bas
tion. He could have integrated it with the new 
project and reduced the building costs.69 The 
project was accepted in July 1718 by the Council 
of the Marine and begun in 1720. Construction 
activity was brought to an abrupt stop a few 
months later; at that time, work had been done on 

69. The sub-engineer Jacques L'Hermitte had noted this weakness 
in 1717. (AN, Colonies, C'A. 38:237-8, L'Hermitte to the 
Council of the Marine, 15 October 1717). 
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In 1722 Chaussegros de Léry regularized the plan of the 
citadel proposed a few years earlier. The northern part of the 
enceinte included an extra bastion. Chaussegros de Léry, 
1722, Séminaire de Québec. 

In 1727 Chaussegros de Léry once more set out his pro
ject for a citadel. He placed buildings inside it and took up 
the idea expressed in 1716 of constructing a hornwork on the 
heights of Cape Diamond to the west of the citadel; a cava
lier would be placed in the gorge of its bastions. Chaussegros 
de Léry, 1727, Archives nationales du Québec, collection 
Initiale. 

the demi-bastion at the southern end of the 
enceinte and the adjacent curtain wall. 

The second proposal made in 1716 differed 
from the first in that it was positioned along a 
nearly straight line, although its two ends were 
located as they had been in the first project.70 At 
first sight it seems that Chaussegros used the 
methods described previously for making straight 
bastions and bastions with orillons, and did not 
plan to build a cavalier inside the second bastion 
to the south as a defence against the heights of the 
Moulin d'Artigny. 

2. The Citadel Project 
Several factors might prompt authorities to 

construct a citadel to ensure the defence of the 
fortress. A citadel's main purpose was to back up 
the main rampart and it could also defend the 
entrance to a port. One of its purposes was fre
quently to provide the garrison with a réduit or 
refuge in case the enemy had already entered the 
town; it might also be used as a defence against 
an uprising of the inhabitants, this being most 
often the case in newly conquered fortresses. 
Finally, it sometimes happened that a citadel was 
the only defensive work built because the cost of 
an enceinte would be too burdensome. For these 
various reasons, such a work was generally situ
ated on the highest ground, to command the 
town. 

The citadel project presented by Chausse
gros de Léry in December 1716 fulfilled several of 
these objectives. From its site on the heights of 
Cape Diamond this citadel commanded and sup
ported the enceinte to the north, and its southern 
part served to prevent the passage of ships on the 
St. Lawrence. It also provided a.réduit in case the 
enemy became master of the town.71 

The citadel's trace took the form of an irreg
ular pentagon. The magistral line was faithful to 
Vauban's proportions. In this matter Chausse
gros did not draw his inspiration from the method 
he had proposed in his treatise, since it presup
posed a regular polygon.72 The suggested model 
was based on the interior side of the fortification, 
which was used to determine the dimensions of 
the demi-gorges and the bastions' capitals. In our 
opinion this method presupposes interior sides of 
equal length, since otherwise it would be impossi
ble to trace the demi-gorges so that they intersect 
on the bisector of the flanked angle. 

The citadel was completed by a ditch, two 
demi-lunes, one to the west and the other to the 
north, and a covered way with places of arms and 
traverses. The trace of the demi-lunes presented 
certain peculiarities. First, the bisector of the 
capital equalled one-quarter of the exterior side, 
whereas in Vauban's model it was about one-
third. Thus the flanked angle of the demi-lune 
approached 90°. Chaussegros was careful not to 
make his angle obtuse, since otherwise " . . . les 
embrazures des faces des bastions qui deffendent 
celles d'une pareille demi-lune seroient trop obli
ques; en sorte que les merlons nauroient aucune 

70. Apart from this plan, there is no mention of this other fortifica
tion in the historical documents. 

71. We do not know under what circumstances Chaussegros pre
sented this project, since no explanatory document has been 
found. A letter written by Chaussegros de Léry, dated 
16 November 1716. which is mentioned in "Mémoire du Conseil 

de Marine au S1. Chaussegros Ingénieur à Quebec," dated 26 
June 1717, might shed some light on the project, if it could be 
traced. AN, Colonies, B, 39:228-9. 

72. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre I, Explanation of plate III, pp. 6-8. 
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force, ce qui seroit très mauva is . . . " 7 3 In most 
treatises the flanked angle of the demi-lunes was 
more acute than that drawn by Chaussegros. 

Chaussegros respected the main maxims that 
governed the use of a citadel. He planned to make 
two passages through the enceinte, one leading to 
the town to enable troops to enter the citadel 
once the town was invaded, and the other open
ing to the countryside to allow reinforcements to 
arrive if the town were in enemy hands. In his 
plan, an open space was also left between the cit
adel and the town; it was called an esplanade or 
"place of arms," and was used for assembling 
and training the garrison. The principal streets 
planned for the town's zone of expansion con
verged towards the citadel and thus could be 
swept with artillery fire, should the enemy ever 
use them as a means of approach. 

The rampart to the north of the citadel 
included two bastions and had a demi-bastion at 
its extremity. These works were aligned with the 
demi-lune on the northern side and ended above 
Coteau Sainte-Geneviève near the Intendant's 
Palace. Chaussegros used one of the methods 
that he suggested in his treatise concerning poly
gons of more than five sides. The orillons were 
made according to Vauban's method and as in the 
case of his previous project they thus covered the 
slopes situated further to the west. The tenailles 
were double, since they were made up of faces, 
flanks and a curtain wall. They made it possible 
to supplement the defence of the ditch with 
musket fire. The ditch and covered way were the 
same size as those of the citadel. The proportions 
of the places of arms were unusually large. The 
demi-gorges each measured 25 toises and their 
faces, 35 toises. Chaussegros de Léry explained 
in his treatise that he laid out large places of arms 
to allow the greatest possible number of troops to 
defend the covered way.74 

One of the plan's weaknesses was the link 
between the citadel and the enceinte (to the 
north). The left face of the demi-lune on the north 
side of the citadel did not directly defend the 
ditch in front of the adjacent bastion belonging to 
the enceinte. The enemy could breach the wall at 
this precise point and ultimately attack the citadel 
directly. 

Chaussegros de Léry occupied the height to 
the west of the citadel with a bastion-shaped 
redoubt. This work might have been able to enfi
lade the height corresponding to the site of the 
Moulin d'Artigny. 

In 1722 Chaussegros de Léry drew up 
another plan on which there appeared a citadel, 

Having received the Cour t ' s recommendat ions, 
Chaussegros de Léry presented a new estimate for the 1716 
project (which was accepted in 1718); this estimate resulted 
in a reduction in cost, since the fortification was less elabo
rate. Chaussegros de Léry, (1728), negative, Inventaire des 
biens culturels. 

linked, as in the 1716 plan, with an enceinte to the 
north. Although the citadel's plan was traced gen
erally as that of 1716, it presented some minor dif
ferences. First, Chaussegros attempted to make 
the pentagon more regular, for the western and 
eastern exterior sides are equal; the same is true 
for the one along the top of the cliff and the one 
overlooking the river (in the southern portion). 
He also added réduits within the demi-lunes, sep
arated from the latter by a distance of 10 toises. 

The proposed enceinte included one more 
bastion than that of 1716 and consisted of a ram
part only; it was drawn according to Vauban's 
proportions. There were no outworks, such as 
ditches or a covered way. The plan appears to be 
unfinished. 

It is difficult to explain the evolution of 
Chaussegros de Léry's ideas for his citadel pro
jects, since official correspondence made no 
mention of them. Only in 1727 would a project be 
officially presented.75 On that plan Chaussegros 
placed a few buildings — probably barracks, 
storehouses and powder magazines — inside the 
citadel. As well, he placed the redoubt on the 
heights to the southwest in a type of hornwork 
that bordered the cliff and whose right branch 
was directed to the salient angle of the covered 
way in front of the capital of the demi-lune. He 
also utilized the part of the fortification that had 
been finished following the authorization of the 
first project of 1716. This part included the west 
front of the citadel, the demi-bastion situated on 
the edge of the cliff and the adjacent curtain wall. 

73. Ibid., Préface. 
74. Ibid. 

75. AN, Colonies, C'A, 49:534-7. Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister. 17 October 1727. 
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In 1730 Chaussegros de Léry submitted to the Court, as 
he had done in 1716, a plan with overlays summarizing his 
most recent proposal for an enceinte. He once again pres
ented the project that had been approved in 1718 and that 
had been partially realized by the construction of the Cape 
Diamond Demi-Bastion and the adjacent curtain wall in 
1720. He also took up his proposal for a citadel and the pro
ject resulting from the new estimate he made in 1728. 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1730, Archives nationales, France, 
Section Outre-Mer. 

To the north, the enceinte was protected by 
neither a ditch nor any other outwork as it had 
been in 1722. This leads us to believe that in this 
particular case , Chaussegros de Léry was 
proposing that the purpose of the enceinte was 
to guard against a coup de main only, and not a 
regular siege. The town's defence therefore 
depended almost exclusively on the citadel. 

The Court refused the project, arguing that 
the number of soldiers needed for its defence 
could not be spared.76 As well, the King was not 
disposed to make the expenditure required to 
carry out the project. He wanted a simpler fortifi
cation and one that would not be likely to be 
modified. Besides, Intendant Dupuy had affixed a 
refusal to the project: 

La Citadelle de Québec qui vous est propo
sée Monseigneur est un ouvrage de Longue 
haleine, et de la nature de Ceux qu'on com
mence [et] qu'on ne finit pas, il y en a déjà 
Eu beaucoup icy de cette Espèce qui ont 
coûté des Sommes Considérables sans aucun 
fruit. Une simple muraille avec quelques 
dehors nous mettroit a Couvert du Côté du 
Cap et de la Rivière SI Charles; le reste Se 
défend par lui-même.77 

In this sense Intendant Dupuy seems to have 
been justified in refusing the project, since for the 
moment it was most important that a rampart be 
constructed to the west of the town to prepare for 
withstanding a coup de main or siege. Under the 
circumstances the citadel became a complemen
tary work, intended to reinforce the main work. 
Be that as it may, the project emphasized the 
soundness of Chaussegros de Léry's appraisal of 
the town's topography: it recognized the strategic 
importance of the heights of Cape Diamond, an 
area from which the whole of Upper Town could 
be commanded. 

3. Do the King's Will 
From this time until the capture of Louis-

bourg, Chaussegros de Léry tried to respect and 
satisfy the mother country's instructions by mod
ifying his old proposals and presenting new proj
ects. In 1728 he sent a new estimate for the proj
ect accepted in 1718 in which the expense was 
halved.78 To achieve this sum, he made a few 
changes in the original proposal. First, the project 
was abridged: outworks no longer appeared and 
the flanks were without orillons. As well, the 

76. AN, Colonies, B, 52:512, "Mémoire du Roy à Beauharnois et 
Dupuy," 14 May 1728. 

77. AN, Colonies, C'A, 49:315-316v, Dupuy to the Minister, 
20 October 1727. 

78. AN, Colonies, C'A, 50:335-7, Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister, 15 October 1728. 
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Chaussegros de Léry's proposals for an enceinte were 
numerous. In 1733, in accordance with the King's instruc
tions, Chaussegros went to work on another project whose 
aim, so he said, was to protect the city against a coup de 
main. This project was laid out on three fronts. The first, 
AB, was already nearly complete, since it incorporated the 
1720 works on the heights of Cape Diamond. The two others, 
BC and CD, which measured about 250 toises, were drawn 
in a fairly peculiar manner. In fact, Chaussegros de Léry 
merely extended the two exterior sides EC and CF by about 
30 toises (BE and FD) so as to meet the front AB on one side 
and Coteau Sainte-Geneviève on the other. As a result, the 
faces of the bastions at the outer ends of fronts BC and CD 
were longer than those of the other bastions at the inner ends 
of these fronts. He then took 76 of EC and CF to determine 
the perpendiculars; the faces were equal to 2h of the exte
rior sides, with the exception of those that had been 
extended. Chaussegros de Léry, 1733, Archives nationales, 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

"plate-forme" bastion, previously situated 
between the heights of Cape Diamond and the 
northern sector of the fortification, was replaced 
by a flat bastion. The northern end of the enceinte 
bore towards the town and ended directly above 
the Intendant's Palace, whereas in 1716 the sec
tor was located further west. In this area the 
enceinte followed the trace of the 1722 and 1727 
enceinte projects. 

The arrangement of the various parts of 
the fortification was determined according to 
Vauban's proportions. The perpendicular mea
sured 20 toises for all the fronts, and the faces 
were equal to 2h of the exterior side. The slight 
difference in the length of the faces of the first 
front to the south is explained by the fact that the 
right face and flank and the curtain wall had been 
built in 1720. 

This new estimate was made at the expense 
of the fortification's defensive qualities. Indeed, 
the enceinte illustrated on the 1728 plan should 
not be considered a means of defence likely to 
withstand a siege. Unlike previous projects, it 
provided no outworks to lessen the danger pre
sented by heights further to the west. The foot of 
the escarp was unprotected, since there was no 
ditch. The fortification could stave off only a 
coup de main. In any case this was the way the 
Court envisioned Quebec's defence, since it did 
not believe that an enemy could besiege the town 
in the European manner. Even at that the Court 
was not satisfied with Chaussegros de Léry's last 
proposal because it considered the enceinte to 
be too long and the town's defence excessive.79 

79. AN, Colonies, B, 53:524v, "Mémoire du Roy à Beauharnois et 
Hocquart," 19 April 1729. 
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Chaussegros de Léry, noticing that the extreme uneven-
ness of the terrain made the positions of his earlier projects 
somewhat weak strategically, ventured another project in 
1740, which encompassed the heights and took into consid
eration the town's possible growth. The fronts were very 
long, extending even beyond the range of musket fire. 
Another version of this project had been drawn on the plan 
approved by the Council of the Marine in 1718. Chaussegros 
de Léry, 1740, Archives nationales, France, Section 
Outre-Mer. 

For the 1745 enceinte, Chaussegros de Léry incorpora
ted several previously built elements into the new line of for
tification. These were the La Glacière and St. Louis bastions 
constructed by Levasseur between 1701 and 1707, as well as 
the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion and the curtain wall linking 
it with the La Glacière Bastion, which were both set up in 
1720. The positions of the St. Louis and St. John gates were 
unusual: they were situated immediately next to the flanks 
and not in the middle of the curtain walls. Chaussegros de 
Léry, (1753), Archives nat ionales , France , Section 
Outre-Mer. 

Chaussegros, remaining faithful to his appraisal 
of the topography, replied that he could not build 
the enceinte any closer to the town.80 Chausse
gros was correct, because a fortification located 
any nearer to the town would not have contained 
it for very long and thus would have led to addi
tional expenses; as well, the engineer could not 
leave the heights of Cape Diamond unoccupied. 

In 1730 he submitted to the Court three of the 
projects that he had presented previously, but 
obtained no results. Three years later the King 
notified Beauharnois and Hocquart that an 
unused sum of about 155,000 livres could be used 
to prepare Québec for resisting a coup de main, a 
"siège long et régulier n'étant pas à craindre."81 

In October 1733 Chaussegros presented a new 
project estimated at 155,817 livres.82 He man
aged to calculate this figure by eliminating all the 
cut stone normally used as facing. As well, he 
proposed that the parapets be made of sodded 
earth, thereby greatly reducing the amount of 
masonry needed. Since the enceinte was intended 
to stave off no more than a coup de main, it 
included only a rampart without a ditch or any 
other outwork. Situated more or less at the same 

place as the previous projects, it comprised three 
exterior sides, two of which were very long. The 
trace conformed to Vauban's proportions. The 
southern front, situated on Cape Diamond, was 
already nearly complete (one face and flank as 
well as the adjacent curtain wall having been built 
in 1720). The other fronts were laid out in a regu
lar manner, although the faces were not equal. 

As planned, this fortification was not capable 
of resisting a siege; authorities in the mother 
country did not even envision this possibility. 
The works were inadequately flanked, since the 
range of musket fire was not taken into account: 
the lines of defence of the two new fronts mea
sures more than 150 toises. 

Beauharnois and Hocquart accepted the 
project. They were aware that Québec had to be 
fortified if it were to be protected from an attack 
by the English, and although they favoured the 
idea of building a fortification that would be able 
to withstand a long siege and have the effect 
of permanently discouraging enemies from 
attacking the town, they considered it essential to 
realize Chaussegros' latest project.83 

80. AN, Colonies, C'A, 51:374, Chaussegros de Léry to the Minis
ter, 25 October 1729. 

81. AN, Colonies, F \ 12:145, "Mémoire du Roy à Beauharnois et 
Hocquart," 12 May 1733. 

82. AN, Colonies, C'A, 60:371-4, Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister, 20 October 1733; Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 413, 
"État Estimatif de la dépense proposée à faire à une nouvelle 
[oejnceinte à la ville de québec. Suivant le projet nouveau fait la 
présente Année 1733, Marqué sur le Plan en Jaune, Y.Z.&.," 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1 October 1733. 

83. AN, Colonies, C'A, 59:203, Beauharnois and Hocquart to the 
Minister, 14 October 1733. 
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The 1745 enceinte, like Levasseur's project or that of 
Chaussegros de Léry in 1716, was laid out on different levels 
of ground; this complicated the engineer's work, since he 
had to ensure that each element was flanked properly. In his 
memorandum of 1745 Chaussegros de Léry described the 
unevenness of the ground with precision: "Comme le terrain 
Aux environs de la Place est formé par plusieurs petites Ele
vations y ayant Une pente de plus de quarente toises depuis 
la hauteur du Cap au diamant marqué M a venir a la Redoute 
du Boureau marquée K, et cette pente est formée par des 
ressauts et de terrain presque au niveau, scavoir du point 10 
au point 11. le terrain est a niveau, du point 11 au point 12. 
La pente est roide du point 12 au point 13 cet endroit est 
presque a niveau du point 13 au point 14 la pente est roide, 
du point 14 au point 15 le terrain est a niveau; mais du point 
15 a la Redoute du boureau la pente est roide." CUA, 
84:226, Chaussegros de Léry, 1746, facsimile, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

Once again, the Court refused the project. 

Sa Mate n'a pas jugé que cette dépense soit 
nécess10 et en effet cet ouvrage n'empêche
rait point les ennemis en cas de guerre de Se 
rendre les maitres de la Ville de Québec, 
S'ils pouvoient faire la descente et Etablir 
leur batteries, d'ailleurs les difficultéz d'une 
entreprise sur cette Ville, et les dépenses 
considérables qu'elle occasionnerait, parais
sent mettre la colonie à l'abry de toute 
insujte de ce Côté là.84 

In the light of this statement, the colonial 
leaders and especially Chaussegros had just 
cause for wondering what the King really wanted. 
The Court's reply was contradictory: on the one 
hand it stated that the proposed fortification 
would not represent any obstacle to an eventual 
enemy — and this was true; on the other hand it 
did not believe that there was any chance of a 

siege. In this sense, did the instructions of 1733 
ask for fortifications intended to guard against a 
coup de main, or did they simply mean that a few 
batteries should be repaired or built here and 
there? 

In 1740 Chaussegros de Léry presented a 
new fortification project, which was intended to 
be the summation of his vast experience in 
Quebec's defence. The new project was con
ceived to compensate for weaknesses noted in 
his previous proposals — especially the one 
approved in 1718 — and was intended to make 
Québec capable of meeting any eventuality. The 
new enceinte extended along three fronts, and 
according to Chaussegros de Léry its location 
allowed for the town's future growth, considering 
its position as the most advanced post along the 
St. Lawrence and as the country's capital.85 

The location chosen for the fortification in 
relation to the peculiarities of the terrain demon
strated the exactness with which the engineer had 
assessed Quebec's topography. The central front 
occupied the heights of the Moulin d'Artigny. 
The northern one was removed from the view of 
the batteries that could be installed eventually on 
the north bank of the St. Charles River. The 
southern front veered towards the east so that the 
bastions would be located on the highest rises. In 
short, the fortification seems to have been situ
ated in such a way that it could be neither com
manded nor enfiladed from any point. 

The trace was made according to Vauban's 
proportions, and the perpendicular measured Vs 
of the exterior side; the ditch was 12 toises 
wide86 and the covered way about 8. The cov
ered way was interrupted by places of arms in the 
re-entering angles and by traverses opposite the 
flanks of the bastions and on the prolongation of 
the faces of the places of arms and the bastions. 
Since the exterior sides each measured 240 
toises, however, the lines of defence exceeded 
the maximum range of musket fire. Chaussegros 
mentioned that he could have made each front 
into two smaller ones, but the lines of defence 
would have been too short. Therefore other 
works, such as tenailles, had to be placed in the 
ditch to compensate for the defect of the exces
sively long lines of defence.87 

In short, according to Chaussegros de Léry, 
the project took into account all the aspects likely 

84. AN, Colonies, B, 61:543v. Memorandum from the King to 
Beauharnois and Hocquart, 27 April 1734. 

85. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 417, "Observations sur le 
nouveau projet de fortification de la ville de Québec," Chausse
gros de Léry, 20 October 1740. 

86. The ditch was not parallel to the faces as it had been in previous 
projects. Instead, it was directed to the shoulder angle of the 
opposite bastion, following Vauban's methods. 

87. Deidier, setting the maximum range of musket fire at 150 toises, 
mentioned that the line of defence should not exceed 135 toises, 
unless absolutely necessary. Should this be the case, he sug
gested using works in the ditch. Abbé Deidier, Le Parfait Ingé
nieur françois ..., p. 14. 
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to influence the defence of a fortress. It was also 
less costly than the 1716 project, since it did not 
provide for tenailles in front of the curtain wall. 
Certainly this fortification presented several good 
fea tures , par t icular ly with respec t to its 
adaptation to the terrain; but in 1740 France was 
more interested in the Austrian succession and 
had little concern for Quebec's defence. 

4. The Fortification of 1745 
When France entered into war with England, 

the problem of Quebec's defence was revived. 
The town was still not enclosed by a proper 
enceinte, despite the numerous attempts that had 
been made since 1690 and the sums that had been 
invested. The preparations for war in the colony 
in 1744 were primarily aimed at defending the city 
against a coup tie main by constructing a 
"Retranchement avec double fraize et palisa
des."8 8 Other entrenchments were planned near 
the St. Charles River. The proposal received the 
mother country's assent; but at the same time it 
was asked that its execution be postponed, since 
it appeared to be impossible that the enemy 
would arrive at the town in 1745.89 The entrench
ment was nevertheless finished during the sum
mer of 1745.90 The news of Louisbourg's capture 
provoked a great commotion in Québec, how
ever, and the colonial authorities decided to build 
a masonry-revetted enceinte at once. Work began 
without the Court's authorization. 

In the new fortification Chaussegros de Léry 
utilized the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion and the 
adjacent curtain wall, which had been revetted in 
1720, as well as the bastions built by Levasseur 
de Neré in 1702 and 1707. The face and left flank 
of the La Glacière Bastion were reoriented in 
relation to the new exterior side, which linked the 
flanked angle of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion 
to that of the La Glacière Bastion. In his memo
randum Chaussegros indicated that the left part 
of the La Glacière Bastion was missing; but we 
know that Levasseur had had it revetted in 1702. 
It would seem that this section had been 
destroyed by the ravages of time or that it had 
been razed during the work in 1720. 

The front between the La Glacière and St. 
Louis bastions was more or less the same as that 
of 1702. It might be noticed, however, that its left 
face was regularized with respect to the opposite 
face.91 Chaussegros added casemates along the 
two flanks and fausse-brayes in front of the two 
faces to increase the defence of this front oppo
site the heights of the Moulin d'Artigny. 

Integrating the right face of the St. Louis 
Bastion posed certain problems. This face 
received its defence from the curtain wall; that is, 
the line of defence met the curtain wall at a point 
near the adjacent flank, whereas it should have 
met it near the opposite flank. As a result the 
re-entering angle of the counterscarp deprived 
the right face of the St. Louis Bastion of the 
defence provided by the opposite flank. Thus 
integrating this work was difficult as far as 
flanking was concerned. If the work had been 
integrated without alterations, it would have been 
necessary to make the re-entering angle of the 
counterscarp less acute, so as to permit flanking 
from the oppos i te flank. It seems that 
Chaussegros preferred to enlarge the flanked 
angle of the St. Louis Bastion and lengthen its 
right flank.92 

Lrom the right flank of the St. Louis Bastion 
to the Potasse Demi-Bastion, the enceinte was 
made up of new elements. In his memorandum 
Chaussegros de Léry noted that this portion 
would be equipped with two curtain walls, a bas
tion and a demi-bastion.93 From the developed 
view of 1745 and the plan of 1753, however, we 
know that three curtain walls, two bastions and 
one demi-bastion existed in this part of the fortifi
cation. Chaussegros de Léry seems to have 
modified his project as it progressed. This section 
of the fortification was traced according to 
Vauban's proportions: the faces equalled 2h of 
the exterior side and the perpendicular, Vs. 

Chaussegros de Léry proposed that a curtain 
wall be built to the east of the Coteau de la 
Potasse Demi-Bastion, "pour éviter que Llnte-
rieur de la face et flanc ne soient veu et enfilé, des 
Batteries que les ennemis pouroient placer dans 
la prairie qui est au bas de ce Coteau."94 In front 

88. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 82:298*-9, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister. 26 October 1744. 

89. AN, Colonies. B. 81:252. The Minister to Beauharnois and 
Hocquart. 31 March 1745. 

90. AN. Colonies. C ' A , 83:184, Hocquart to the Minister. 24 Sep
tember 1745. 

91. The developed view of the fortification of 1746 tends to suggest 
that Chaussegros de Léry did not make use of the left face and 
flank of the St. Louis Bastion; however, his memorandum of 
1745 implied that he did use them. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 84:226, 
"Mémoire de M. de Léry sur l'Enceinte de Québec," 10 August 
1745. 

92. Beauharnois and Hocquart favoured the first solution. AN. Col
onies, C ' A , 83:39-40, Beauharnois and Hocquart to the Minis
ter. 19 October 1745. 

93. We have not discovered the 1745 plan illustrating the project. 
AN, Colonies. C ' A , 84:226, "Mémoire de M. de Léry . . ." 

94. Ibid., fol. 227. In 1749 Chaussegros would build the Nouvelles 
Casernes against this wall. 

142 



Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte was tested in 1760 
when Levis besieged the town. The attack was concentrated 

of this curtain wall he built another wall in 1749 in 
the shape of a flat bastion, which he called a 
fausse-braye, to "occuper le bord de l'escarpe
ment."9S The Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion was 
also closed off with a type of tenaille, shaped like 
a regular front of fortification. 

At this point the Court expressed its disap
proval of the colony's initiative; however, its 
reply implied that the possibility of a regular siege 
was seen more clearly than it had been a few 
years earlier, when the most that was feared was 
a coup de main.96 Work was stopped in 1746; but 
the following year Chaussegros de Léry was 
authorized to continue construction. 

The project of 1745 had certain weaknesses. 
The flanks, for example, did not have orillons and 
could be seen from some of the high ground fur
ther west. Chaussegros could have corrected this 
by adding outworks such as demi-lunes or horn-

works. It is curious that he did not plan to build a 
cavalier inside the La Glacière Bastion, as he had 
in 1716, to command the heights of the Moulin 
d'Artigny. As well, the exterior sides had not 
been regularized, for as Chaussegros indicated, 
he had devoted most of his time to adapting the 
fortification to the terrain. Its flanking was 
nonetheless adequate. As for the fausse-brayes in 
front of the right face of the La Glacière Bastion 
and the left face of the St. Louis Bastion, 
Chaussegros had criticized the use of such works 
in his treatise, unless "quelles pouroient être de 
quelque usage aux places enterées et qui ne 
Seront point commandées ayant les Glacis un peu 
roides, car par ce moien elle ne seront point expo
sées au canon et pourront Servir a empêcher le 
logement du chemin couvert."97 But this was not 
the case, since they could be seen from the 
heights of the Moulin d'Artigny. They were about 

95. AN, Colonies, C'A, 93:46, La Jonquière and Bigot to the Min
ister, 23 October 1749. 

96. AN, Colonies, B, 83:261-261v, The Minister to Beauharnois and 
Hocquart, 7 March 1746. 

97. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre II, Explanation of plate XXXVII, p. 82. 
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7 toises from the faces and ended on the prolon
gation of the casemates, which were parallel to 
the flanks. This distance allowed the soldiers 
positioned along the parapet of the fausse-brayes 
to be protected from the falling masonry debris 
resulting from the enemy's firing on the revet
ment of the bastion's face. 

In 1750 the Court decided to have the engi
neer Franquet98 sent to Québec to report on the 
work accomplished and propose any necessary 
improvements.99 Franquet noted that each part 
of Chaussegros' fortification was well flanked. 
He nevertheless reproached him for not having 
made detailed specifications, plans and profiles to 
better manage the work. Franquet also pointed 
out that there were too many p o s t e r n s : 
Chaussegros de Léry suggested 13, whereas usu
ally there was one on each front to communicate 
with outworks such as demi-lunes or counter-
guards. He also reproached Chaussegros for hav
ing constructed a guardhouse on the revetment of 
the curtain wall between the Cape Diamond and 
La Glacière bastions: 

Il falloit le mettre au bas du Rampart, d'au
tant que quand ceux des Portes ne suffisent 
point pour la Garde de l'Enceinte d'une 
Place, et que le Service Exige qu'on en 
répande de Long des fronts de la fortifica
tion, jamais on ne les Etablit Sur le revête
ment, mais bien dans le Centre de Bastions, 
on a leur Gorge.100 

Franquet recommended demolishing the 
walls of Levasseur's enceinte that closed off the 

gorge of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion. These 
structures could be used by the enemy as a 
réduit, in the event that this front of fortification 
were breached. 

He also disapproved of constructing case-
mated flanks in the La Glacière and St. Louis 
bastions. He pointed out that the smoke from the 
first cannon shots would force the soldiers to 
evacuate this type of work. As well, the roof cov
ering the casemates obstructed the field of fire of 
the upper part of the flank and could allow the 
enemy to take up a position on the parapet of the 
opposite fausse-braye without fear of the defend
er's fire. To compensate for this weakness, he 
proposed that the roof and vaults on the case
mates be dismantled to leave the embrasures 
uncovered; however, Chaussegros de Léry had 
made casemates expressly to avoid a possible 
effect of the solution proposed by Franquet. In 
his treatise, he pointed out that 

lors que le flanc haut tire celuy dembas ne 
sçauroit tirer, en quoy ils ont presque raison 
les difficultés qu'ils trouvent sont que lors 
que le canon du flanc haut tire les bouchons 
mettent le feu aux munitions des pieces de 
canon du flanc bas et il est impossible de les 
charger et a tout moment il arrive des acci
dents, cela est veritable, mais ces personnes 
ne mont pas parlé d'un autre accident qui pût 
empêcher entièrement le service du flanc 
bas, le canon de l'assiégeant donnant dans le 
flanc haut pour lors il est difficile de se tenir 
dans le flanc bas à cause des debris et eclats 
qui tombent continuellement. . .101 

98. Louis Franquet was in contact with what was to become his pro
fession from an early age because he was the son of an engineer. 
In 1709 at the age of 12 he received a commission in the infantry; 
until 1720 he served successively in the Franclieu, Miroménil 
and Piedmont regiments. At that time he was promoted to 
engineer-in-ordinary to the King. From 1733, he took part in the 
Italian campaigns. As well, he was at Tortona and Mirandola on 
different occasions. In 1738 he was named chief engineer at 
Condé. He became even more active during the War of the Aus
trian Succession, particularly in Germany and the Low Coun
tries. After taking part in overthrowing the siege of Braunau, he 
helped to prepare the fortress for withstanding attack. In 1744 he 
took part in the siege of Furnes. Two years later he was present 
at the sieges of the citadel of Antwerp. Mons, Charleroi and 
Namur. In the same year he was named chief engineer at Saint-
Omer. He had received the rank of engineer brigadier the previ
ous year. He also took part in the sieges of Bergen op Zoom and 
Maastricht during the final years of the war. In 1750 he was 
asked to go to Louisbourg to inspect its defensive works and 
suggest what was needed to make them able to defend the for
tress adequately. At the same time he was charged with visiting 
lie Saint-Jean (Prince Edward Island), Baie Verte and Fort 
Beauséjour. In 1752 he went to Canada where he visited the 
towns of Québec, Trois-Rivières and Montréal, as well as other 
small settlements under the jurisdiction of these governments. 
The memoranda that he wrote at this time include far-reaching 
considerations on the defensive merits of the existing fortifica
tion works. He went back to France in 1753 and returned to 
Louisbourg the following year with the title of Director of Forti
fications for New France and the rank of infantry brigadier. He 
remained at île Royale until 1758. after the English had besieged 

and captured the town. When he returned to France, his unsta
ble health no longer allowed him to continue his strictly military 
activities. He retired to Condé, where he died in 1768. He had 
been made Knight of the Order of Saint-Louis in 1741. Franquet 
had a brother, Franquet dit de Chaville, who was also a member 
of the engineering profession. The Franquet family possessed a 
fairly impressive library. Several different treatises on mathe
matics and geometry required for the practice of engineering, 
and complementary works, such as Ozanam's L'usage du 
Compas and Jean Baptiste Taragon's le Nouveau Traité du 
Toisé, have been found in the family collection. The library also 
contained a few works that were strictly related to architecture, 
as well as the principal fortification treatises in use at the time. 
Those of Pagan, Vauban and Bélidor and that of Chevalier de 
Clairac on temporary fortification are some of those that come to 
mind. ("Quelques Dossiers personnels," Nova Francia, vol. 5. 
no. 6 (November-December 193.0), pp. 344-58; Col. A.-M. 
Augoyat, Aperçu historique sur les fortifications, les ingénieurs, 
le corps du génie en France, vol. 2, passim; P. Mayrand, "La 
culture et les souvenirs de voyage de l'ingénieur Louis Fran
quet," RHAF. vol. 25, no. 1 (June 1971), pp. 91-4; F.J. Thorpe, 
"Louis Franquet," DBC, vol. 3; pp. 245-8.) 

99. AN, Colonies, B.91: 208-208v,The Minister to La Jonquière and 
Bigot, 14 June 1750. 

100. PAC, MG18, K, 3. vol. 1, "Mémoire des Corrections les plus 
Urgentes a faire aux Ouvrages de cette Ville, et Sur d'autres 
objets de rapport a la fortification," Franquet, 25 July 1753. 

101. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre 2, Explanation of plate XV, pp. 39-40. 
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Using casemates as a place from which to fire 
was the subject of much d i scuss ion . In 
Chaussegros de Léry's defence, however, it 
should be mentioned that Vauban made use of 
this type of work in his bastioned towers at Neuf-
Brisach and that he had perfected a ventilation 
system.102 

Franquet may be reproached for not having 
pointed out the heights that commanded parts of 
Chaussegros de Léry's fortification, a fact to 
which some of the British officers devoted much 
attention after the conquest. As early as 1762 
Murray noted in his report on the Québec fortifi
cations that the high ground in front of the Cape 
Diamond and La Glacière bastions commanded 
the lower part of the fortification in the direction 
of Coteau de la Potasse. Similarly, heights on the 
far side of the St. Charles River could enfilade it. 
On the subject of flanking, Murray remarked: 

. . . from whence there is a Continued Slope, 
sometimes very quick towards the River S1. 
Charles, in Consequence on which, the 
Walls not being Built upon a Level, but 
Humouring the Nature of the Ground, the 
Flanks of the Bastions cannot defend their 
opposite Faces in a proper manner, For the 
Flanks of the higher Bastions, must fire 
below the Horizontal Line, as the Flanks of 
the Lower ones must throw theirs above 
it.103 

It should be noted that it would have been 
expensive to provide for Quebec's defence if 
each flank had to be fired from horizontally. This 
is why adapting the fortification to the terrain 
required that the angles of the embrasures be 
varied. 

Murray also noted that the terreplein of the 
fausse-brayes and the escarp of the adjacent faces 
were not far enough apart and supported his 
statement with observations on the outcome of 
Levis' attack during the 1760 siege. Levis had 
directed his fire on the faces of the La Glacière 
and St. Louis bastions with the result that debris 
from the escarp fell on the terreplein of the 
fausse-braye. Thus, not only was it impossible for 
the defenders to use this work, but accumulating 
debris could eventually make escalade possible. 

The new Governor mentioned that the gates 
were poorly located, since they were too close to 
the flanks to be properly defended by them. This 
was the case for both St. Louis Gate, situated 
near the flank of the St. Louis Bastion, and for St. 
John's Gate, next to the left flank of the neigh
bouring bastion. 

The 1745 fortification should be considered 
in the context in which it was built. Alarmed by 
the capture of Louisbourg, the colonial leaders 
wanted some means of offering an adequate 
resistance to the enemy at any price. Knowing 
that the Court had no intention of accepting such 
a project, haste was made to construct the 
enceinte so that the mother country would be 
presented with afait accompli and decide to com
plete the work. Furthermore, all the elements 
that could be salvaged from the works of 1701, 
1707 and 1720 were integrated into the new fortifi
cation. As a result the enceinte was less well 
thought out with respect to principles of defence 
than other projects, such as that of 1716, had 
been. The year 1745, however, is meritorious as 
the year that produced the first permanent 
enceinte, entirely enclosing the town along the 
side facing the country. 

Chaussegros de Léry was by the far the most 
prolific of New France's engineers, as much 
because of the relatively long period he spent 
there — from 1716 to his death in 1756 — as 
because of his numerous achievements at Québec 
and throughout the colony. He considered 
Quebec's defence to be of fundamental impor
tance for protecting the colony. Time and time 
again he referred to the importance of Québec in 
his memoranda. His many projects indicate that 
his knowledge of military engineering was thor
ough. The works that he proposed or built gener
ally complied in plan with the proportions needed 
to ensure proper flanking. Chaussegros de Léry's 
true merit, however, lay in the exactness with 
which he assessed Quebec's topography, a factor 
that was always considered in his many proposals 
for an enceinte. 

The study of the various projects or achieve
ments in fortification in the French regime 
illustrates the difficulties experienced by the 
colonial leaders trying to provide Québec with a 
bastioned enceinte. It would not be appropriate 
to elaborate here on the existence or non
existence of a defence policy, but there is cause 
to emphasize the inconsistency of the decisions 
and instructions issued by the Court. For exam
ple, the approval and partial realization from 1701 
of the project put forward by Levasseur de Neré, 
along with the Fortifications Council's decision in 
1710, ratified by the Cour t , in favour of 
Beaucours' enceinte represent options that are 
difficult to reconcile. 

How can the will expressed in 1716 that an 
enceinte capable of withstanding a regular siege 
be built be reconciled with the King's instructions 

102. J. Parent et M. Verroust, Vauban, p. 127. 103. PAC, MG8, E, 1, "Report on the Government of Quebec and 
Dependencies thereof," Murray, 1762. 
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a few years later to provide for no more than 
defence against a coup de main? It is evident that 
a decision in favour of either of these two view
points could influence the type of work that 
would be proposed. The examples given resulted 
from an evaluation of the enemy's strength; that 
is, whether the enemy was able to arrive before 
the town with his artillery-train and lay siege to it. 
In both cases, England and its colonies consti
tuted the eventual enemy, as they had since 1690. 

The general traces also bear witness to the 
engineers' store of knowledge, and from this 
point of view it is interesting to note the evolution 
of the different projects presented at Québec. It 
should come as no surprise that Bourdon's 
enceinte demonstrated very little flanking. We 
should recall that in Europe at the beginning of 
the 17lh century, the time when Bourdon was 
acquiring his knowledge, the geometry of 
flanking was prompting much discussion among 
engineers such as Errard, Fritach and de Ville. 
On the other hand, subsequent projects from the 
time of Villeneuve and particularly from that of 
Beaucours were imbued with much more ade
quate concepts of flanking as developed by Pagan 
and Vauban. 

Levasseur de Neré and Chaussegros de Léry 
brought with them additional experience and, like 
Vauban, were concerned with the surrounding 
topography. This meant that theoretical concepts 
were subordinated and adapted to the geograph
ical context of a particular site. Making a topo
graphical survey became the first task to which 
these two engineers devoted themselves; and 
each of their subsequent proposals remained true 
to the conclusions reached with their first step. 
There is no more convincing proof of this than 
Chaussegros de Léry's refusal in 1729 to move 
his proposed enceinte further back towards the 
town when faced with the Court's claims that it 
was too extensive. 

Levasseur de Neré and Chaussegros de Léry 
came to nearly the same conclusions in their 
assessments of the topography to the west of the 
town. Both considered the importance of 
including in Quebec's defence system the highest 
points of Cape Diamond, from which all of Upper 
Town could be commanded. Strategically, 
Chaussegros de Léry's citadel proposal of 1716 
resembles Vauban's numerous achievements, 
especially at Besançon. 

The defensive value of the fortifications built 
at Québec in the French regime must still be 
assessed in a more general way. It was only at the 
end of this period that Québec was provided with 
a defence system of a permanent nature . 
Although harsh judgments were made by some 
French officers concerning the defensive value of 
the 1745 enceinte and its originator, Chaussegros 
de Léry, unlike C.P. Stacey,104 we do not share 
their opinions. Considering the atmosphere at the 
time of its construction, Chaussegros de Léry's 
fortification appears to have been suited to 
achieving the fixed defence objectives. It is true 
that during the siege of 1759 Montcalm did not 
recognize the 1745 fortification as being effective 
defensively, but it was the unfinished state of the 
enceinte that was at fault, rather than Chausse
gros de Léry's lack of competence to plan an effi
cient fortifications complex for Québec and see it 
carried through. In the particular circumstances 
characterizing the last two decades of the French 
regime, the engineer was able to design a fortifi
cation whose trace was a good reflection of the 
military geometry of the period. The enceinte's 
location demonstrates that it was well adapted to 
the terrain; as well, it was based on a fine evalua
tion of the urban context. Chaussegros de Léry 
remained faithful to the assessment of the topog
raphy he made for his first project in 1716, which 
matured throughout the years. In this sense his 
skill was akin to that of one of his predecessors, 
Levasseur de Neré, as well as to that of several 
subsequent British engineers. 

In short, Chaussegros de Léry cannot be 
held responsible for the incompletion of the para
pet of the enceinte and the outworks at the time 
of the siege. Once the parapet had been com
pleted, Murray used this rampart effectively 
when Levis laid siege to Québec in 1760. Simi
larly, in 1775 the existing enceinte discouraged 
the Americans from continuing their attacks on 
this front of the town. 

104. C.P. Stacey, Quebec 1759, The Siege and the Battle, British 
Battles Series, London, Par Books. 1973, pp. 27-40. 
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Architecture 

The Citadel 
1. Inner façade of Dalhousie Gate 
2. Casemates beneath the rampart 
3. Approach to the Citadel 
4. View of the interior 

(Photographs by D. Chamard, 1978, Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 5 Traces of general plans 
and evaluation of 
their defensive elements: 
British regime 

A characteristic of the early years of the 
British regime was the lack of influence 
exerted by British engineers in fortifica

tion. They were much less organized than their 
French counterparts and did not have a very long 
tradition of military engineering behind them.1 

The Woolwich Academy was not founded until 
1741 and engineers were not obliged to attend the 
school at the time. The fact that during the early 
years of the new regime some works of fortifica
tion were attributed to the governor rather than to 
engineers is an illustration of the low esteem in 
which their skills were held. A statement in 1756 
by J.C. Loudoun, Commander-in-Chief of British 
troops in America, demonstrates this lack of 
confidence: 

But the Point I am weakest in, is Engineers; 
M. Montresor, I dare not trust a Siege to; 
Major Eyres is a very good Man, but will not 
do for a first; Among the Foreigners, there 
are many nominal ones, but know no more 

than what they have learnt in a drawing 
School; the only one they look on as an Engi
neer, is Lieutenant Meyer; they say he is fit 
for great designs, meaning, making a Plan for 
such, for he has never served any where. I 
have at last got hold of him, and from all I 
can see, he is Slow.2 

The Works Proposed by Murray and Holland's 
Citadel Project 

In view of the recent victory, the new com
manders of the fortress drew up fortifications 
projects within an atmosphere of insecurity and 
uncertainty during the early years of the British 
regime. This explains why the works erected 
were only temporary measures designed to 
ensure a minimum of protection against a coup de 
mean, as well as some resistance to a short siege. 

As the enceinte of the town was not com
pleted by a ditch throughout its entire length or 
even screened by some advanced works, thereby 
allowing the enemy to come within very close 

1. For a discussion of engineers during this period, see D.W. 
Marshall, "The British Engineers in America: 1755-1783," Jour
nal of the Society for Army Historical Research, vol. 51, no. 207 
(Fall 1973), pp. 155-63. 

2. Stanley Pargellis, éd.. Military Affairs in North America, 
1748-/765; Selected Documents from the Cumberland Papers in 
Windsor Castle, Archon Books, 1969. p. 277, Loudoun to 
Cumberland, 22 November 1756; also pp. 241 and 254, Loudoun 
to Cumberland, 3 October 1756, Cumberland to Loudoun, 
2 December 1756. 
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The arrangement of Murray's blockhouses along two 
fronts guaranteed that each of the works was flanked. The 
first front included blockhouses 1, 3, 4 and 6; the second 
front, numbers 2 and 5, and the one located near Saint-Louis 
Road not far from the heights near the Moulin d'Artigny. 

range and to see its base from several points, 
Murray initiated the construction of a series of 
seven blockhouses "within a musket shot of the 
Capital wall" in December 1759.3 They were laid 
out on two fronts so as to be mutually flanking, 
and their location ensured some control over sur
rounding strategic spots. The blockhouse near 
the heights surrounding the Moulin d'Artigny 
blocked approach by way of Saint-Louis Road. 
Similarly, the one to the west of the curtain wall 
between the Ursulines and St. John bastions 
commanded the intersection of the road from the 
bottom of Coteau Sainte-Geneviève and the 
Saint-Jean Road. 

Several ravelins are illustrated in front of the curtain walls, 
but only one — that covering St. Louis Gate — was built 
in 1760. Anonymous, Copied by Barman, 1805, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

In January 1760 the chief engineer, Major 
Mackellar,4 suggested to Murray that he build a 
series of entrenchments to occupy the heights of 
Abraham. These works were to be laid out along 
a line more or less parallel to the main work, 
returning on one side along Coteau Sainte-
Geneviève and on the other along the edge of 
Cape Diamond;5 however, the project was never 
realized.6 Drawn up in haste, its significance lies 
in the revival of the idea a few years later by an 
engineer who would insist strongly on the tactical 
necessity of occupying the heights of Abraham in 
such a way as to provide the main work with ade
quate defence. 

3. PAC, MG8, E, 1, "Report on the Government of Quebec and 
Dependencies thereof," Murray, 1762. 

4. Patrick Mackellar was well known for his participation in the 
various operations of the Seven Years' War in America. After 
having rapidly climbed the various echelons of the British corps 
of engineers (practitioner engineer, 1742; extraordinary, 1744; 
ordinary, 1751), he came to America for the first time in 1754 as 
second engineer with the Braddock expedition. He was later 
taken prisoner while participating in the defence of forts Ontario 
and Oswego in the capacity of chief engineer. In 1757 he 
returned to England and worked for some time in Scotland. He 
was attached to Wolfe's army with the rank of major in 1758 for 
the siege of Louisbourg, acting in the capacity of second and 
later chief engineer. He was chief engineer for the siege of 

Québec and held the position there afterwards under Murray. 
Following a brief stay in Halifax in 1761, he left to participate as 
chief engineer in the capture of Martinique that same year, he 
also took part in the siege of Havana. After the signing of the 
Peace of Paris, he was appointed chief engineer in Minorca, 
where he remained until his death in 1778. (W. Porter, History of 
the Corps of Royal Engineers, London, Longmans, Green and 
Co., 1889, vol. i, passim, vol. 2, pp. 386-7.). 

5. James Murray, Governor Murray's Journal of Quebec from 
/7 , h September 1759 to 25* May 1760, Québec Literary and 
Historical Society, Third Series of Historical Documents, 
Québec and Montréal, 1871. 

6. Nevertheless, the plan was traced on the ground. 
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The entrenchments proposed by Mackellar in 1760 com
prised bastions, redoubts and broken and detached curtain 
walls. Note the return along the cliff at each end towards the 

In addition to the magistral line and the ditch, the three 
main fronts of Holland's citadel consisted of low flanks or 
tenailles, ravelins with réduits in their gorges and a covered 
way with places of arms at the re-entering angles. In front of 
the faces of the bastions on the most exposed side to the 
west, the engineer planned to build tenaillons with centrally 
placed retrenchments. Holland proposed that casemates be 
built along the inside of the new enceinte as well as along the 
wall near the cliff. He wanted to erect a cavalier on top of the 
powder magazine already located in the Cape Diamond 
Demi-Bastion on the west. S. Holland, [1762], Copied by 
Denison, 1912, Public Archives of Canada. 

main work. Even though these works were not built, they 
seem to have been traced on the ground. Detail, Murray's 
map, [1760], Copied by Pettigrew, 1913, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

Murray also ordered the construction of a 
ravelin in front of St. Louis Gate and provided for 
three others in front of each of the curtain walls, 
with the exception of the wall between the St. 
John and Potasse bastions, where a place of arms 
and a covered way were already located. These 
works were obviously designed to cover the cur
tain walls and the gate and postern passages 
through them. Being very small, several of them 
did not give adequate protection to the curtain 
wall, since they did not receive their defence 
from the shoulder angle of the bastions. In other 
words, the prolongation of the faces of the rave
lins was most often directed to the flanks near the 
curtain wall, whereas it should have been 
directed to the faces near the shoulder angle. In 
view of their trace, as well as the shortness of 
their capital, it seems more appropriate to con
sider them large places of arms. It should be 
noted that a retired battery was to be installed at 
the end of the faces of each of these works. 

In 1762 Murray once again listed the various 
weak points of Quebec's enceinte: unfinished 
state, exposure to commanding ground, possibil
ity of enfilade, poor situation of gates, and so on. 
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Also pointing out the inordinate number of men 
needed to defend the enceinte, as well as the dan
ger of a possible uprising by the population, 
Murray submitted Holland's citadel project to the 
British authorities.7 

This is one of the best documented proposals 
of the British regime. The engineer described the 
citadel as a pentagon whose three exterior sides 
were equal, each measuring 760 feet.8 The first 
side, facing the country on the west, was made up 
of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion, the adjacent 
curtain wall and a part of the left flank of the La 
Glacière Bastion. Holland regularized this flank 
by making it shorter and changed the length of the 
face so that it was in keeping with the newly 
obtained exterior side. The northern and eastern 
fronts faced the town located within the old 
enceinte. The remaining side, bordering the cliff, 
included the small front built by Chaussegros de 
Léry in 1745, to which Holland added a masonry 
wall to provide adequate flank defence. 

The trace of the magistral line was in keeping 
with the principles determined by Vauban. The 
perpendicular was equal to To of the exterior 
side. The faces located on the rasant line of 
defence were equal to 2h of the same exterior 
side. The junction of the flanks and the curtain 
wall was located on the opposite line of defence. 
Holland completed the work by adding low 
flanks, or tenailles. Their face, measuring 50 feet, 
was situated on the prolongation of the line of 
defence, and their flank was parallel to that of the 
main work. 

The counterscarp was not directed to the 
shoulder of the opposite bastion, but rather to a 
point on the flank approximately 40 feet from the 
shoulder, almost to the shoulder angle of the low 
flank. Some authors claimed that it was more 
advantageous to direct the counterscarp to the 
flank and not to the face a few feet from the 
shoulder. In fact, considering the thickness of the 
parapet, if the counterscarp were directed exactly 
to the shoulder of the opposite bastion, a part of 
the ditch in front might not be defended by the 

flank. It was possible to correct this by the 
method Holland intended to use to trace the 
counterscarp. 

In front of each of the curtain walls, Holland 
planned to build ravelins, whose dimensions 
would vary according to whether they were 
located facing the country or the town. They 
consisted of faces and flanks and had réduits in 
their gorges. Behind these works Holland pro
vided for casemated batteries to defend the ditch 
in reverse. The ravelin facing the country was 
larger than the other two because this front of for
tification was more exposed. Its faces were 
defended from a point on the faces of the bastions 
a few feet above the shoulder; its flanks were par
allel to the capital. A ravelin of this size increased 
the possibility of directing lateral fire on the capi
tal of the flanked angle of the neighbouring bas
tions. The smaller ravelins facing the town also 
had a somewhat different trace; the faces were 
defended directly from the shoulder angle of the 
adjacent bastion. It is difficult to understand why 
Holland organized the trace differently here, as 
this could have led to a less effective defence of 
the ravelin ditch for the same reasons as those 
given in the examination of the counterscarp and 
the main ditch. 

Holland planned to build tenaillons9 in front 
of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion and the adja
cent bastion to eliminate all possibility of taking 
the main work in reverse, and to provide ade
quate flank defence for the ditch in front of the St. 
Louis Bastion. The junction of the citadel and the 
enceinte was located in this sector of the new for
tifications project, and it had to be one of the 
most efficiently defended points. Realizing that 
this part of the fortification was weak, the enemy 
invariably preferred to attack it. The smaller face 
of each tenaillon was situated on the prolongation 
of the face of the adjacent bastion and measured 
90 feet. The other face, ending at the counter
scarp of the ravelin, was directed to the angle 
formed by the junction of the opposite flank and 
curtain wall. Holland provided for the construc-

7. Of Dutch extraction, Holland had studied science and mathe
matics. He joined the Dutch Army at a very young age and took 
part in the defence of such cities as Hulst and Bergen-op-Zoom 
when they were besieged. During the Seven Years' War, he 
received a commission as lieutenant in the 60th Regiment of 
Foot of the British Army, levied for service in America. Before 
coming to Québec, he participated in several operations during 
which he demonstrated his engineering skills by drawing plans 
and making surveys. He was not a member of the Corps of Royal 
Engineers, however. Wolfe had a very high opinion of Holland 
because of his work during the sieges of Louisbourg and 
Québec. As of 1761, Holland would work on Murray's famous 
map of the St. Lawrence. He gained further recognition for his 
role as surveyor-general for the province of Québec from 1764 to 
1801. (W. Chapman, "The Life and Times of Major Samuel Hol
land Surveyor-General 1764-1801," Ontario Historical Society 

Papers and Records vol. 21, (1924), pp. 11-90; Nathaniel N. 
Shiptom, "General James Murray's Map of the St-Lawrence," 
The Cartographer, vol. 4, no. 2 (December 1967), pp. 93-101.) 

8. PAC. MG23, A, 4, vol. 64, pp. 60-4, "Project for the building of 
a Citadel at Quebec." 

9. Authors of treatises do not agree on the name of this type of 
work. Abbé Deidier called it a large lunette or counterguard, and 
Muller, atenaille, but both located the work in front of a ravelin. 
Although it played the role of a counterguard to a certain extent, 
we have preferred to use the term tenaillon because of its form. 
It is interesting to note that Holland, like the leading Dutch 
author Coehorn, used the term covered face instead of counter-
guard. J. Muller, A Treatise Containing the Elementary Part of 
Fortification.. ., pp. 37 and 60; Abbé Deidier, g/c parfait 
Ingénieur français . . ., p. 38. 
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tion of retrenchments within these works to 
install supplementary batteries. In front of the 
flanked angle of the bastion, between the two 
tenaillons, he provided for a lunette, which he 
called a "redoubt." It appears that its flanked 
angle was determined by using a radius of 100 feet 
with the flanked angle of the adjacent tenaillons 
as centre points. 

The covered way measured 30 feet in width 
and its outer edge was indented. This type of 
trace had been suggested by authors who suc
ceeded Vauban, including Cormontaigne. It had 
the advantage of avoiding dead angles in the 
passages of the covered way at the ends of the 
traverses. No traverses were indicated on Hol
land's plan other than near the places of arms. 
Was this an oversight, or did he simply believe 
that the crémaillères were enough to block enfi
lade or ricochet fire? If so, he was mistaken. He 
set up unusual places of arms at the re-entering 
angles, as they were retrenched by a 20-foot wide 
ditch. In addition, the traverses at the ends of 
their faces were retired inwards, thereby allowing 
supplementary batteries to be installed. The 
places of arms were detached from the covered 
way, since this work passed on either side of 
them. 

Holland's project was completed by the con
struction of casemates under the ramparts of the 
three new bastions, as well as along the wall bor
dering the cliff. They were to provide the neces
sary accommodation for officers and soldiers and 
to store military equipment. A cavalier allowing a 
command over the heights of Abraham was 
located in the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion on 
top of the powder magazine built by Chaussegros 
de Léry. 

Posterns leading into the low flanks or 
tenailles provided access to the main ditch. Two 
others were located in the middles of the curtain 
walls on the north and west fronts. An exit was 
located on the east front for communication with 
the town. Another led onto the cliff. This exit 
meant that the provision of fresh supplies and 
communication with the outside would be possi
ble if the city were invested. Since it led directly 
onto the edge of Cape Diamond, it required an 
inclined plane or other special arrangement. It 
would have been preferable to locate this exit on 
the west side for it to function successfully as a 

communication. Even though this was the most 
exposed front during a siege, it was easier to 
reach the outside at this spot than by descending 
the cliff. Holland did not seem to consider this 
option. 

The merit of Holland's project lies in its 
occupation of the highest points of the Cape Dia
mond heights while maintaining a very regular 
magistral line. In this way Holland demonstrated 
his knowledge of the different elements of bas-
tioned fortification and how to organize them cor
rectly. Some works of an unusual trace, such as 
the places of arms, might be explained by his 
engineering studies in his native country, Hol
land. In conclusion, we should emphasize as 
Murray did the pertinence of such a proposal 
within the climate of insecurity surrounding the 
newly conquered fortress. The Governor 
believed that such a project would made it possi
ble to withstand a siege for at least four months 
with a reduced garrison.10 Nevertheless, it was 
not implemented. 

Gordon's Citadel 
From the moment Carleton arrived in 

Québec, he concerned himself with the town's 
defence, which he felt was of prime importance 
for the security of the colony. He recognized the 
impossibility of defending the town with the few 
men he had until reinforcements arrived. He was 
also aware that the population might revolt if war 
were ever declared with France. He therefore 
submitted a citadel project to the British authori
ties "which would at once give stability and Per
manency to the British Dominion over this 
Province."11 The engineer Gordon drew up a 
plan of the citadel during a brief posting at 
Québec in 1767.12 

Our only source of information on the details 
of the project is a plan dated 1767. It consisted of 
a very irregular seven-sided polygon. The three 
main fronts, one of which faced the country and 
the other two the town, were completed by rave
lins with casemated flanks situated in front of the 
curtain walls, and a covered way with places of 
arms located at its re-entering angles. The places 
of arms situated on the west front had réduits in 
their gorges. The junction of the citadel and the 
enceinte was protected by a lunette flanked by a 
"redoubt" at its base. On the two fronts facing 

10. PAC. MG8. E. 1. "Report on the Government of Quebec 
1762. 

11. PRO. C O . 5/87. ff. 95-6. "Extracts of a Letter from Brigadier 
General Carleton to General Gage." 12 April 1769 and C O . 
42/29. ff. 51-2. Carleton to Hillsborough. 9 May 1769. 

12. Gordon joined the royal engineers in 1742. After having served 
for several years in Flanders, mainly under Wellington, he was 
recommended by Wellington to Braddock for the position of 

sub-engineer on his expedition of 1754. In 1759 he was promoted 
to the rank of captain and became engineer-in-ordinary. He was 
a member of Monckton's expedition to Martinique in 1762 and 
took part in the siege of Havana that same year. In 1763 he 
seems to have been appointed chief engineer in America. After 
1767 and until his death in 1787, he was again in the West Indies, 
acting as chief engineer on several islands, in particular, 
Grenada. Stanley Pargellis, éd., op. cit., p. 104, note 1. 
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In 1767, at the request of Carleton, Gordon drew up a 
project for a citadel in the shape of an irregular seven-sided 
polygon. The first front on the west incorporated a part of 
the existing fortification. Two fronts faced the town and four 
others were located along the cliff. The work was completed 
by three redoubts on the unoccupied part of the Cape Dia
mond heights. H. Gordon, [1767], Copied by Pettigrew, 
1911, Public Archives of Canada. 

the town, the flanks whose line of fire was 
towards the country were double, the upper part 
being traced in a straight line and the lower hav
ing an orillon. This was a very wise step if we 
bear in mind that these spots were normally more 
exposed to fire coming from high points on the 
Plains of Abraham. Gordon also occupied the 
entire western portion of the Cape Diamond 
heights by three redoubts. On one of the sides 
bordering the cliff he provided for the installation 
of a battery, lining up its fire with the harbour. 

At first glance, the project provokes several 
comments. The occupation of the Cape Diamond 
heights to the west of the citadel by outworks 
was a very positive feature. Additional batteries 
could thus be installed, making it possible to 
prevent an enemy approach from the country. At 
the same time it forced the enemy to station him
self at a greater distance from the main work. 
Several years earlier, in approximately 1720, 
Chaussegros de Léry had paid considerable 
attention to these strategic points. Subsequently, 
the principle would not be forgotten by other 
engineers, as several batteries were to be concen
trated on the heights during the construction of 
the temporary citadel. 

Gordon's project also attempted to make 
maximum use of existing defensive structures. 
The tenaille built by Chaussegros de Léry along 
the cliff and the front of fortification between the 
Cape Diamond and La Glacière bastions were 
retained without modification. The left face of the 
lunette at the junction of the citadel and the 

enceinte was made up of part of the curtain wall 
between the La Glacière and St. Louis bastions. 
Similarly, a portion of the "redoubt" below bor
rowed elements from the face and right flank of 
the La Glacière Bastion. Maximum use of 
existing structures at this spot had some draw
backs because the flanking of this strategic point 
of the fortification was weak. In fact, the ditch 
running alongside the lunette and the left face of 
the St. Louis Bastion was directly defended by 
only a portion of the "redoubt ." On the other 
side there was only the short left flank of this 
same bastion to sweep the ditch in the other 
direction. 

Unlike other engineers, Gordon provided for 
the construction of a rampart on the edge of the 
cliff with the same dimensions as those on the 
other fronts and with a ditch and counterscarp 
beyond. He installed several cannons on the 
counterscarp, directing their fire towards the har
bour. In fact, he attached as much importance, if 
not more, to being able to block the enemy's 
passage should he venture into the river to 
besiege the town from the other side. Admittedly, 
the idea was commendable, but it was not new 
and Gordon did not take advantage of the natural 
defence offered by the cliff. In fact, an adequately 
flanked wall set up to prevent scaling could allow 
for the installation of necessary bat ter ies , 
because a ship could not easily at tempt a 
breaching unless it remained in one place and it 
then became an easy target. Therefore this type 
of rampart was unnecessary; moreover, it is diffi
cult to imagine how the engineer could provide 
for the additional construction of a ditch and 
counterscarp without incurring enormous 
expense. In so doing, Gordon denied the defen
sive advantages offered by the cliff. 

Gordon did not seem to be aware that a cita
del should have two main gateways, as he pro
vided for only one leading into the town. It seems 
evident that if an enemy invested the town, the 
garrison, having retreated into the citadel, would 
become a prisoner in its own fortification. In 
addition, there does not seem to have been 
enough room in some bastions on the northeast 
and northwest to provide the defending soldiers 
with freedom to manoeuvre. In short, it is clear 
that Gordon elaborated this project in haste. Per
haps it was truly a "design," as its title indicates, 
meant to be modified when it was traced on the 
ground. Nevertheless, despite some positive fea
tures, this citadel project does not create a 
favourable impression of Gordon's professional 
skills. 
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As soon as he arrived in Québec, Marr drew up an esti
mate of Gordon's citadel project and modified it somewhat 
by simplifying the front along the cliff. He also added a 
means of communication that led down to a wharf in Lower 

Town, and proposed that réduits be built inside the rave
lins and places of arms. J. Marr, 1767, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

The Engineer John Marr 
In 1769 Carleton asked the new engineer, 

John Marr,1 3 to appraise Gordon ' s citadel 
project.14 As he was not in complete agreement 
with Gordon's plan, Marr revised it somewhat 
when he presented his estimate of the project.1S 

He shortened the rampart bordering the cliff and 
no longer provided for a ditch or counterscarp on 
this side. He added a communication route in the 
form of a zigzag caponier, however, which was 
slightly protected by a small wall leading to the 
wharf. An indented trace provided the wall with 
flank defence. In this way Marr attempted to cor
rect the drawback of Gordon's project, which 
provided for only one communication route 
towards the town. As in the case of Holland's cit
adel, however, this type of communication on the 
side of the cliff was perhaps not the most effi
cient, even if Marr intended to take additional 
measures to protect it. 

On the side facing the country, Marr covered 
the flanks of the main work with ramhorns, which 
were rounded tenailles attributed to Bélidor.16 

He also suggested that a réduit be added inside 
the ravelin. The parapet of the covered way in 
front of the ravelin was indented to compensate 
somewhat for the possibility of enfilade, which 
had been made even greater by Gordon's failure 
to provide for traverses at this spot. In addition, 
Marr suggested that passages en caponier pro
vide access to two of the redoubts located in front 
of the Cape Diamond heights. He also proposed 
adding réduits inside the ravelins and places of 
arms on the two fronts facing the town. For the 
layout of the citadel's interior he proposed the 
construction of several buildings to meet the 
needs of the garrison. 

These modifications, which in some cases 
corrected weaknesses on Gordon's plan, would 
be taken up again by Marr in the various propos-

13. Very little is known about John Marr. He was a practitioner 
engineer in 1757; two years later he became an ensign in the 
Corps of Royal Engineers. He remained in Québec for a period 
of ten years from 1769 to 1779, during which he apparently held 
the position of commanding royal engineer in Canada for a 
while. Having returned to England in 1779 because of old age, he 
became a member of the Corps of Invalid Engineers in 1784. He 
died in Scotland in 1786. (Capt. R. F. Edwards, éd., Roll of Offi
cers of the Corps of Royal Engineers from 1660 to 1898, Com
piled from the Ms. Rolls of the Late Captain T.W.J. Conolly, 

R.E., Chatham, Royal Engineer Institute, 1898, p. 8; BM, Add. 
MSS 21720, ff. 28-9, Haldimand to Townshend, 13 September 
1779. 

14. PRO, CO. 5/87, ff. 95-6, "Extract of a Letter from Brigadier 
General Carleton to General Gage," 12 April 1769. 

15. PRO, W.O. 55/1822, ff. 7-12, "An Estimate of the Expenses of 
Improving the Fortification of Quebec by Building a Citadel on 
the Height of Cape Diamond," J. Marr, 11 April 1769. 

16. J. Muller, op. cit., p. 229. 
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Intended to be an improvement upon the first two , the 
third citadel project presented by Marr was t raced in the 
shape of an irregular pentagon with two sides along the cliff 
and three others facing inland. The inland fronts were com
pleted by ravelins and counte rguards . This version of the 
third project shows that the traditional glacis was replaced 
by a small ditch, which was palisaded in the middle. J. Marr , 
1778, Public Archives of Canada . 

als he was to submit the following year. In fact, 
going somewhat beyond his instructions, Marr 
took the liberty of submitting three citadel proj
ects for Québec, each intended to be an improve
ment upon the former. Unfortunately, apart from 
a plan dated 1778 representing a slightly modified 
version of the third project, we have found no 
illustrations of these projects. Nevertheless, in 
the light of this plan and some written documents, 
we are able to outline Marr's various proposals 
and understand their content somewhat, without 
going into the details of the trace. Initially, Marr 
envisioned a work requiring a garrison of 2,500 
men and capable of resisting a two-month siege 
by an army four times larger.17 

The first project was intended to be a synthe
sis of Gordon's proposals and the changes made 
in 1769.18 The citadel formed an irregular hexa
gon. One of its fronts faced the country; three 
others the town; and the remaining two were 
located on the edge of the cliff. Marr provided for 
two main communications: one on the side of the 
cliff towards the river and the other towards 
Upper Town. He added counterguards in front of 
the bastions on the west front, which was most 
exposed to enemy fire. The section of the 

enceinte between the La Glacière and Cape Dia
mond bastions was not reused, since the engineer 
moved this front slightly further west to make 
more room within the citadel. In addition, he cor
rectly believed that the right flank of the Cape 
Diamond Demi-Bastion, being very exposed, was 
much too small in relation to the left flank of the 
La Glacière Bastion. This flank, which was 
almost twice as long, was less vulnerable because 
it could not be breached by a battery installed on 
the edge of the escarpment.19 

In tracing the first project on the ground, it 
was found that one of the curtain walls facing the 
town was located on higher ground and could be 
enfiladed from the heights of Abraham. To rem
edy this problem, Marr reduced the number of 
fronts facing the town. The second project was 
therefore an irregular pentagon with only two 
fronts near the town. 

The third project was also the result of cor
recting defects noticed while tracing the second 
project. The front facing the town on the north 
was moved slightly back towards the river. This 
was intended to correct an unacceptable differ
ence in level between one capital and the adjacent 
shoulder as a result of the capital's position on 
the edge of a depression. In addition, since the 
citadel occupied a smaller area, the counter-
guards that Marr planned to build on the three 
fronts facing inland would not be located on slop
ing ground. In his explanation of the new project 
Marr suggested that the redoubt located immedi
ately in front of the capital of the ravelin facing 
the plains be replaced by a bonnet.20 One of the 
resulting re-entering angles could then be 
occupied by a lunette, a measure that would 
increase the defensive strength of this side. In 
addition, Marr suggested that the glacis be built 
from leftover fragments of rock collected during 
the excavation of the ditch and covered by only 6 
inches of earth, a measure that would make it 
more difficult for enemy sappers to dig 
trenches.21 He proposed that the old enceinte of 
the town be torn down and the earth used for the 
terrepleins of the new works. According to Marr 
the enceinte would no longer be useful once the 

17. PAC. MG23. A, 1, Series 2, vol. 2. Report by Marr, 31 March 
1773 and PRO, W.O. 55/1822. ff. 25-32, "A Short Description 
of the Situation and Fortifications of Q u e b e c . . . . " J. Marr, 
13 March 1771. This report is dated 1 August 1770 in the Gage 
Papers in the W. Clements Library. University of Michigan. 

18. PRO. W.O. 55/1822, ff. 33-5. "Remarks of Lieutenant John 
Marr's Project no. 3 for a Citadel at Quebec," 12 March 1771. 

19. It should be remembered, however, that Chaussegros de Léry 
had made this front by using a section of fortification that he had 
built in 1720 and another set up by Levasseur in 1702. This 
explains the difference in length between the two flanks, and 
illustrates an interesting phenomenon that always influences 

one's assessment of the quality of a fortification. The way in 
which Chaussegros de Léry organized this front in 1745 cannot 
be criticized, given the context within which it was built. At a 
later date and under different circumstances, however, Marr 
was justified in pointing out this "weakness" on a strictly tac
tical level. 

20. For a better understanding of these redoubts, see the plan dated 
1769. A bonnet was a salient work, similar to a counterguard. 
which was placed immediately in front of a ravelin. (See 
J. Muller. op. cit.. p. 36.) 

21. PAC. MG23, A. 1, Series 2, vol. 2. Report by Marr. 31 March 
1773. 
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citadel was built and his proposal was intended to 
prevent the enemy from using this ground for 
installing batteries.22 

Marr slightly modified his project again in 
1778. Instead of a glacis, he suggested that a small 
ditch be excavated in front of the parapet of the 
covered way. This ditch, as well as the one in 
front of the advanced works, would be palisaded 
in the centre. In this way Marr tried to thwart any 
surprise attacks. 

Marr's concern for innovation is evident 
from the trace of the works he proposed in the 
different projects. The large size of the flanks on 
the plan of 1778 are noteworthy and mean that 
Marr made the perpendicular of the exterior side 
longer than was normally the case. Vauban and 
several other authors of fortifications treatises 
fixed the perpendicular at lk of the exterior 
side when the side measured slightly less than 
400 yards. Marr used this ratio, and sometimes 
an even greater one (Vs), for exterior sides meas
uring up to 900 feet23 and made no secret of this: 

This length of Perpendicular is given in order 
to have the greater Flanks, to defend the 
opposite works, and to be nearer equal to the 
Enemy's Artillery, for it is agreed on among 
all authors, that the longer the flanks are, the 
better, and it does not appear that authors 
have demonstrated that the Sixth part of the 
Exterior side is the best length for the 
Perpendicular.24 

There is certainly no doubt that Marr wanted 
to offer more protection by building longer 
flanks. It must be remembered, however, that the 
cost of building a fortification increased in pro
portion to the length of the perpendicular of the 
exterior side. In this instance, one might ask if 
Marr took into consideration that cost could be a 
determining factor in the authorities' acceptance 
or rejection of a project. 

Marr also tried to be innovative in the con
struction of outworks such as counterguards and 
ravelins. He noted that the traditional way of 
tracing these outworks left the main work partly 
exposed and, in fact, a part of the face of the bas
tion could be breached by an enemy battery 
located in front of the capital of the ravelin. Since 
the branches of the counterguard normally ended 
at the counterscarp of the ravelin, the face of the 
bastion located behind was exposed for a length 
equal to the width of the ravelin's ditch. To cor
rect this, Marr suggested that a flank be added to 
the counterguard. The flank was retired and ran 

parallel to the counterscarp of the main ditch until 
it completely covered the ditch of the ravelin. 
The flank of the ravelin, perpendicular to the 
main counterscarp, was lengthened to enfilade 
the entire terreplein of the counterguard. In this 
way no par t of the main work was left 
unprotected. Marr also pointed out that the coun
terguard should be slightly higher than the main 
work so that the main work would be completely 
hidden. In short, Marr was suggesting a second 
enceinte in front of the main work, since it was 
completed covered. Thus he violated to some 
extent the principle of defilement, which intended 
that outworks complete and add to the protection 
of the main work and not that they form separate 
entities. Moreover, if it was the custom that the 
main work should have a slightly higher profile 
than that of the advanced works, it was precisely 
because its artillery could back up the fire of the 
works located in front. The construction pro
posed by Marr made this impossible. 

Two features of the covered way merit atten
tion. The parapet was indented as a protection 
against enfilade by ricochet fire. Marr alleged that 
traverses hampered the various manoeuvres 
carried out on this work. It is true that traverses 
obstructed the movements of the soldiers on the 
covered way, but they were considered to be the 
best protection against ricochet fire. The crémail
lères protected only those soldiers who were in 
firing position on the parapet and left those 
manoeuvring behind near the inside edge com
pletely exposed. 

It is relatively easy to come to some general 
conclusions about the projects that Marr elabo
rated in Québec. His first proposal was essen
tially the appraisal and partial modification of 
Gordon's citadel project in an effort to carry out 
Carleton's instructions rapidly. Then, under the 
pretext of improving upon the first project, he 
exceeded his mandate and submitted plans that 
included significant modifications to the tradi
tional trace of counterguards and ravelins. Con
sequently, it seems that Marr wanted to present a 
scholarly work above all. Since he was primarily 
concerned with making theoretical innovations, 
the citadel project in Québec was simply a means 
of achieving this end. He did not seem to be con
cerned with economic factors that could have 
influenced the acceptance or rejection of the cita
del project. Moreover, in a letter addressed to the 
Board of Ordnance in August 1771, he stated his 
intentions clearly: 

22. PRO, W.O. 55/1822, ff. 33-5, "Remarks of Lieutenant John 
M a r r ' s . . . , " 12 March 1771. 

23. J. Muller, op. cit., p. 28; Royal Military Academy, Treatises on 
Geometrical Drawing: On the Anns in Use: On permanent For

tification: the Attack and Defence of Fortresses: and on Military 
Mines, Woolwich, E. Jones. 1843, p. 41. 

24. PRO. W.O. 55/1822, f. 25, "A Short Description. . . ," 13 March 
1771. 
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Portrait of William Twiss , Royal Engineers Museum, 
Chatham. 

As some of the Methods humbly proposed in 
each of those Projects are a little out of the 
Common Road, it may be thought presump
tion in a Sub Engineer to attempt them; 
However, as I am sure your Honours are 
inclined to encourage every Endeavour 
Towards an Improvement in your Depart

ment, I request that you will be pleased to 
give them a hearing and an impartial one. 
Although I have no great Hopes of my Proj
ects being executed on Cape Diamond, Yet if 
the Construction of the Counterguards as 
here proposed should meet with the approba
tion of your Honourable Board, They might 
be very easily executed at Portsmouth, or 
any other of His Majesty's Fortified Places, 
where the Lengths of the Present Works 
would admit them of a reasonable size. If 
they shall be found either too expensive or 
other wise improper, the Reasons assigned 
therefore, would serve to Correct my Ideas 
of Fortification.25 

Unfortunately, the response from the Board of 
Ordnance is unknown. It is certain, however, that 
these projects were not realized. Marr did not 
receive the support of Carleton, and a few years 
later he would be replaced by another engineer in 
Québec. 

William Twiss and the Temporary Citadel 
The American War of Independence and 

France's entry into the conflict gave rise again to 
speculation on the most appropriate system of 
defence for Québec. Not only would the proposal 
to build a citadel be supported once more, but 
also, from this moment on and for the first time 
since the beginning of the British regime, engi
neers would regard the 1745 enceinte a consider
able asset to the town's defence. 

A major undertaking during this period was 
the construction of a temporary citadel on the 
Cape Diamond heights. In 1778, in accordance 
with the orders of Governor Haldimand, the engi
neer William Twiss26 prepared a plan of the 

25. PRO. W.O. 55/1820. pt. 6. ff. 1-2. Marr to the Board of Ord
nance, August 1771. 

26. Having entered the Ordnance in 1760 at the age of 15. William 
Twiss began a long career as a military engineer in 1762. He was 
overseer of the works in Gibraltar at the time. He held the posi
tion until 1771. when he returned to England to work on the for
tifications of the dockyard at Portsmouth in the capacity of sub-
engineer with the rank of lieutenant. He came to America in 1776 
with the army under General Burgoyne. At that time he acted as 
aide-de-camp for Major-General Phillips, commander-in-chief of 
the Royal Artillery in America. The same year he was in charge 
of the construction of boats for transporting troops on Lake 
Champlain. After gaining renown at Ticonderoga in 1777 
through his reconnaissance of the fort and the installation of a 
battery capable of commanding the site. Twiss took part in the 
various activities of the final stages of the Sarratoga expedition. 
He was taken prisoner at this spot and then released several 
days later. From 1778, as commanding engineer in Canada, he 
was responsible for the construction of several military works: 
the temporary citadel at Québec; the first English fort on 
fle-aux-Noix; the Coteau-du-Lac Canal; Fort Haldimand on 
Carleton Island; the barracks at Sorel; and the reconstruction of 
Fort Saint-Jean. In 1779 he perfected a new model of pickaxe 
and shovel for the troops; it was approved by the authorities the 
following year. After peace was declared in 1783, he was called 
back to England to work on the fortifications of Portsmouth. In 
1785 he was a member of a committee of officers in charge of 
conducting an inquiry into the fortifications of the dockyards at 
Plymouth and Portsmouth. The following year, with the rank of 
captain and still in Portsmouth, he supervised the construction 

of Fort Cumberland. In 1790 he was in command of a company 
of the Royal Sappers and Miners Regiment. From 1792 to 1803, 
as district commanding engineer, he was responsible for the 
reconstruction of the coastal fortifications of Kent and Sussex 
counties. In addition, he was lieutenant-governor of the Royal 
Academy at Woolwich for a period of 15 years beginning in 1785. 
In 1798 he submitted a report to the government on the project to 
build a tunnel under the Thames at Gravesend. He went to Hol
land the following year as commanding engineer in the Duke of 
York's army. In 1800 he submitted a report on the fortifications 
of the islands of Jersey and Guernsey. Two years later the fortifi
cations of Ireland attracted his attention. In 1805 he played a role 
in introducing the Martello tower as a defensive coastal work, in 
particular in the counties of Kent and Sussex. That same year 
he became a member of a committee of officers in charge of 
studying the proposals put forward by Gother Mann, dealing in 
particular with the fortifications of Québec. In addition, he took 
part in experiments carried out at Woolwich to determine the 
best way of building traversing platforms. In 1809 he was 
appointed a colonel-commandant in the Corps of Royal Engi
neers and retired from active duty. In 1811, however, he was 
once again a member of a committee set up to study the fortifica
tions under construction at Chatham. He died in 1827 after 
attaining the ranks of lieutenant-general of the army in 1812 and 
general in 1825. (BM. Add. MSS 21814, f. 3, Certificate by 
Major-General Phillips, 24 October 1777; Dictionary of National 
Biography, vol. 19, pp. 1323-4; J.C. Kendal, "William Twiss; 
Royal Engineer." Dttquesne Review, vol. 15 no. 1 (Spring 1970), 
pp. 175-91.) 
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works to be built. Initially, the temporary citadel 
consisted of two réduits formed by the addition of 
retrenchments in the gorges of the Cape Diamond 
and La Glacière bastions. Twiss built cross-
shaped wooden blockhouses27 inside these 
works. Other works were added on both sides of 
the réduits. On the east, between the right flank 
of the La Glacière Bastion and the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt, Twiss ordered the construction of three 
redoubts protected by counterguards located in 
front. Two cavaliers were built on the highest 
points inside this line of redoubts. To the west of 
the réduits, the engineer set up various works, 
such as redoubts, batteries, sections of covered 
way, traverses, tenailles and countermines, 
which presented a less organized plan. Twiss 
attempted to make maximum use of the relief of 
Cape Diamond as far as Anse-des-Mères. Paths 
linked the majority of these works. 

Twiss concentrated on three specific objec
tives in elaborating this project.28 First, he made 
maximum use of the relief of the site as a natural 
means of defence. In this sense, he was not 
worried about regularizing the works; if he had 
been, their construction would have taken much 
longer and would not have met immediate defen
sive needs. Secondly, Twiss attempted to build 
works that flanked one another. In addition, the 
advanced works were not under any circum
stances to command the Cape Diamond and La 
Glacière réduits, which were to see these same 
works in reverse, however. A few years later the 
engineer Mann would note the soundness of this 
arrangement on the west side, but would add that 
the three redoubts facing the town "are too far 
advanced, as they cannot see or command the 
ground immediately in their Front; and at the foot 
of the Counterguards before them, an Enemy 
would be in a great degree covered from any fire 
of the Works."2 9 Twiss' third objective was to 
ensure good communication between the works, 
allowing the rapid assembly of troops and the 
organization of sallies. In fact, a grouping with 
such an irregular plan demanded excellent means 
of communication between the works, since their 

The temporary citadel built by the engineer Twiss com
prised two réduits formed by retrenchments extending 
across the gorges of the La Glacière and Cape Diamond bas
tions. On the east side in the direction of the town, Twiss laid 
out three redoubts that formed an arc with the existing Cape 
Diamond Redoubt. He provided for counterguards in front. 
Much less organized on the west in the direction of the coun
try, the works consisted of redoubts, batteries, tenailles, 
casemates, sections of covered way and countermines. W. 
Twiss, 1783, Public Archives of Canada. 

To prevent part of the enceinte from being commanded 
from the heights of Abraham, Twiss suggested in 1782 that 
some outworks be erected in front of the main work. These 
comprised a covered way, ravelins and tenailles. W. Twiss, 
1782, Public Archives of Canada. 

27. In his journal, J. Thompson described these blockhouses in the 
following way: " . . . they are to be (according to a model) of four 
wings of 32 feet square each a Square of the same size in the cen
ter with a stack of Chimnies containing four large fireplaces, that 
each wing may have one to cook in, A Magazin or place for 
Stores & Provisions will be made in all the Wings, below and 
above Stairs with two ranges of Guard beds round about each 
magazine except the door ways, leaving a passage of 4 feet along 
the sides, the lower floors will be made Bomb proof and will take 
600 men in each set of blockhouses to fight them." ANQQ, 
AP-G/254, J. Thompsons journal, 16 August 1780. 

28. ANQQ, AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal, 14 December 1784. 
29. PRO, W.O. 55/1551, p. 11, "Report on the Defences of the City 

of Quebec," G. Mann, 3 August 1791. 
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Portrait of Gother Mann, Royal Engineers Museum 
Chatham, copy . National Museums of Canada . 

isolation made the provision of supplies difficult 
and reduced defensive strength. 

It would be rash to pass judgment on the 
merit of Twiss' work on the basis of these tempo
rary works. In accordance with his instructions, 
Twiss attempted to make maximum use of the 
strategic importance of the Cape Diamond 
heights, and one must also appreciate the accu
racy of his assertions in 1778 when he stated that 
the best way to provide immediate defence for 
the town would be to build temporary barracks 
along the existing enceinte.30 In the light of the 

1776 blockade, he added that this measure would 
have a beneficial effect upon the population and 
lead it to devote all possible energy to protecting 
the town. Twiss was also aware of the eventual 
usefulness of a citadel. The construction of a tem
porary one, however, could only delay a perma
nent work. 

In short, Twiss recognized the defensive 
value of the rampart built in 1745 and wanted this 
work to be put to good use. In this sense it is 
interesting to note that in December 1782 he sug
gested that advanced works be built in front of 
the enceinte to compensate for its being com
manded from points on the heights of Abraham. 
This proposal would be revived a few years later 
by his successor, Gother Mann. 

The Defensive System Proposed by 
Gother Mann 

During the British regime, Gother Mann31 

was undoubtedly the engineer who did the most 
comprehensive analysis of Quebec's defence. A 
20-year study period from 1785 to 1805 led him to 
submit a project of works consisting of four spe
cific elements. He first emphasized the need to 
complete the enceinte around the town to protect 
it from a coup de main. Secondly, Mann took up 
Twiss' proposal to build advanced works in front 
of the enceinte in an effort to hamper the enemy's 
approach while providing additional protection 
for the main work. At the same time, he sug
gested that the heights of Abraham be occupied, 
as he was convinced that this was the only way to 
protect Québec against the danger they pre
sented. Finally, he foresaw the necessity to build 
a citadel on Cape Diamond to provide additional 
defence if ever the town were invested.32 

We will devote our attention to the last three 
proposals because the first, which intended to 
extend the enceinte to the north and east of the 
town, does not constitute a new element in the 

30. BM. Add. MSS 21814, ff. 80-1. Twiss to Haldimand. 1 Novem
ber 1778. 

31. After completing his studies at the Royal Academy at Woolwich. 
Gother Mann received his first commission as engineer in Febru
ary 1763. He was 16 years old. He worked on the fortifications of 
Sheerness and the Medway until 1775 when he set sail for 
Dominica. In 1779 he returned to England where he was asked to 
prepare a report on the fortifications of the east coast. He was 
living in Chatham at the time. In 1781 he accompanied the chief 
engineer on a tour of northeast England to study the defence 
problems of this region. In 1785 he was sent to Québec as chief 
engineer in Canada. He held the position until 1791, and again 
between 1794 and 1804. During his two postings to Canada, the 
fortifications of Québec remained his major concern. He came to 
play a role in several other parts of the colony, however, 
including forts George, Amherstburg and St. Joseph, Fort Saint-
Jean on the Richelieu and Ile-aux-Noix. He also designated the 
land to be set aside for military purposes in Sorel, Kingston and 
Toronto. After returning to England in 1791 he joined the army 
commanded by the Duke of York in 1793. His presence was 
mentioned at the sieges of Valenciennes and Dunkirk. He also 

took part in the Battle of Menin. After his second posting to Can
ada and until 1811, he worked alternately in Ireland and London, 
sitting on a number of committees in London. He became a 
colonel-commandant in the Corps of Royal Engineers in July 
1805. From 1811 until his death in 1830, he held the important 
position of Inspector-General of Fortifications. This position 
required that he concern himself once more with the fortifica
tions of Canada. Appointed lieutenant-general of the army in 
1810, he was promoted to general in 1821. In 1828 he became 
president of a committee to examine young cadets for commis
sions. (Dictionary of National Biography, vol. 12, pp. 925-6; 
W. Porter, History of the Corps of Royal Engineers, vol. 1, 
pp. 205, 217 and 403.) 

32. PRO, W.O. 55/1551, "Report on the Defences of the City of 
Quebec," G. Mann, 3 August 1791; PAC, RG8, II, vol. 8, "Con
siderations on the manner and expediency of occupying the 
Heights of Abraham; and on the formation of a Fortified Camp 
for the better Defence of the City of Quebec," G. Mann, 30 April 
1799; PAC, RG8. I, vol. 383, pp. 172-88. "Report on the 
Defences of the City of Quebec," G. Mann, 1 August 1804. 
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Mann presented his defence plan for Québec City in 
1791. He wanted first to complete the enceinte along the hill 
to the north and east. He provided for advanced works in 
front of the western enceinte and redoubts to occupy the 

heights of Abraham. As an additional and no less important 
measure, he pointed out the importance of building a perma
nent citadel on the Cape Diamond heights. G. Mann, 1791, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

study of the traces. In fact, in this area, given the 
steep escarpment, it would have been sufficient 
to set up a wall with salients to provide flanking 
and to allow batteries to be installed. These 
works were, however, no less important for the 
town's defence because their purpose was to 
hamper approaches from the river and to help to 
prevent a coup de main. 

In 1805 Chatham, then Master-General of the 
Board of Ordnance, submitted Mann's defence 
plan to a committee of four engineers including 
William Twiss, who had previously had the 

opportunity to acquaint himself with Québec, and 
Robert Morse, Inspector-General of Fortifica
tions, who would later be replaced in this capac
ity by Mann.33 The committee was opposed to 
some of Mann's proposals. 

After having considered the political and 
economic importance of the town and its strategic 
position, topography and climate, Mann con
cluded that the defence of Québec should aim 
above all at withstanding a siege long enough so 
that the winter months would prevent the enemy 
from continuing his operations.34 It would then 

33. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 384, pp. 13-15, Morse, D'Aubant, Twiss and 
Nepean to Chatham, 14 March 1805. W. Porter mentions that 
Robert Morse was in Québec in 1784. Morse was commander-in-
chief of the Corps of Royal Engineers in North America between 
1775 and 1779. (Dictionary of National Biography, vol. 13, 
p. 1012; Capt. R.F. Edwards, éd., op. cit., p. 8; W. Porter, 
op. cit., vol. 1, p. 215.) 

34. Presented with the example of the Americans who had attacked 
Québec during the winter of 1775, Mann gave the following 
reply: "The Americans never had more Force before the Town 
than they could Cantoon in the neighbourhood. They did not 
keep the Field. They constructed some Batteries against the 
place, but which were only occasionally served, and had no 
effect; they did not attempt to make any approaches; it was not a 
Siege but a Blockade." PAC, RG8, I. vol. 383, p. 179, "Report 
on the Defences of the City of Québec," G. Mann, 1 August 
1804. 
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In 1804 Mann submitted his new defence plan for 
Québec. The works were the same as in 1791, except for 
those on the heights of Abraham, where he wanted to set up 
an entrenched camp. He also suggested that the works built 

A few years later, Bruyères built advanced works 
according to the plans drawn up by Mann. G. Mann, 1785, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

be possible to consider calling in reinforcements 
from England in the spring. 

An analysis of the relief of Québec to the 
west of the enceinte led Mann, like other engi
neers before him, to consider the danger pre
sented by the heights of Abraham, located some 
900 yards from the existing rampart. Once in con
trol of this area, the enemy could install batteries, 
and under their protection set up others in front 

by Twiss in 1799 on Cape Diamond to the west of the 
enceinte be rebuilt in masonry. The illustration of the relief 
on the plan shows how the fortified camp was integrated 
with the irregularities of the terrain. G. Mann, 1804, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

to breach the enceinte. The most exposed parts of 
the enceinte were located between the St. Louis 
and St. John bastions; moreover, at some points 
they were seen right to the base of the escarp. To 
compensate for this weakness, Mann suggested 
that several flanks be covered by tenailles. In 
addition, the front between the St. Louis and 
Ursulines bastions was to be protected by a rave
lin and two counterguards. The trace of these 
works had a somewhat unusual shape given the 
irregularity of this front. The ditch in front of the 
ravelin was defended from the face of the tenaille 
and not from that of the bastion. Mann's reason 
for this arrangement is unknown, unless it was to 
adapt to the irregularities of the terrain. The 
counterguards projected outwards only very 
slightly, being more or less parallel to the 
enceinte. Mann stated that he did not want to 
locate these works further west because of the 
flanking problems that would arise and the possi
bility of enfilade from the heights of Abraham if 
the salients projected towards this area. 

These works would be built in 1807 by the 
engineer Bruyères, who modified their trace to 
some extent. The return of the counterguard in 
front of the St. Louis Bastion was now directed to 
the face of the adjacent fausse-braye. The ditch 
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The Advanced Works on the Front between the St. 
Lottis and Ursnhnes Bastions. The magistral line was built 
during the French regime and had an irregular plan. It should 
also be remembered that Chaussegros de Léry had formed 
this front by incorporating part of the St. Louis Bastion into 
the fortification of 1745. The tenailles consisted of only a 
face and a flank. For example, face AB was located on the 
line of defence CD, on the prolongation of CE. It measured 
approximately 80 feet long and was located 10 feet (EA) from 
the shoulder of the neighbouring bastion. Flank BF was par
allel to flank EG. The location of its base, point F, was deter
mined by the line of defence HG. The ravelin was not traced 
in the usual way, that is, by making the bisector of the 
flanked angle the conventional length. This can be explained 
by the irregularity of this front: the curtain wall was not par
allel to the exterior side. Moreover, the faces of the ravelin 
were directed to the shoulder angle of the tenailles and not to 
that of the bastions. Using points B and I as centres and a 
radius of approximately 320 feet, or 'h the exterior side CH, 

the engineer fixed point J as the flanked angle of the ravelin. 
The counterguards also had an irregular trace. The one in 
front of the right face of the St. Louis Bastion, KLM, was 
parallel to the counterscarp and located 40 feet from it. 
Then, beyond the flanked angle of the bastion, it turned back 
at right angles towards the main work. The long side of the 
other counterguard, NOP, was parallel to the left face of the 
Ursulines Bastion and located 40 feet from the counterscarp. 
The return towards the main work was directed to the right 
face of the same bastion, not far from the shoul
der, point O being located on the prolongation of the right 
flank QR. When Bruyères built these works in 1808, he made 
some changes. The tenailles were shortened to form simple 
orillons; the location of their base was determined by 
extending the counterscarp KS to T and US to V. The other 
modification affected the trace of the counterguard in front 
of the St. Louis Bastion. Its return, WX, towards the main 
work was now aligned with the fausse-braye in front of the 
left face of the same bastion. 

was then flanked by the right flank of the La 
Glacière Bastion. Bruyères also shortened the 
tenailles to form simple orillons. In one respect, 
this provided better protection for the ditch of the 
ravelin, since its faces were no longer directed 
right to the shoulder of the tenailles; however, 
Bruyères also shortened the flanks of these works 
because of the slope between the two bastions. 
As traced by Mann, the tenailles obstructed the 
view of the artillerymen posted in the flanks of 
the bastions, and as a result, they could not prop
erly sweep the ditch in front. 

In 1793, while commenting on the works pro
posed by Mann, Twiss mentioned his previous 
proposal in which he had moved the salients in 
front of the Ursuline and St. John bastions further 
west, supposedly to provide better protection for 
the fronts of the main work.35 It seems that 
Twiss had changed his mind in 1805 because the 

committee of which he was a member did not see 
the usefulness of these works. In fact, the com
mittee noted that the enceinte of the town was 
built on ground that sloped towards the north and 
thus could be enfiladed and seen in reverse from 
the north shore of the St. Charles River.36 The 
committee concluded therefore that any measure 
intended to protect the town from a siege could 
not be very effective, and thus it was useless to 
invest money in building advanced works or 
occupying the heights of Abraham. The commit
tee believed that it was sufficient to repair the 
existing enceinte to protect the site against a coup 
de main. In this sense, the expense incurred by 
building advanced works in front of the enceinte 
was considered unnecessary. 

Encouraged by the support received from 
the commande r of the t roops in Canada , 
Lieutenant-General Hunter, Mann responded to 

35. PRO. CO. 42/97, ff. 3-4, Twiss to the Duke of Richmond. 31 
October 1793. 

36. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 384. pp. 13-15. Morse. D'Aubant, Twiss and 
Nepean to Chatham, 14 March 1805. 
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assertions of the committee of engineers. He 
pointed out that the enfilade situation was not as 
serious as the committee suggested because the 
ground on the north shore of the St. Charles 
River was located approximately 900 to 1,000 
yards from the Coteau de la Potasse Bastion.37 It 
was submerged at high tide, and Mann noted that 
its elevation was 60 feet lower than the lowest 
part of the enceinte.38 Therefore the main work 
commanded this ground; moreover, it was possi
ble to set up traverses to block enfilade fire if ever 
the enemy were to station himself there. In sup
port of Mann, it must be added that it was practi
cally impossible to set up a breaching battery at 
this distance, and that the enemy could not organ
ize a regular siege since the river blocked an 
approach using trenches. 

Mann's defence plan also stressed the impor
tance of occupying the heights of Abraham. 
Unless this plateau were already held by the 
defenders, the enemy would be able to organize 
his camp there without exposing himself to the 
fire of the main work. Mann believed that the 
installation of defensive works in this area would 
force the enemy to begin his siege further away, 
as he would find himself obliged to capture these 
works before being able to direct his batteries 
against the town. In short, the enemy would have 
to sustain two successive attacks before investing 
the town, a requirement that would gain consider
able time for its defenders. 

The engineer was aware, however, that 
works located on the heights of Abraham were 
too far removed from the main work to be consid
ered simply advanced works, since they could 
not be well flanked by the artillery of the 
enceinte. Therefore he provided for detached 
works that would be taken in reverse by the main 
rampart so that the enemy could not use them as 
retrenchments once they had been captured. As 
early as 1791, Mann proposed that two mutually 
flanking redoubts be built. Their gorges were to 
be closed by a very thin wall to protect them 
against a surprise. Later, he developed this idea 
further and wanted to set up an entrenched camp. 
He was aware that detached works formed sepa
rate entities, and that troops had to be in the 
vicinity to defend them. 

This proposal demanded the addition of cer
tain works. Instead of two redoubts, Mann there
fore suggested that four be built, lined up so as to 
concentrate their fire on the country further west. 

Built in the shape of bastions, they were mutually 
flanking. Their gorges could be closed by a pali
sade or a loopholed masonry wall. Mann pro
vided for the construction of a masonry guard
house or blockhouse in the centre of each 
redoubt.39 The space between each of these 
works was to be closed by a palisade with a large 
opening at each end to allow ample freedom to 
manoeuvre. He proposed another palisade in the 
bottom of the ditch as protection against assault. 
The ditch was not to be excavated because of the 
proximity of rock, but rather the counterscarp 
raised to form a glacis. Mann wanted to make 
maximum use of the relief: 

. . . they (the redoubts) should be so far 
retired that their Guns might just look over 
the edge of the rising ground, making that, 
with very little addition, the crest of the Gla
cis, by which, although the ground in front 
would be perfectly well seen by them, they 
would be but little exposed at the Enemies 
Fire.40 

Mann suggested that entrenchments be set 
up on both sides of the line of redoubts to enclose 
the "fortified camp." To the north, they were 
lined up parallel to the enceinte , then they 
branched off at right angles towards the main 
work. Redans, or projecting batteries, were 
located at intervals along these entrenchments for 
adequate flank defence. To the south, the line fol
lowed a step-like trace, ending at the edge of 
Cape Diamond above Anse-des-Mères. 

As in the case of the advanced works in front 
of the enceinte, the committee of engineers did 
not see the validity of this project. It noted that 
the enemy, once in control of the heights of Abra
ham located some 900 yards from the main work 
could not destroy the town from such a distance. 
Moreover, it was felt that once the enemy 
invaded these detached works, the retreat of the 
army from the entrenched camp to the town 
could involve heavy losses. 

In Mann's opinion, this argument was 
invalid, as he did not consider it necessary for 
troops to defend this position until the last 
moment. Moreover, the system of entrenched 
camps had been highly recommended by Vauban 
for protecting a fortress against a siege. 

. . . il est constant que l'un des plus sûrs 
moyens d'empêcher le siège d'une place, 

37. This distance was checked on the plan drawn up by Chaussegros 
de Léry in 1716 and proved to be acccurate. 

38. PAC. RG8, I, vol. 384. p. 17. Mann to Chatham. 22 March 1805. 

39. The redoubts were to be masonry up to the cordon and would 
have only a very low profile in view of their commanding 
location. 

40. PAC, RG8, II. vol. 8. p. 7. "Considerations on the manner " 
30 April 1799. 
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This plan superposes Mann's citadel project on the pro
posal submitted by the committee of engineers in 1805. The 
committee preferred that a new front be built on the west. 

thereby enlarging the available interior space. Anonymous, 
1805. Public Archives of Canada. 

c'est d'opposer une armée à celle des enne
mis qui la tienne en échec . . . ; Il me paroît 
que l'expédient le plus sûr pour se tirer d'af
faire est de faire un camp retranché sous les 
places qui peuvent être assiégées.41 

There is no doubt that such a defensive 
measure was effective in delaying the progress of 
a siege, but it demanded more troops, a point that 
neither Mann nor the committee raised. It might 
be asked whether the military authorities had 
enough men at their disposal to defend an 
entrenched camp of this type. 

Some contradictions are evident in the com
mittee's remarks. It stressed that the enceinte 
could be enfiladed from an area located some 900 
yards further north; however, it was not willing to 
occupy the heights of Abraham located the same 
distance towards the west, noting that the enemy 
could not reduce the main work from this point. 

As well, it is difficult to reconcile the stand taken 
by Twiss in 1778 and 1782 recognizing the defen
sive importance of the enceinte of Québec with 
his contrary opinion of 1805 as a member of the 
committee in charge of studying Mann's defence 
plan. 

The last, but not the least important, point 
raised in Mann's defence project was the con
struction of a citadel on Cape Diamond. He 
believed that this place of arms would be even 
more effective in slowing the enemy's advance 
and would therefore allow some hope of saving 
the fortress. Should the fortress be taken, the 
retreat into the citadel would allow the negotia
tion of an honourable surrender for the garrison 
and the inhabitants, as well as certain advantages 
for the province in general.42 

Two fronts of fortification were laid out to 
face the town. As in the temporary citadel, the 

41. Vauban. Traité tic la Defense ties Places, p. 148. 42. PAC, RG8, I. vol. 383. p. 178. "Report on the Defences of the 
City of Quebec." G. Mann. 1 August 1804. 
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new rampart began on one side near the right 
flank of the La Glacière Bastion and continued 
almost to the edge of the cliff to the east of the 
Cape Diamond Redoubt. Along the cliff Mann 
made use of the tenaille built by Chaussegros de 
Léry in conjunction with two small new fronts. 
The one near the Cape Diamond Redoubt ended 
in a circular wall, which the engineer indicated 
would facilitate the flanking of the adjacent demi-
bastion.43 Apart from a covered way and some 
very small ravelins, Mann did not provide for 
large-scale advanced works in front of the two 
fronts facing the town. Caponiers extending 
across the ditch provided a means of communica
tion between these works and the main work. 
Mann proposed that the cavalier from the tempo
rary citadel be lengthened and given a trace simi
lar to that of the bastion located in front facing the 
town. He also suggested that the works set up by 
Twiss on the west side facing the country be 
rebuilt in masonry. 

The trace of the magistral line borrowed ele
ments from the system elaborated by Cor-
montaigne. Mann placed the inner angle of the 
flank on the prolongation of the line of defence so 
as not to reduce the space within the citadel 
needlessly.44 Moreover, the flank was perpen
dicular to the line of defence. 

The committee praised the soundness of the 
citadel project and suggested that the available 
interior space be enlarged. It therefore recom
mended that a new front be built further west, 
leaving intact only those sections of the old 
enceinte between the La Glacière and Cape Dia
mond bastions that were able to serve as trav
erses and therefore as protection for the highest 
points. Mann's initial response was that he had 
no objections to the enlargement of the citadel, 
but he was not convinced that it would be possi
ble because of the unevenness of the terrain; 
moreover, he feared that this proposal would 
incur enormous expense. 

In short, Mann's citadel project does not 
raise any major objections a priori. It was simple 
and took advantage of existing structures. It is 
evident that he was concerned with the flanking 
of works, especially at the top of the cliff where 
he set up a circular flank. The junction with the 

enceinte of the town was not protected by addi
tional outworks. It was organized in such a way 
that the return of the demi-bastion near the La 
Glacière Bastion formed part of the curtain wall. 

Faced with the disagreement between the 
committee and Mann, Chatham chose a means of 
arriving at a compromise. Preferring the commit
tee's citadel project because of its greater interior 
space, he suggested tracing the plan on the 
ground and verifying by visual observations 
whether Mann's arguments should be given prior
ity. In this way it would be decided which plan 
was to be adopted. Chatham was tempted to 
agree with Mann and acknowledge the soundness 
of the proposals for the advanced works and the 
occupation of the heights of Abraham; however, 
he suggested to Minister Camden that a decision 
on the matter be deferred.45 

The magnitude of the defence system pro
posed by Mann illustrates his conception of 
Quebec's importance. He believed that this town 
was the key to British possessions in North 
America, and for that reason he wanted to make 
every effort to ensure its safety. There is no 
doubt that the committee of engineers did not 
share Mann's views. With the exception of the 
entrenched camp, the various elements included 
on Mann's plan were not new. The advanced 
works, the citadel, the extension of the enceinte 
and the occupation of the heights of Abraham had 
already caught the attention of previous engi
nee r s . He therefore reused these ideas , 
organizing them into a coherent system of 
defence, and one that made maximum use of 
existing structures as well as the strategic advan
tages provided by the town's topography. Even 
though this plan of defence was not accepted in 
its original form, there can be no doubt that Mann 
laid the foundations of a new defence system, 
part of which would be implemented by his 
successors. 

Bruyères and the Martello Towers 
Ralph Bruyères was appointed Mann's suc

cessor as commanding engineer.46 The feelings 
of insecurity in the colony with respect to the 
United States at the approach of the War of 1812 
led Bruyères to implement a part of his predeces
sor's defence plan. 

43. PRO. W.O. 55/1551, p. 13, "Report on the Defences of the City 
of Quebec," G. Mann, 3 August 1791. 

44. Royal Military Academy, op. cit., p. 54. 
45. PRO, C O . 42/129, ff. 389-91, Chatham to Camden, 5 July 1805. 
46. Born in 1765, Ralph Henry Bruyères received his first commis

sion (second lieutenant) in 1781. He was in Québec with Gother 
Mann as of 1785. From 1793 to 1799 he was a member of the 
army serving in Holland under the Duke of York. He was back 
in Canada in 1801. In 1804 and until his death, Bruyères was 
commanding royal engineer in Canada. The period during which 

he held this position was marked by an increase in the construc
tion of military works, caused by strained relations with the 
United States and later by the War of 1812. Bruyères was placed 
in charge of the fortifications of several areas in Upper and 
Lower Canada. He died in Québec in 1814. He obtained the rank 
of lieutenant-colonel in 1806. (PAC, RG8, I, vol. 381, pp. 2-9, 
"Instruction to Capt. Mann, or Commanding Engineer in Prov
ince of Quebec," 31 March 1785; Capt. R.F. Edwards, éd., 
op. cit., p. 11.) 
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Bruyères made use of the major elements of Mann's 
defence plan, with the exception of the citadel. He planned 
first to complete the enceinte beside the cliff. He built 
advanced works, such as tenailles, ravelins and counter-
guards, and also suggested that some works belonging to the 

His first step was to order the completion of 
the enceinte around Upper Town along the edge 
of the escarpment to the north and east. It was to 
consist of a well-flanked masonry wall and to be 
capable of preventing escalade. Secondly, he 
revived the project of outworks (ravelin and 
counterguards) in front of the curtain wall 
between the St. Louis and Ursulines bastions. He 
made some changes in the trace, especially in that 
of the tenailles. Thirdly, he wanted to repair 
some of the works belonging to the temporary cit
adel located on the Cape Diamond heights to the 
west of the enceinte. Bruyères planned to build a 
masonry redoubt in this area whose fire would 
flank the advanced works located in front of the 
enceinte and prevent an enemy approach at this 
spot.47 In addition, Bruyères suggested that a 
Martello tower be set up on the edge of the cliff 
just above Anse-des-Mères to enfilade the river 

temporary citadel be rebuilt on the Cape Diamond heights. 
He erected four Martello towers on the heights of Abraham. 
R. Bruyères, 1808, Copied by Pettigrew, 1918, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

bank as far as Wolfe's Cove. He planned to 
occupy the heights of Abraham by building four 
other Martello towers arranged along a line 
approximately parallel to the main work and were 
mutually flanking. In front of the second tower, 
Bruyères intended to build a bastion-shaped 
redoubt whose ditch was to be defended by 
caponiers located at the shoulder angles.48 

According to the engineer, the position occupied 
by the redoubt corresponded to the highest point 
in the area and faced directly onto the rise located 
some 500 yards further west, where Wolfe's 
Redoubt had been built in 1760.49 Finally, 
Bruyères proposed two other Martello towers: 
one on the north shore at the mouth of the St. 
Charles River, where the enemy could possibly 
set up a battery and obstruct communications 
along the main work by enfilade; and the other at 
Pointe-Lévis, an area from which the enemy 

47. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1706, p. 155, "Report of the State of the 
Fortified Military Posts in both the Canadas," Ralph Bruyères. 
24 August 1811. 

48. This redoubt would never be built even though its ditch was 
excavated in 1811. 

49. Construction began on Wolfe's Redoubt a few days before the 
battle; however, it was never completed because the ground was 
too frozen to be excavated easily. 
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The Martello towers built on the heights of Abraham in 
Québec generally conformed to the British model adopted 
around 1804 for defending the British coas t s . Their circular 
walls were thicker in the direction of the country than 
towards the town. It was thought that they offered greater 
resistance on the side facing the enemy and that they could 
be destroyed more easily from the main work if they were 
taken. E .W. Durnford, 1823, Public Archives of Canada . 

could obstruct military operations on Cape 
Diamond.50 

Two significant elements emerge from 
Bruyères' plan. First, unlike any other engineer 
since the beginning of the British regime, he had 
no immediate plans for a citadel. Secondly, he 
introduced the Martello tower, which had only 
just been adopted as a defensive work for the 
coast of Britain, into Quebec ' s system of 
defence. Nothing had come of Chatham's sugges

tion to Camden of tracing the citadel plan on the 
ground to settle the dispute between Mann and 
the committee of engineers. Moreover, Bruyères, 
aware that such an undertaking would demand a 
great deal of time, preferred to give priority to his 
proposals. He foresaw the eventual need for a cit
adel, however. At the same time Craig's policy of 
not building temporary works unless they were 
absolutely necessary prompted Bruyères to com
plete his defence plan in stages.51 

The use of Martello towers to occupy the 
heights of Abraham and other areas implies that 
neither Craig nor Bruyères was in favour of the 
type of fortified camp proposed by Mann. Several 
facts support this statement; for example, neither 
wanted temporary works, whereas by definition 
the fortified camp that Mann proposed included 
several such works. It is also true that a fortified 
camp required a large number of soldiers, and 
considering that war was imminent at the time it 
appears that Craig did not have any more men at 
his disposal. Craig and Bruyères also stated that 
less time would be needed for the construction of 
Martello towers.52 

The Martello tower was an innovative ele
ment in the defence of fortresses. This work, 
whose structure is reminiscent of the medieval 
round tower, was used in a number of areas dur
ing the first half of the 19,h century. Its origins 
remain conjectural, however. Some associate its 
sudden popularity with the fact that in 1793 and 
1794 a single tower at Cape Mortella in Corsica 
withstood two bombardments from ships. It was 
only during the second attack when a battery was 
set up on the shore that the work was destroyed. 
Others believe that structures built by the British 
in Minorca between 1798 and 1801 were the fore
runners of these works.53 

Whatever the case may be, after several 
years of experiments and hesitation by military 
and political figures, in 1804 a well-established 
model of tower (which was to be called Martello) 
would be adopted for defending the British 
coast.54 The Napoleonic Wars led the British 
authorities to turn their attention to the defence 
of the eastern and southern coasts of the king
dom. Faced with the large number of troops nec
essary for defending these regions in relation to 
the number available, it was suggested that 

50. Even though these areas had attracted concern previously. 
Bruyères seemed to attach a great deal of importance to fire 
from these two spots, in particular from those points where artil
lery could not attempt to breach the fortification. 

51. PRO. C O . 42/142. ff. 58-58v, Craig to Liverpool. 6 October 
1810. 

52. PRO, C O . 42/136. f. 128v. Craig to Castlereagh, 12 July 1808. 

53. There are other hypotheses, which are not mentioned here. For 
a discussion of the origins of the Martello tower and its official 
adoption in Great Britain at the beginning of the 19"' century, 
see S.P.G. Ward, "Defence Works in Britain 1803-1805," Jour
nal of the Society for Army Historical Research, vol. 27 (1947). 
pp. 18-37. 

54. S.P.G. Ward, op. cit.. also describes the role that Twiss played 
in the adoption of this model. Twiss was in Québec from 1779 to 
1784. 
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Martello towers be set up between the existing 
batteries. It was pointed out that few men were 
needed for the tower's defence in time of war and 
that they were inexpensive to build. Moreover, 
there was no need to station a small garrison in 
this new type of work in peacetime; it was suffi
cient to remove the cannons and lock the doors. 

The Martello tower was generally circular 
and its walls were thicker on the side towards the 
sea than on the side facing inland. It was two sto
reys tall and surmounted with a platform and par
apet so that artillery could be installed. The sec
ond storey was vaulted and used to house troops, 
and a powder magazine and storerooms were 
located on the ground floor. An entrance at the 
barrack level provided access to the interior.55 

The type of Martello tower built on the Brit
ish coasts from 1804 was designed to resist naval 
artillery fire. Pasley gives a good description of 
its usefulness: 

The round figure of the Martello Tower is 
some advantage, because when exposed to a 
cannonade, all the shot, which strike it 
obliquely, glance off, without materially 
injuring the masonry. This advantage, how
ever, is of importance only against ships, 
whose fire is uncertain. In opposing a land 
battery, constructed within a moderate dis
tance, and firing with the usual precision, it 
would be of little avail, because almost every 
shot might be made to strike perpendicularly 
upon the centre of the building. Martello 
Towers therefore are not to be recommended 
in inland fortresses or positions; although no 
other kind of works are, upon the whole, bet
ter adapted for the defence of an open beach 
against a hostile fleet.56 

Several Martello towers were built in North 
America at the beginning of the 19th century. 
They were modelled generally on the British 
structure, although some modifications were nec
essary to adapt them to particular situations,57 as 
was the case for the towers built on the heights of 
Abraham in Québec. Their use as a means of 
inland defence raises several questions with 
respect to their defensive value, however. The 
towers could not withstand repeated fire from 

breaching artillery. Each tower was provided 
with two covered embrasures at the barrack 
level, a measure obviously intended to ensure 
that the different works flanked one another. The 
embrasures of the two largest towers located in 
the centre were lined up along a north-south axis. 
Those in the towers located on the ends were 
angled slighty back towards the main work and 
thus took the ground between the towers and the 
enceinte in reverse.58 

It is debatable whether it was appropriate to 
build Martello towers on the heights of Abraham. 
The role they were intended to play did not corre
spond to that for which the tower had been 
devised. Their reduced cost of construction and 
the considerable popularity they enjoyed be
tween 1805 and 1810 probably contributed to a 
large extent to their introduction as a defensive 
work in Québec City. Saunders notes that Craig 
was largely responsible for the decision to build 
Martello towers in this area. Craig was also 
responsible for the construction of two towers on 
the Cape of Good Hope in 1796. Similarly, when 
the tower was adopted as a coastal defensive 
work in 1803-04, he was in charge of one of the 
military districts involved.59 

If one accepts Saunder's claims, it is easy to 
conclude that Bruyères' role consisted of carry
ing out projects that were planned by others. It 
cannot be otherwise, as Bruyères' actions were 
limited both by Mann's defence plan, which in 
some respects might be considered the best 
strategically, and by the fiery and determined 
nature of Craig. The large number of military con
structions built while Bruyères was commanding 
engineer was due partly to Craig's ability to take 
optimum advantage of the ambiguities in his 
instructions. 

Durnford and the Construction of the Citadel 
The years 1815 to 1820 represented a period 

of reflection in the colony on the military lessons 
learned during the War of 1812. A new defence 
policy was established and intensive building 
activity followed. The appointment of G. Mann, 
former commanding engineer in Québec, as 
Inspector-General of Fortifications in 1811 could 
only enhance the favourable climate that led to 
the construction of the Citadel. 

55. I.J. Saunders. A History of Martello 'loners in the Defence of 
British North America, 1796-1871. p. 15. 

56. Quoted in Saunders, op. cit.. p. 16. In 1822 Pasley published a 
treatise entitled A Coarse in Elementary Fortification. 

57. It should be noted, however, that three towers were built in 
Halifax between 1796 and 1798 before the model was approved 
in England and the name Martello in use. For a discussion of the 
Martello towers built in North America, see Saunders, op. cit. 

58. Ibid., p. 33 . 

59. Ibid. , p . 31 . 
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As early as 1815, in accordance with Mann's 
instructions, the engineer Nicolls60 submitted a 
plan in which he proposed certain works on the 
Cape Diamond heights to the west of the 
enceinte.61 These works consisted of a ravelin 
with a hornwork located in front; the hornwork's 
branches were directed to the Cape Diamond and 
La Glacière bastions. Further west, on top of the 
cliff above Anse-des-Mères, the ground was 
occupied by an almost rectangular battery. The 
shape of the area occupied by these works corre
sponded almost exactly to that occupied by the 
works that Mann had proposed a few years 
earlier. Nicolls stated that in addition to covering 
the main rampart between the Cape Diamond and 
La Glacière bastions, these works flanked the 
adjacent part of the main work between the La 
Glacière and St. Louis bastions. The advanced 
works built around 1807 were not intended to 
flank this front. The engineer also suggested that 
a cavalier with casemates underneath be set up in 
the La Glacière Bastion.62 

This plan s h o w s N i c o l l s ' p r o p o s a l s to bui ld new 
advanced works on the heights of Cape Diamond and a cita
del project presented by Durnford superposed on M a n n ' s 
citadel project . According to the legend, these proposals 
were made as a result of prev ious ins t ruct ions issued by the 
Inspector -Genera l of Fort if icat ions, G. Mann . J. A d a m s , 
1816, Public Archives of Canada . 

60. Born around 1776, Gustavus Nicolls entered the Royal Academy 
at Woolwich in 1783. In 1794 he became a second lieutenant in 
the Royal Artillery. The following year he joined the royal engi
neers. His presence was mentioned in various parts of Canada 
between 1804 and 1807. He was stationed in Halifax during the 
War of 1812. From 1815 to 1816 and between 1832 and 1838, he 
was commanding engineer in Canada. He held the same position 
in Halifax between these two appointments. His long career in 
the English colonies of North America gave him the opportunity 
to work on several important fortifications projects. He was in 
charge of building the Halifax Citadel and drew up the first plans 
of Fort Lennox on lle-aux-Noix. He took an interest in the forti
fications of Kingston and suggested several military works at 
York. He was appointed colonel-commandant in the Corps of 
Royal Engineers in 1851 and general in the army in 1854. He died 
at Southampton in 1860. (PRO, W.O. 55/860, ff. 175-6, Nicolls to 
Drummond, 27 April 1816; Capt. R.F. Edwards, éd., op. cit., 
p. 13.) 

61. These instructions were contained in one of Mann's letters dated 
14 October 1815, which has not been located; PRO, W.O. 
55/860, f. 163, Nicolls to Mann, 10 March 1816. 

62. Apart from the foundations of the cavalier, none of these pro
posals would be implemented. 

Portrai t of Elias Walker Durnford, Musée du Royal 
22'' Régiment , Québec Citadel . 
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In addition to the citadel project, the defensive mea
sures proposed by Durnford included entrenchments in 
Lower Town, which took in Saint-Jean and Saint-Roch 
suburbs and linked the General Hospital to the fourth tower 

on the top of Coteau Sainte-Geneviève. Durnford suggested 
that the Martello towers on the heights of Abraham be linked 
by another entrenchment. E.W. Durnford, 1821, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

As soon as he arrived in Québec in 1816 as 
commanding engineer, Durnford63 evaluated the 
town's defences.64 He observed that several 
houses in the suburbs of Saint-Jean and Saint-
Roch were built next to the fortifications, making 
the rampart less capable of providing adequate 

defence. Durnford did not believe that this 
enceinte should be the town's only defensive 
work. The enemy had to be kept at a distance, 
and to do so, new works had to be built further 
from the main work. He also suggested setting up 
an entrenchment with several salients around 

63. In 1793, Elias Walker Durnford, the son of an engineer, entered 
the Royal Artillery at the age of 18. That same year he received a 
commission as a second lieutenant in the Corps of Royal Engi
neers. He had been a student at Woolwich since 1788. He later 
fought beside his father during the attacks on Martinique, Saint 
Lucia and Guadeloupe. He was at Gravesend in 1797. Later he 
was posted to Portsmouth, where he had the opportunity of 
working on the fortifications of the Isle of Wight. Durnford was 
sent to several places in Ireland between 1801 and 1808: he set 
up barracks for the Royal Artillery in Limerick. Clonmel and 
Waterford. He also worked at Kilkenny and Duncannon Fort. In 
1809 he was appointed commanding royal engineer in New
foundland, where he was in charge of building the blockhouse on 
Signal Hill in particular. He held the same position in Canada 
between 1816 and 1831. Durnford's major assignment was 
undoubtedly the construction of the Québec Citadel. In 1823 he 
signed the famous report on the state of the various military con

structions in Upper and Lower Canada. Several important 
defensive works were built while Durnford was posted in Can
ada: Fort Lennox, the works on St. Helen's Island, the Rideau 
Canal, and Fort Henry at Kingston. He returned to England 
once again in 1831, and retired from active duty around 1837. He 
died in 1850 after attaining the ranks of colonel-commandant in 
the Corps of Royal Engineers and lieutenant-general in the army 
in 1846. (Mary Durnford. éd., Family Recollections of Lieut. 
General Elias Walker Durnford, A Colonel Commandant of the 
Corps of Royal Engineers, Montréal, J. Lovell, 1863; Capt. R.F. 
Edwards, éd., op. cit., p. 12; W. Porter, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 
400-1; notes and documents, Mr. E.A. Durnford, Montréal.) 

64. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 514, pp. 153-85a, "A Report on the State of 
the Fortifications and Military Buildings in Upper and Lower 
Canada. . . ," E.W. Durnford, 20 November 1816. 
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Like many previous proposals, the Citadel built by 
Durnford incorporated some existing elements. This was the 
case for a part of the west front. The north front was laid out 
so that it would not be enfiladed from the heights near tower 
no. 1. It should also be noted that the line of defence was 
directed to the flank and not to the angle formed by the flank 
and the curtain wall. Unlike Durnford's other plans of the 
Citadel, this one illustrates a covered way with traverses. 
Note the hornwork and the ravelin on the western part of the 
Cape Diamond heights. E.W. Durnford, 1823, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

Saint-Jean and Saint-Roch suburbs, a measure 
intended to prevent the enemy from assaulting 
the for tress from Lower Town. Another 
entrenchment would bypass the General Hospital 
and end at Coteau Sainte-Geneviève not far from 
the Martello tower. He suggested that bastioned 
redoubts, like the one already begun in front of 
the second tower, be set up before each tower; 
together these structures would be capable of 
offering an adequate reverse fire. These works 
were to be linked by an entrenchment. Durnford 
wanted to occupy Pointe-Lévis with towers, and 
he believed that certain works would be neces
sary on Ile d'Orléans, given the control this area 
had over navigation. 

As far as the enceinte of the town was con
cerned, Durnford planned to build a cavalier in 
the Potasse Demi-Bastion to block the enfilading 
fire that could come from the north shore of the 
St. Charles River. And last, but not least, he elab
orated a project for a citadel. 

Its plan consisted of an irregular pentagon 
with two sides located on the edge of the cliff, one 
near the country on the west and two facing 
towards Upper Town. Ravelins located in front of 
the curtain walls completed the last three fronts. 

Durnford provided for the construction of coun-
terguards in front of the bastions facing the coun
try, the side that would be most exposed to the 
enemy's artillery. Casemates were to be built 
under the rampart on the north front. 

The circumstances in which the Citadel's 
construction began are obscure,65 and some 
details of the trace are difficult to understand. 
With the exception of the junction with the 
enceinte, the trace was modelled on Mann's 
design from a few years earlier. Durnford's plan 
slightly reduced the interior space. Like Mann, 
he used portions of the enceinte in the new Cita
del: the tenaille on the edge of the cliff and the 
Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion and the adjacent 
curtain wall. The Dalhousie Bastion, located at 
the junction of the main work and the Citadel, 
was laid out in such a way that it regularized the 
front facing the Cape Diamond heights.66 Its left 
flank was oriented in more or less the same way 
as that of the La Glacière Bastion, but it was 
much shorter. Durnford made the left face as long 
as the right face of the Cape Diamond Demi-
Bastion. The right face of the Dalhousie Bastion 
was aligned so that the front of the fortification to 
which it belonged would not be enfiladed from 
the heights around the first Martello tower. On 
this side he had to ensure that the gorge of the 
Dalhousie Bastion was not too narrow. These 
considerations, as well as a desire to make the 
flanks long enough to hold the artillery needed to 
defend the d i tch , undoubted ly p rompted 
Durnford to organize the various elements of this 
front of fortification in a very unusual way: the 
lines of defence were directed to the flank and not 
to the angle formed by the junction of the flank 
and the curtain wall.67 

The trace of the remaining east front also 
poses some problems. Two different arrange
ments of the curtain wall appear on several plans. 
Perhaps this was to illustrate an existing work or 
a modification made in the process of tracing the 
work on the ground in an effort to regularize the 
trace. It is impossible to know. The left face of 
the King's Bastion was longer than the right face 
of the Richmond Bastion. This measure was 
probably intended to extend this face to the edge 
of the escarpment. 

The trace of the ravelins is also somewhat 
ambiguous. The capital of those located on the 
north and west did not coincide with the centre of 

65. This is due partly to an inexplicable lack of documents for this 
period. 

66. This therefore presupposed the demolition of the La Glacière 
Bastion. 

67. Durnford could not simply move the front on this side slightly 
further north to avoid some of the constraints mentioned. It 
should not be forgotten that he was limited by the surrounding 
relief and that at this particular location he had to calculate the 
proportions so that the ravelin in front would not be located on 
the low ground on Cape Diamond. 
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This plan illustrates the state of the works in 1827. Note 
the two different traces of the curtain wall on the east front 
linking the King's and Richmond bastions. Durnford also 

proposed new advanced works to the west of the Citadel. 
E.W. Durnford, 1827, Public Archives of Canada. 

the exterior side of these fronts. The need to 
adapt to the terrain seems to be the best explana
tion for this. It is also noteworthy that Durnford 
did not provide for a covered way around the Cit
adel, except on a plan dating from 1823 where he 
designed one crossed by several traverses. There 
were a large number of traverses in front of the 
counterguards since this sector could be enfi
laded from the heights of Abraham. 

After Nicolls presented his project in 1815, 
several works were proposed for the area of the 
Cape Diamond heights to the west of the new Cit
adel. On the plan dating from 1823, Durnford pro
vided for the construction of a hornwork with a 
ravelin located in front. In 1827 he proposed two 
works with a somewhat unusual trace and whose 
perimeter approximated that of the works pro
posed by Nicolls a few years earlier. In 1831 
Durnford suggested that only two redoubts be 
built. 

Durnford provided for only one main exit, 
located on the north front. Communication with 
Lower Town was also possible by means of an 
inclined plane located on the edge of the escarp

ment; this work was used primarily for supplying 
equipment. It was exposed to enemy fire, and 
with only one main route of communication, a 
dangerous situation would have arisen were the 
city already invested by the enemy. 

Although the circumstances in which the Cit
adel's construction began are unknown, there is 
nevertheless reason to believe that Mann's influ
ence as Inspector-General of Fortifications may 
have been a factor. In fact, the Citadel and the 
entrenchment forming an entrenched camp on the 
heights of Abraham were two significant ele
ments proposed by Mann in his defence system. 
Durnford's two proposals were somewhat differ
ent, of course, especially with respect to the 
entrenchments around the suburbs of Saint-Roch 
and Saint-Jean. In this sense, Mann's ideas had 
gained ground. Richmond took the proposals for 
a citadel and entrenched camp for defending 
Québec into consideration when he elaborated 
his defence policy for Canada,68 and they also 
received the support of Wellington, then Master-
General of the Board of Ordnance.69 As well, 
when Durnford wrote that "a Citadel is ordered 

68. PRO. CO. 42/179, ff. 119-23. Richmond to Bathurst. 10 Novem
ber 1818. 

69. PRO. CO. 42/183. ff. 142v-3\ Wellington to Bathurst. 1 March 
1819. 
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Not only did Oldfield suggest that the enceinte be 
retained and the necessary repairs made, but he also planned 

to occupy various areas to the west of the city with detached 
posts. P.J. Bainbridge, 1840, Public Record Office, London. 

to be submitted"70 in his report of 1816, he was 
referring probably to his instructions from Mann. 

In this sense, Durnford, like Bruyères, is 
described best as an engineer who built defensive 
works whose planning was not entirely his own. 
This judgment, however, is not meant to mini
mize the valuable contributions he made in the 
designing and building of works or his profes
sional skills. Moreover, his proposals for various 
detached works paved the way for a new concern 
that was slowly coming to the fore: the occupa
tion of advanced posts. 

Oldfield's Plan 
The years following the construction of the 

Québec Citadel were marked by a questioning of 
the defence policy approved for Canada by 
Wellington and corroborated by the Carmichael-

Smyth Commission. This climate of reflection 
would nevertheless define Quebec's importance 
for the defence of the Canadas. New proposals 
were announced in 1840, which, although 
respecting the spirit of previous projects, would 
give rise to much debate among the British 
authorities. 

In answer to the recommendations made in 
June 1840 by the Inspector-General of Fortifica
tions, Sir Frederic Mulcaster, it had been sug
gested that the Québec enceinte be demolished 
between the Potasse Demi-Bastion and the 
Citadel.71 The enormous maintenance costs had 
been given as a reason. In addition, the extension 
of the Saint-Jean Suburb to the glacis increased 
the risks in defending the adjacent enceinte since 
the enemy could retrench himself within the 

70. PAC, RG8. I. vol. 514. p. 179. "A Report on the State of the 
Fortifications and Military Buildings. . . ." E.W. Durnford. 20 
November 1816. 

71. PRO, W.O. 80/11, "Papers Relative to the Fortification and 
Defence of Canada." pp. 27-32. 
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various buildings. Rather than using the enceinte 
for the Citadel's support, preference was given to 
occupying more advanced posts by an entrench
ment consisting of casemated redoubts located in 
front of the Martello towers. The occupation of 
the north shore of the St. Charles River and 
Pointe-Lévis also became an important feature of 
this defence plan. It was suggested that part of 
the outworks in front of the Citadel be either 
demolished or repaired. They could not be used 
efficiently for defence in their condition, and the 
accumulation of earth at this spot could have 
been very useful to the enemy had he gained con
trol of it. 

In an effort to reduce costs, some slightly dif
ferent proposals were drawn up in November 
1840 by the commanding engineer, Lieutenant-
Colonel Oldfield,72 at the request of the 
Commander-in-Chief.73 The nature of these 
works was not very different from previous pro
posals, however. The measures that Oldfield sug
gested were intended to prolong Quebec ' s 
defence during a siege. For this reason, he not 
only wanted to preserve the existing enceinte, but 
also proposed several detached works.74 

Oldfield believed that it would not cost more 
to completely repair the main work, add traverses 
at various spots and build two tenailles in front of 
the curtain wall between the St. John and Potasse 
bastions than it would to demolish the rampart. 
The demolition would affect the moral of the 
inhabitants badly, and would reduce the security 
and the defensive strength of the military depot 
that Québec constituted. Oldfield considered the 
wooden houses at the foot of the glacis to be a 
lesser evil, as they could be torn down in an 
emergency.75 Secondly, Oldfield intended to 
build several advanced posts, which in addition 
to keeping the enemy at a distance would flank 

one another and defend the approaches to the 
main roads to the city. The four towers already 
erected on the heights of Abraham were the first 
steps towards realizing this plan. Earthen, 
bastion-shaped redoubts were to surround these 
towers, their gorges being closed by a palisade. 
Each one of the works was to enclose a powder 
magazine, guardhouse and storage facilities; it 
could be self-sufficient for a short time.76 The 
engineer planned to reuse the site of Wolfe's 
Redoubt, located approximately 500 yards to the 
west of these towers, by adding auxiliary struc
tures such as powder magazines and storehouses. 
Oldfield also intended to build two musket-proof 
blockhouses whose ground floors would be laid in 
masonry. In the event of a siege, it would be pos
sible to sink ditches around them and position 
abatis in front. The first blockhouse was to be 
located near the road west of the Martello towers 
leading to Sainte-Foy and Cap-Rouge. This 
advanced post could be used to block the ene
my's approach. The second blockhouse would 
command the area bordering the road at the foot 
of Coteau Sainte-Geneviève leading to Ancienne-
Lorette. It would also act as a defensive link 
between the fourth tower on the top of the hill 
and the General Hospital. The hospital could be 
provided with loopholes, and in an emergency, 
artillery could be installed in the building to 
ensure a command of the low ground bordering 
the St. Charles River. Oldfield also planned to 
erect a tower to occupy the north shore of the 
river to cover Dorchester Bridge and guard 
against the possibility of an enemy enfilading the 
main works. He wanted to block the approaches 
in Lower Town by building palisades at either 
end; that is, between the St. Charles River and 
the escarpment below the Potasse Demi-Bastion, 
and on the other side between the cliff below the 

72. John Oldfield was born at Portsmouth in 1789. He studied at the 
Royal Academy at Woolwich under the patronage of the Mar
quis of Cornwallis. In 1806 he received a commission as second 
lieutenant at Portsmouth. He was posted to Halifax the follow
ing year. In 1809 he was once again in England and was posted to 
Dorchester. He then went to Fort George in Scotland, remaining 
there until 1814 when he set sail for Holland to take part in the 
Napoleonic Wars. He was posted to Antwerp and then Brussels 
in 1815. He was later sent to Ypres to supervise the construction 
of works of fortification. Following this assignment, he joined 
Wellington's army and took part in the Battle of Waterloo, as 
well as the occupation of Paris. He retired with half-pay in 1819 
following a reduction of manpower within the Corps of Royal 
Engineers. In 1823 he resumed service in the West Indies. He 
was in Ireland the following year. He became commanding engi
neer in Newfoundland in 1830, then in Jersey in 1835. He held 
the same position in Canada between 1839 and 1843. In this 
capacity, he took a particular interest in the defence of Québec 
and in the fortifications of Saint-Jean and Amherstburg. He also 
suggested that barracks be set up in Toronto. In England once 
again, he was appointed commanding engineer in the western 
district in 1843, then in Ireland in 1848. In 1859 he attained the 
ranks of lieutenant-general in the army and colonel-commandant 

in the Corps of Royal Engineers. He was promoted to general in 
1862, a year before his death. In 1841. he had been appointed 
aide-de-camp to the Queen. (Dictionary of National Biography, 
vol. 14, pp. 994-6.) 

73. PRO, W.O. 80/11. "Papers Relative to the Fortification and 
Defence of Canada." 

74. PRO. W.O. 55/875, ff. 341-60', "Memoir upon the Defence of 
Quebec." Oldfield. 15 April 1840 and W.O. 80/11, "Memoran
dum upon the Canadian Frontier," R.D. Jackson, November 
1840, p. 24. 

75. PRO, W.O. 44/38, ff. 220'-1' , Oldfield to the Inspector-General 
of Fortifications. 1 September 1841. 

76. PRO. W.O. 55/875, ff. 344 ss, "Memoir upon the Defence of 
Quebec," Oldfield, 15 April 1840. It is interesting that several 
months later it was decided that these redoubts would be built 
only in front of the two central towers. Oldfield pointed out at 
the time that the ground around the other two was not suitable 
for constructing this type of work. He would suggest that loop-
holed walls be set up instead. (See PRO, W.O. 80/11, "Papers 
Relative to the Fortification and Defence of Canada," and W.O. 
44/38. ff. 222-3, Oldfield to the Inspector-General of Fortifica
tions, 1 September 1841.) 
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The commission of 1862 charged with investigating Can
ada's defences proposed various measures for Québec, 
including an entrenchment to the west of the city (F), the 
reconstruction of works on the Cape Diamond heights to the 
west of the Citadel (A), a redoubt on the north shore of the 
St. Charles River (G) and the occupation of the Pointe-Lévis 

heights (E). The commission suggested that the old rampart 
to the north of the Citadel be demolished between the coun-
terguard of the Dalhousie Bastion and the Potasse Demi-
Bastion. In its place, it planned to build a simple parapet 
with a ditch in front to protect the city against a coup de 
main. W.C. Menzies, 1862, Public Archives of Canada. 

Cape Diamond Bastion and the St. Lawrence 
River.7 7 Finally, according to Oldfield the 
Pointe-Lévis heights were an area from which the 
enemy could batter the Citadel with heavy artil
lery, and he suggested that a series of towers be 
built to prevent this possibility.78 

Generally, Oldfield's proposals respected 
the spirit of Mann's defence plan. He considered 
it important to repair the old enceinte to provide 
the Citadel with a supporting work. In addition, 
by proposing various advanced posts, he sup
ported the idea of an entrenched camp in which 
troops could assemble and force the enemy to 
station himself a much greater distance from the 
main work. The originality of Oldfield's propos
als, however, lies in the fact that each of the 
advanced posts he proposed was to contain the 
elements necessary for defending itself over short 
periods of time. This was a new element, which 
had never before been so clearly expressed. 

Sir George Murray, then Master-General of 
the Ordnance, would insist much more strongly 

than Oldfield on the occupation of the most 
advanced posts. He suggested that in addition to 
satisfying immediate defensive needs by 
completing the Citadel, Pointe-Lévis be occupied 
by a tête-de-pont. This work would make it possi
ble to cover the manoeuvring of troops on that 
side of the river, and would prevent the enemy 
from setting up a battery there that could inter
fere with harbour activities and make it difficult 
to move about the city. Secondly, he suggested 
installing a battery on the west point of lie 
d'Orléans, which in conjunction with the works 
of the city and Pointe-Lévis would help to block 
all enemy movements on the river. According to 
Murray, the construction of temporary works to 
the west of the city "appears to be less urgent 
than the construction of above works of perma
nent fortifications. The existence of such a camp 
would however be necessary to complete the sys
tem of defence for the Place."79 

Oldfield's proposals, like Murray's com
ments, might be seen as paving the way for the 

77. In 1839 a proposal had recommended erecting these palisades 
mainly for provisional protection against the rebellion. PAC, 
MG24, A, 40, vol. 20, pp. 6032-8, Oldfield to Colborne, 17 June 
1839. 

78. PRO, W.O. 44/38, ff. 224, Oldfield to the Inspector-General of 
Fortifications, 1 September 1841. 

79. PRO, W.O. 80/11, "Military Memorandum upon the Defence of 
the Province of Canada," Sir George Murray, 8 January 1842. 
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detached forts that were built later. It is interest
ing that at the same time in Europe, advances in 
artillery were suggesting that these detached 
units might prove more efficient than bastioned 
enceintes. 

The Forts at Levis 
For Québec, the construction of the forts at 

Levis at the end of the British occupation was the 
product of a period of transition characterized by 
strategists' wanting to move the defence system 
away from the heart of the city. Two factors had 
hastened this process. First, the greater use of 
rifle artillery was raising doubts about existing 
defensive works: the enemy could batter them 
from much more distant locations. Secondly, the 
growth of railroads in Canada during this period 
should also be taken into cons ide ra t ion . 
Improved communication between cities allowed 
the enemy to transport his artillery train into 
areas that had previously been difficult to reach, 
thereby creating new places of interest for 
defence. The Grand Trunk Railway between 
Montréal and Levis, in conjunction with the line 
from Richmond to Portland, Maine, raised con
cerns about Quebec's fortifications in the event 
of a war with the United States. 

Under these circumstances, the American 
Civil War gave rise to a number of fears. 
Quebec's defence remained a major point of 
interest in British strategy in view of the length of 
border to be defended, the inferior number of 
troops available and the political factors of the 
conflict.80 

In 1862 a special commission of military 
officers81 was given the task of studying Cana
da's defence problems.82 The commissioners 
noted the important role that the navy would play 
in preventing the navigation of the river between 
Québec and Montréal. An American attack on 
Québec could advance along the north shore from 
Montréal in conjunction with a simultaneous 
operation on the opposite shore. Given the inade

quacy of the existing fortifications, the commis
sion suggested setting up an entrenchment 
approximately one mile to the west of the city 
between the cliff above the St. Lawrence River 
on the south and the St. Charles River on the 
north. This work could be supplemented by the 
Martello towers located behind, as well as by sev
eral masonry buildings, such as the new prison 
"which could easily be rendered defensible."83 

A defensive work with accommodation for 500 
men and equipped with 20 pieces of artillery was 
to be installed at Pointe-Lévis on the south shore. 

The commissioners also planned to build a 
redoubt on the north shore of the St. Charles 
River near Dorchester Bridge in Lower Town to 
prevent the installation of an enemy battery capa
ble of enfilading a section of the city. Existing 
works were also to be modified, including those 
located on the Cape Diamond heights to the west 
of the present Citadel. The main enceinte, 
already incapable of defending the city, could be 
enfiladed in a north-south direction,84 and thus 
the commissioners considered demolishing this 
work and replacing it with a simple ditch with a 
parapet behind, making it possible to guard 
against a coup de main. The Coteau de la Potasse 
Demi-Bastion was to be equipped with a powerful 
battery. In addition, several batteries on the 
northern and eastern sections of the enceinte 
were to be reorganized to allow the installation of 
covered heavy artillery. In short, the commis
sion's proposals differed somewhat from those 
put forward by Oldfield. The old enceinte was no 
longer part of the defensive system, and the new 
works were intended to keep the eventual enemy 
an even greater distance from the city. Neverthe
less, the proposed works, such as redoubts and 
towers, were conventional ones. 

It was not until the projects of the engineer 
Jervois, Assistant Inspector-General of Fortifica
tions for the kingdom, that elements of the new 
system of fortification in use in Europe began to 

80. Y. Desloges, L'historique du fort no I, Saint-Joseph tie la 
Pointe-Lévis. Parks Canada. March 1972. (Manuscript report): 
J.M. Hitsman, Safeguarding Canada, 1763-1871. pp. 165-209. 

81. Colonel John William Gordon, royal engineer, presided over this 
commission. He had gained renown during the Crimean War and 
took an active part in supervising the work on the fortifications 
of Portsmouth before his brief posting to Canada. He later 
became Inspector-General of Fortifications for a short period 
(1869-70). The other members of the commission were: 
Lieutenant-Colonel E.R. Wethcrall; Captain John Bythesea. 
V.C. Royal Navy, naval attaché at Washington; and Captain 
W. Crossman of the Royal Engineers. (Dictionary of National 
Biography, vol. 8, p. 219; J.M. Hitsman. op. cit., p. 177.) 

82. PAC. RG8. II. vol. 18. "Report of the Commissioners appointed 
to consider the Defences of Canada," 1862. 

83. Ibid. , p . 27. 

84. With the use of rifle artillery and therefore increased range, enfi
lade became a much more serious problem. 
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Jervois ' initial project for Levis consisted of a chain of 
five forts to completely surround Pointe-Lévis . They were 
linked by a covered way. H . W . Bayfield, 1859, and W . F . D . 
Jervois , 1864, Public Archives of Canada . 

appear in Québec.85 To Jervois, Québec was the 
gateway to the colony, and its safekeeping was of 
the utmost importance for ensuring adequate 
communications with Great Britain.86 

As an attack along the north shore did not 
pose a threat until the enemy had captured Mont
réal, Jervois did not provide for additional perma
nent works on this side. At the very most he 
wanted to reorganize the batteries overlooking 
the river and harbour. In addition he suggested 
that plans be prepared for an entrenchment 
approximately one and a half miles to the west of 
the city that, as in the project of 1862, would 
extend from the cliff above the St. Lawrence 
River to the St. Charles. This work would be built 
only when a threat became apparent. He also sug
gested occupying the north shore of the St. 
Charles River so that the old enceinte would not 
be enfiladed. Jervois was much more fearful of an 
attack on the south shore by way of the railway 
centre of Richmond. As the enemy could station 
himself on the high ground at Pointe-Lévis, he 
would then have command over Quebec's har
bour, thus cutting off all retreat should it become 
necessary and making it impossible for any sup
plies to reach the garrison. Jervois therefore 
wanted to build permanent detached works on 
that side, as well as batteries for the use of heavy 
artillery overlooking the river. As he pointed out, 
all these works could be seen from the Citadel: 

85. Born in 1821, William Francis Drummond Jervois entered the 
Royal Academy at Woolwich in 1837. He obtained a commission 
as second lieutenant two years later. Following a practical train
ing course at Chatham and Woolwich, he sailed for the Cape of 
Good Hope in 1841. While he was in the colony, he involved 
himself in several military undertakings, including the works of 
fortification on the Fish River and the 1842 expedition against 
the Boers on the Orange River. In 1845 he acted as adjutant for a 
company of the Royal Sappers and Miners. He went to Natal 
with Colonel Piper, commanding engineer, and carried out a sur
vey of the area they visited. In 1847 he prepared a detailed sur
vey of Kaffirland. After returning to England, he commanded a 
company of the Royal Sappers and Miners at Chatham and 
Woolwich between 1849 and 1852. He went to Alderney with 
this company in 1852 to set up the fortifications of a new harbour 
on the island. In 1855 he was appointed commanding engineer of 
the London district. That same year he was a member of a com
mittee on barracks. In 1856 he became Assistant Inspector-
General of Fortifications. As of 1857 he was appointed secretary 
to a defence committee presided over by the Duke of 
Cambridge. The following year, at the request of Peel, the war 
minister, he drew up plans for the defence of London in the 
event of invasion. This fear had arisen because of the Orsini 
attempt on the life of Napoleon III. In 1859 he was secretary to 
the famous royal commission on the defence problems of the 
United Kingdom. He played a dominate role on this commission 
and prepared a report in which he recommended the use of 
detached forts. He was later more specifically in charge of the 
defences of ports and naval bases in the kingdom and its colo
nies. He also became actively involved on a committee for 
promoting the use of iron plates in ships and forts. In 1862 he 
became director of works for fortifications, and in this capacity 
he was charged with administering all the works of defence 

under the Inspector-General of Fortifications. In September 
1863 he set sail for America to study the defence problems of 
Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Bermuda. He took 
advantage of the opportunity to visit the forts along the Atlantic 
coast of the United States. In 1864 and 1865 he visited Canada 
and suggested the construction of several defensive works, 
including the forts at Levis. He went to Halifax, Bermuda and 
Malta in 1869 to inspect the works under construction. In 1871 
and 1877, at the request of the Indian government, he visited 
Aden, Perim, Bombay, Calcutta, Rangoon and Moulmein, and 
proposed various defensive measures for these areas. In 1875 he 
was appointed Governor of the colony of the Straits Settle
ments, where he was responsible for the defence of Singapore in 
particular. He was appointed advisor to all the Australian colo
nies in 1877 on matters of defence. That same year he was 
appointed Governor of South Australia, and then of New 
Zealand in 1882. In England once again in 1890, he served on a 
consultative committee on coastal defence. He died accidentally 
in 1897. Before his death, he had been appointed lieutenant-
general in the army in 1882 and colonel-commandant in the royal 
engineers in 1893. During his brilliant career, he received several 
decorations, including that of Companion of the Order of the 
Bath in 1863. He was created a Knight Commander of the Order 
of St. Michael and St. George in 1874 in recognition of his serv
ices to Canada. In 1879, he became a Knight Grand Cross of the 
same order. He was also a fellow of the Royal Society and the 
Institution of Civil Engineers. {Dictionary of National Biogra
phy, vol. 22, pp. 912-5; W. Porter, op. cit., pp. 26, 217-21, and 
310.) 

86. PAC, RG8, II, vol. 20, "Report on the Defence of C a n a d a . . . , " 
1864 and vol. 3 2, " Report on the Defence of Canada . . . , " 1865, 
Jervois. 
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Je rvo i s , who had played an impor tan t role in 
introducing the detached fort as a new defensive element in 
England, would suggest a model plan for Québec that 
reflected the major characteristics of this new type of fortifi
cation. It was a detached polygon with heavy artillery 

"The Citadel of Québec will form a keep to the 
whole."87 

Originally, Jervois ' project included five 
forts arranged more or less in an arc around 
Pointe-Lévis. As of 1865, however, he planned to 
erect only three forts on this arc, installing a few 
batteries on the northern end because of the pres
ence of several rocky mounds there. A road pro
tected by a parapet would link these works, and 
another fort would be built behind to play the 
additional role of a "keep" and to command the 
works. Only three forts were to be built, and 
nothing would come of the proposed "keep , " its 
role being attributed apparently to the Citadel. 

The circumstances surrounding these modifi
cations are obscure, and several reasons might be 
given. The very precise topographical survey 
carried out before construction began might have 

installed on the terreplein and protected against enfilade by 
traverses or Haxo casemates . The escarp was demi-
revetted, and the ditch was protected by caponiers. A 
"keep" surrounded by a ditch was to be set up inside. 
W.F.D. Jervois, 1864, Public Archives of Canada. 

dictated changes. In addition, financial reasons 
seem to have played a role: " . . . the keep cannot 
be constructed without very considerable 
expense, sufficiently high to command the two 
center works; It can be defiladed therefrom and 
fire at an elevation only into the works in front on 
its left."88 

Jervois suggested a model plan for these 
forts that blended the major characteristics of the 
detached forts built a few years earlier in 
England. This model consisted of mutually 
flanking detached polygons with traverses or 
Haxo casemates89 protecting the heavy artillery 
of the terreplein against enfilade. They had demi-
revetted escarps in the spirit of those proposed by 
Carnot with a chemin des rondes behind for pre
venting escalade; loopholed caponiers capable of 
holding light artillery defended the ditch. The fort 

87. Ibid., p. 20. 
88. PAC, RG8,1, vol. 1582, pp. 54-5, Hassard to Ford, 6 April 1865. 

89. These casemates were often called "Haxo", aftertheir inventor. 
They were traditional casemates, each vault being open at the 
back and containing only one piece in embrasure. 
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The forts at Levis did not all have the same trace. Nev
ertheless, they presented the major characteristics of the 
British model. E. Smelling, R.G. Hamilton, 1872, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

was often composed of a "keep" surrounded by a 
ditch. 

Despite some distinctive features, the forts 
at Levis generally conformed to this model. They 
were polygons of various shapes organized so 
that their fire crossed to provide adequate flank 
defence. Caponiers defended the ditch. The artil
lery on the terreplein was not protected by either 
traverses or Haxo casemates, however; it was 
uncovered and therefore exposed. In addition, 
the forts at Levis did not all have "keeps" in their 
gorges, and the barracks were located behind the 
main front. Jervois justified these two features by 
the nature of the ground: 

At Kingston and Quebec, where the excava
tions would be chiefly in rock, a somewhat 
different construction would be adopted. 
The parapets would be of earth, but instead 
of detached walls in the ditches, there would 
be escarps cut out in the rock and faced with 
masonry where necessary. In these instances 
perhaps it may be found more economical to 
have deeper ditches; in which case the keeps 
might be dispensed with and the permanent 
bomb-proofs placed behind the front 
rampart.90 

These differences should not be surprising: 
topographical features often demanded this type 
of modification. In addition, some elements, such 
as the "keep" and the casemates protecting the 
artillery on the terreplein, evolved. Forts 
Brockhurst and Wallington, built by Jervois in 
the south of England within a few years of each 
another, also exhibited a number of similar 
peculiarities.91 The topography and a desire to 
provide adequate flanking by cross fire might 
explain the different traces of the Levis forts, but 
it is difficult to determine the exact reasons.92 

With the construction of the forts at Levis, 
Quebec's defence system was transformed. The 
trend towards modifying defensive works, initi
ated in England as a result of the use of rifle artil
lery, made it clear that the old bastioned enceinte 
was of no use in Québec. In addition, the recogni
tion that the Americans were a potential enemy 
brought about the shifting of the major elements 
of the defensive system to the south shore of the 
river; the Citadel and the proposed entrench
ments played the supporting role. The defence of 
the harbour and the river was a major feature of 
this new system of defence, a factor that explains 
the intention to set up powerful batteries on both 
shores. One should recognize the soundness of 
Jervois' project, whose objectives echoed those 
of the British commission of 1859: the land beside 
the river was protected by batteries organized so 
that ships could not approach the city and a chain 
of forts guarded against an inland attack.93 

The Gallwey Project 
Lieutenant-Colonel Gallwey94 drew up a 

project intended to complete Quebec's defence 
system on the north shore, stating that he was 

90. PAC. RG8, II, vol. 32. "Report on the Defence of Canada. . . ," 
1865, Jervois, p. 25. 

91. A.D. Saunders, Hampshire Coastal Defence Since the Introduc
tion of Artillery, London, The Royal Archeological Institute, 
1967, p. 167. 

92. As J.Q. Hughes pointed out when he described the forts built at 
Malta during the same period, this variation in shape was not 
a phenomenon found only in Québec. (J.Q. Hughes, "British 
Defence of Her Naval Stations in the Mediterranean," Records 
of the 4{h International Colloquy of Military History, 23-25 

August 1978, Ottawa; International Commission on Military 
History, Ottawa, 1979, p. 183.) 

93. A.D. Saunders, op. cit., p. 153. 

94. Gallwey was commanding engineer in Québec from 1866 to 
1868. He had previously published two articles in Professional 
Papers of the Corps of Royal Engineers, New series, the first 
appearing in volume 10, pp. 126-8 and entitled "Notes on the 
Construction of Earth-Works in Fortifications," and the second 
in volume 14, pp. 25-55, "The Influence of Rifled Ordnance on 
the Attack and Defence of Fortresses." 
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Having suggested that the old enceinte be demolished, 
Gallwey proposed in 1867 that a new one be built in front of 
the Martello towers. He also suggested that a series of 
detached forts be erected, and proposed two sites: one near 
what is now Belvedere Street and the other level with Pointe 
à Pizeau. Gallwey, 1867, Public Archives of Canada. 

motivated by the Fenian scare. He noted the inef
fectiveness of the old bastioned enceinte, which 
was well inside the limits of Montcalm and Saint-
Jean wards and therefore suggested demolishing 
the rampart between the St. Louis Bastion and 
the Potasse Demi-Bastion.95 The ground made 
available could be subdivided or used for the con
struction of barracks. Gallwey also suggested 
some modifications to the Citadel, including rais
ing its rampart on the west and installing artillery 
in casemates on the terreplein. The originality of 
his project lies in his suggestion to build a new 
enceinte in front of the Martello towers. He also 
wanted to occupy positions even further west by 
detached works. 

The proposed enceinte was to be built 
according to the principles laid down by Carnot. 
The escarp and counterscarp were slightly 

95. PAC, RG8, II, vol. 29. "Report on the Defence of North Side." 
Gallwey, 27 April 1867. 
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sloped, and the ditch was deeper; it had a wall or 
palisade located in the centre and was defended 
by caponiers. In addition, Gallwey provided for 
bastions in front of the towers.96 He wanted to 
link the new enceinte with the site of the Coteau 
de la Potasse Bastion by a simple masonry wall, 
with bastions for adequate flanking, running 
along the top of Coteau Sainte-Geneviève. On the 
other side a palisade was to extend from the first 
tower to the batteries located on the Cape Dia
mond heights on the site of the works of the tem
porary citadel. Gallwey noted that a masonry 
wall of the type suggested for Coteau Sainte-
Geneviève was unnecessary at this spot, since all 
the ground along the cliff was swept by the Cita
del's artillery and the batteries located further 
west. 

Why did Gallwey decide to use this particu
lar type of enceinte when the application of 
Carnot's theory was not unanimously approved 
in Europe? He pointed out that it was much more 
difficult to breach an escarp of the type devised 
by Carnot, since the gently sloping parapet col
lapsed less easily and the wall at the bottom of the 
ditch helped to retain the debris temporarily, 
thereby offering an additional obstacle. More
over, the detached wall in the middle of the ditch 
made it more difficult to scale the rampart. 
Gallwey believed that this more easily built ram
part would be less expensive, but he observed 
that this enceinte was simply intended to guard 
against a surprise attack or a coup de main. In the 
case of a siege, he doubted that such an enceinte 
could offer adequate resistance.97 

The second aspect of Gallwey's project 
consisted of building a series of detached forts 
even further west. Two sites were proposed. The 
first was located approximately one and a quarter 
miles to the west of the towers just above Wolfe's 
Cove, and consisted of a central fort flanked on 
either side by a smaller work. The one located on 
the south was to command Wolfe's Cove, and the 
one on the north, the valley of the St. Charles 
River. It was understood that the area in front of 
and behind these forts should be kept free of any 
structures and that all trees should be cut down. 
At the same time, the enceinte in front of the tow
ers was to back up and command these detached 
works. Gallwey pointed out that when a war 

broke out, batteries could be set up on the flanks 
along the escarpments to link these detached 
works to the enceinte in front of the towers. On 
the other hand, the engineer considered that an 
even more distant location would be more effect
ive. He would therefore locate the line of forts a 
mile further west, just above Pointe à Pizeau. He 
noted that if the enemy stationed himself at this 
spot, he could sweep the bank of the river and the 
inner part of the city with his artillery and could 
play havoc with British ships on the river. Moreo
ver, occupying Pointe à Pizeau with defensive 
works could offer several advantages. In addition 
to backing up the naval forces on the river, these 
works could prevent any risk of a coup de main 
from this side along the river bank. Since the 
river narrowed at this particular spot, it would be 
possible to prevent the enemy from advancing 
along the south shore, as the artillery could make 
it impossible to use the roads and railway leading 
to Pointe-Lévis. Finally, Gallwey provided for 
other defensive works to command the bridges 
over the St. Charles River. 

All these proposals to strengthen Quebec's 
defences on the north shore of the St. Lawrence 
were approved by Ford, commanding royal engi
neer in Canada.98 Nevertheless, Ford opted for 
the first line of detached forts above Wolfe's 
Cove. He pointed out that the enemy could 
bypass the more distant position (Pointe à Pizeau) 
in the direction of the St. Charles River and that 
this position would need a larger number of sol
diers and would involve more costly expro
priations. 

Gallwey's project prompts several ques
tions. First, it does not seem to have been essen
tial to build a rampart to protect the city against a 
coup de main, but that is what he proposed for 
this purpose in front of the Martello towers. Sec
ondly, the proposal involving a series of detached 
forts on the north shore implies that the eventual 
enemy could have made his appearance on this 
side of the river. There is nothing to suggest that 
this was actually the case; moreover, Gallwey 
himself was convinced that the major attack 
would come from the south side.99 In this sense, 
such a proposal seems somewhat unreasonable. 
It is difficult to see the relevance of this project 
considering the political-military context of the 

96. In another document. Gallwey did not mention these bastions in 
front of the towers. He stipulated that the enceinte would have 
salients at various spots to protect the caponiers from enfilade 
along the ditch, a situation that would have arisen if the line of 
fortification was straight. PAC, RG8, II, vol. 29. pp. 35-6. 
Gallwey to Ford. 26 September 1867. 

97. For an insight into the controversy surrounding Carnot, see 
Gen. Howard Douglas, Observations on Modern Systems of 
Fortification, Including that Proposed by M. Carnot and a 
Comparison of the Polygonal with the Bastion System, London, 
J. Murray. 1859. 

98. PAC. RG8. II. vol. 29. pp. 18-22. Ford to the Military Secretary, 
17 May 1867. He held this position from 1863 to 1869. 

99. PAC, RG8, II. vol. 29, pp. 15-7. "Report on the Defence of 
North Side," Gallwey. 27 April 1867. 
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period, which culminated in Confederation and 
the subsequent withdrawal of British troops from 
Canada. 

On the whole, if it was noted that engineers 
exerted little influence at the beginning of the 
British regime, the situation improved rapidly 
over the following years. In fact, if the profes
sional calibre of Twiss and Mann, to name only 
two, is compared with that of their predecessors, 
the difference is remarkable, and it was reflected 
in their work. As much as some engineers, and in 
particular Gordon and Marr, did not know how to 
combine the art of fortification with making 
adaptations to the terrain, or with any other fac
tor that might affect a defensive work, others suc
ceeded in mastering this art and were accurate in 
their assessments of the types of defences that 
should be set up in Québec. They proposed 
works that were much more in keeping with its 
particular location. Several factors might have 
brought this about; for example, it might be asked 
whether or not the Academy at Woolwich played 
a role. 

The assessment of Quebec's defences under 
British rule differs somewhat from such an 
appraisal during the French regime since a 
defence system was already in place. Some 
trends can be recognized, however. The insecure 
position of the newly conquered fortress sus
tained an ever-present desire for a citadel. This 
work, while supplementing the city's defences in 
the face of all possible enemies, offered the new 
conquerors greater protection against any possi
ble civil uprising. 

After the American War of Independence 
and until the construction of the permanent Cita
del, engineers regarded the enceinte as a useful 
defensive work, and a defence system was elabo
rated in which all works were integrated. This 
must be seen within the context of the 18lh 

century in Europe, a period marked by the con
servatism of theoreticians and the time of the 
pre-eminence of bastioned fortification, charac
terized by the sometimes unreasonable multipli
cation of defensive works. 

The growing efficiency of artillery, changes 
in the art of attacking fortresses and constant 
improvements in means of communication were 
factors that contributed to moving the defensive 
system away from the heart of the city at the 
beginning of the 19lh century. Detached posts, 
and later forts, gradually replaced the continuous 
enceinte, which was becoming defensively ineffi
cient in the face of the rapid development of cities 
and the greater range of artillery. In Québec this 
phenomenon found particular expression in the 
Oldfield proposals and especially in the construc
tion of the forts at Levis. 

The first step towards establishing a perma
nent defensive system in Québec had been taken 
during the French regime with the construction of 
the enceinte designed by Chaussegros de Léry. 
This system was completed at the beginning of 
the 19"1 century by the construction of advanced 
works, and later by the erection of the Citadel on 
the Cape Diamond heights. These new supporting 
works, and especially the Citadel, made this sys
tem more efficient in the sense that they formed 
part of a defence plan intended to offer the 
longest possible resistance to a siege. The con
struction of the Citadel also took place against the 
background of distrust with which the military 
viewed the population during this period of 
increasing political problems. The conventional 
type of construction used for the Citadel at a time 
when a new type of fortification — the detached 
fort — was being developed in Europe is note
worthy. It should also be noted that the two new 
fronts of fortification created by the Citadel faced 
the city. 

The construction of Martello towers on the 
heights of Abraham demonstrated a desire to 
occupy a strategic position located further from 
the heart of the city. The defensive value of these 
towers as inland works of fortification is ques
tionable, however. The forts built at Levis during 
the second half of the 19th century considerably 
enlarged the defended zone and transformed 
Quebec's defensive system by introducing a new 
type of work. These new measures meant that the 
rampart built in 1745 would no longer constitute 
the major element of the defence system. Subse
quently, emphasis would be placed on building 
batteries overlooking the river to allow some pro
tection against ironclads. 

In short, the defensive measures proposed or 
implemented in Québec during the British period, 
like those during the French regime, illustrate the 
various changes that the art of fortification had 
undergone in Europe. These transformations had 
been dictated by developments in the art of 
attacking fortresses. Thus an analysis of this art 
as it was applied to Québec could prove very 
interesting in an overall assessment of the pro
posals of engineers in this city. 

In conclusion, an assessment of the qualities 
of a defence system should not only be based on 
the analysis of its trace and location; the profile of 
the works should also be studied to understand 
the relationship between the various elements of 
a fortification. In this sense, it is interesting to 
note that criticisms of the enceinte of 1745 were 
concerned much more with problems of profile 
than of trace. 
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Chapter 6 Construction techniques 
and materials 

B EFORE beginning the construction of a 
fortification, the engineer not only had to 
determine which works were necessary 

and where they should be located in order to 
decide upon a general trace, he also had to cal
culate the proportions of the proposed works 
according to the theory of the military art. The 
profile was essential for carrying out this stage of 
the work. By analysing the steps taken by the 
engineer, it is possible to understand the principal 
methods of the construction of a fortification. 

Although the profile enables one to under
stand at a glance the construction of the entire 
fortification between the rampart and the glacis 
from a different point of view, it does not neces
sarily include several non-continuous elements 
that were distributed at various places along the 
enceinte: embrasures, posterns, guérites and city 
gates. To understand all aspects of their construc
tion, as well as their functions, each of these 
works must be studied separately. This is also 
true for the powder magazine, a work that was 
closely related to the functioning of a rampart, 
without being attached to it. Moreover, a knowl
edge of the available building materials provides 
additional information on the construction tech
niques used for the various military works built at 
Québec. 

General Profile of Permanent Fortification 
Most of the works built at Québec, whether 

they were conceived by Levasseur de Neré, 
Chaussegros de Léry or Durnford, were influ
enced in various ways by Vauban's experiments. 
Thus a knowledge of his contributions is essential 
to understand the profile of a fortification. Simi
larly, the methods used to calculate the dimen
sions of works, which were perfected by Bélidor, 
a contemporary of Vauban, make possible a more 
rational analysis of the particular profiles of 
works built at Québec. 

The profile of a fortification, which is similar 
to a cross-section, provides an understanding of 
its otherwise imperceptible parts, such as the 
thickness, depth and arrangement of the various 
elements. As most engineers noted, an enormous 
mass of earth, which was the material most resist
ant to breaching artillery fire, constituted the 
main element of a rampart. In what was known as 
permanent fortification, the earth was often sup
ported by masonry revetments. The height of the 
main work or the rampart, and therefore of the 
escarp, was determined by the nature of the 
ground on which it was built and the irregularities 
of the contiguous terrain. On the basis of his 
many experiments, Vauban pointed out that a 
good rampart capable of adequately resisting 
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artillery fire should be 15 to 20 feet high and have 
a terreplein 4 to 6 toises wide, excluding the 
banquette.1 The general appearance of the para
pet did not vary to any great extent. It was nor
mally 18 to 20 feet thick by approximately 8 feet 
high at its highest point. If the banquette is 
included, the total width of the rampart varied 
from 50 to 60 feet. Once the profile of the main 
work had been determined, that of the outworks 
followed from it. In keeping with the principle of 
defilement, these outworks were not to be higher 
than the main rampart. However, they had to be 
high enough to conceal most of the main work. 
Vauban stated that to conform to this principle 
the level of the top of the parapet of the covered 
way had to be from 1 to 2 feet lower than the cor
don of the main work. He added that the glacis 
"qui a ordinairement 15 à 20 toises de large, doit 
être aplani et soumis au feu du rempart de la place 
et de tous les dehors, sans qu'il y ait aucune par
tie dans toute sa superficie qui puisse échapper à 
leur découverte."2 

There was a close relationship between the 
various elements of a fortification, and a modi
fication in one dictated alterations in others. 
A change in the height of the escarp had a direct 
effect upon the width of the ditch, the height of 
the counterscarp and the level of the parapet of 
the covered way. These are only some of a large 
number of basic principles.3 Initially, these rules 
may seem complicated; however, they are based 
on elementary reasoning. For example, engineers 
specified that the superior slope of the parapet 
should be aligned with the top of the counterscarp 
simply to ensure that the entire width of the cov
ered way be exposed to the fire of the infantry 
positioned behind the parapet of the main work. 
As in the general trace of the works, Vauban's 
steadfast rule consisted of adapting the profile to 
the terrain. 

Such principles reflect the theoretical les
sons drawn from the strategic and tactical needs 
of the period. The profile of the fortification also 
had to take mathematical and physical consid
erations into account, especially in the calcula
tion of the thickness of revetments. They were 
designed, of course, to offer some resistance to 
gun fire; however, above all, as retaining walls 
they had to provide resistance that was either 
equal or superior to the pressure of the earth they 
supported. Counterforts, whose masonry was 

joined to that of the revetments, were used to 
increase their resistance. In fact, the counterforts 
counteracted the pressure exerted by the earth. 
As well, the exterior face of the escarp was built 
on a slope to make it easier for the revetment to 
provide support. Vauban made this slope equiva
lent to Vs the height of the rampart. 

Vauban also drew up a detailed table of the 
proportions for the various elements of the revet
ment in relation to the height of the rampart: 
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For each height of revetment, Vauban calculated 
corresponding dimensions for counterforts, as 
well as thicknesses for both the top and bottom of 
the escarp's revetment. He explained that where 
the masonry was of very high quality, the thick
ness could be reduced to only 4V2 feet at the top, 
and conversely, if the stone were inferior, the 
thickness had to be made greater than 5 feet. He 
pointed out that these dimensions applied to a 
wall that had to support recently moved earth, 
and the dimensions could vary according to 
whether the rampart had a revetment covering 
its entire outer surface or only its lower half; vari
ations could also arise in accordance with the 
presence or absence of cavaliers on top of the 
rampart. 

The counterforts used by Vauban rose verti
cally to the level of the cordon. He noted that 

1. Vauban, Traité de la Défense des Places, pp. 13 and 14. In the 
19,h century, it was preferred that the rampart be 30 feet high in 
order to guard against escalade more effectively. Therefore the 
ditch had to be deeper. Royal Military Academy, Treatises on 
Geometrical Drawing. . . . p. 39. 

2. Vauban, op. cit., p. 40. 

3. Others will be presented in the analysis of the profiles built in 
Québec. 

4. Abbé Deidier. Le parfait Ingénieur français, p. 23. 
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they were more effective if made two feet higher 
to support the parapet. They were trapezoidal, 
and thicker at the root than at the tail. The dis
tance between the counterforts could vary from 
15 to 18 feet depending on how solid a revetment 
was desired. Bélidor noted that Vauban spaced 
them 15 feet apart when the wall had to support 
additional works, such as a cavalier, above the 
rampart.5 

The problem of designing revetments capa
ble of counterbalancing the pressure of the earth 
they supported was studied at length by Bélidor, 
and his calculations contributed to the general 
knowledge of a fortification's profiles.6 He used 
weights and measures to find a wall's centre of 
gravity, which enabled him to determine the pro
portions needed to make it stable. His next step 
was to calculate the earth's pressure and to esti
mate the amount exerted on the supporting revet
ment. He was then able to prescribe the thick
nesses needed for masonry revetments. Bélidor 
rationalized the complexity of the proportions of 
masonry revetments in relation to the earth's 
pressure for the engineers of his time. 

When examining the revetment thicknesses 
suggested by Vauban's table, Bélidor noted that 
lower revetments offered a resistance that was 
double the earth's pressure. The higher they 
were, however, the weaker they became, be
cause the pressure of the earth exceeded the 
resistance of revetments more than 60 feet high.7 

Bélidor added that an escarp was rarely more 
than 35 to 40 feet high and that Vauban's propor
tions were adequate for such heights. 

Bélidor also noted that to increase the resist
ance of a revetment, it could be made thicker at 
the top or given a more gradual slope, or as 
Vauban had already specified, the counterforts 
could be made higher. Bélidor's calculations 
prove that the counterforts resisted the pressure 
of the earth more effectively when they were 
larger at the tail than at the root, since the centre 
of gravity was shifted inwards. The only way to 
explain why Vauban and his contemporaries used 
counterforts that were different from those advo
cated by Bélidor is that a greater width at the root 
meant a stronger link between the counterfort 
and the wall. 

These concepts cannot be used globally to 
study the various ramparts built at Québec, 
because the documents are incomplete and there 

is a lack of precise information on the topogra
phy. They do make it possible, however, to ana
lyse the profiles of some ramparts and to achieve 
a better understanding of the fortifications of 
Québec and the engineers responsible for their 
construction. The three main ramparts built in 
this city, those of Levasseur de Neré, Chausse-
gros de Léry and Durnford, lend themselves eas
ily to this analysis, since they are better docu
mented than the others. 

/. Section of a Rampart Built by 
Levasseur de Neré 

The works that the engineer Levasseur de 
Neré began during 1700-02 comprised a rampart 
fronted by a covered way, acting as a ditch. 
Although we do not know the dimensions of the 
covered way's profile, that of the main work is 
documented.8 

It is possible to see from his specification 
that Levasseur was particularly concerned about 
the foundation. Whereas other engineers simply 
stated that the ground had to be made suitable for 
receiving the wall's foundation in a way satisfac
tory to the engineer, Levasseur provided specifi
cation. First, the ground on which the foundation 
would be built was inclined 5 to 6 inches towards 
the interior of the work. Secondly, the first 
course of stones consisted of large blocks of 
rough ashlar headers measuring approximately 
18 inches long by 12 to 15 inches high, laid with
out mortar on both the outer and inner sides of 
the foundation. The space in the middle was filled 
with rubble, which was cemented with a mortar 
whose consistency allowed it to penetrate into all 
"cavities." Thirdly, the masonry was built up to 
ground level or approximately 6 inches lower 
than the level of the ditch. 

The escarp rose above the foundation to a 
height of approximately 12 feet. The first course 
of the face was laid so as to allow an offset of 6 to 
9 inches. It was made of blocks of ashlar 
measuring 16 to 17 inches long by 9 to 12 inches 
high.9 The revetment measured 6 feet wide at the 
base, which established a width of 4 feet at the 
top, considering that its slope was in the order of 
1 in 6. The thickness of the wall more than com
pensated for the pressure exerted by the earth. 
On the other hand, the escarp does not seem to 
have been high enough; most treatises stated that 
it should be at least 15 feet high.10 Levasseur's 

5. B.F. de Bélidor, La Science des Ingénieurs . . ., Livre 1. p. 70. 
6. Ibid., pp. 1-80. 
7. Ibid., pp. 73-4. 
8. AN, Colonies, C'A.19:258-62, "Devis des ouvrages de maçon

nerie et Terres qu'il convient faire pour la Construction d'une 
nouvelle Enceinte à la haute ville de Quebek en la présente 
année 1701," Levasseur de Neré. 6 November 1701. 

9. The stone-cutting contract for the construction of the St. Louis 
Bastion in 1706 specified that this stone could vary from 12 to 24 
inches thick. ANQQ, Greffe L. Chambalon, Contract between 
M. La Grange, Jean, Joseph and Etienne Parent and Jean-
Baptiste Maillou, 21 December 1705. 

10. Vauban, op. cit., pp. 13-4. 
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This section illustrates the profile of Levasseur de 
Neré's rampart for the St. Jacques and La Glacière bastions 
erected in 1701 and 1702 respectively. Detail: [Levasseur de 
Neré], 1702, Copied by Baudouin, 1921, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

rampart was very unusual, however, because it 
did not have an excavated ditch in front. There
fore the escarp rose above the level of the 
ground, whereas normally a part of it was situ
ated below, because the ditch was excavated. 
Nevertheless , the height provided for by 
Levasseur seems to have been inadequate; more
over, several engineers in Québec planned to 
build higher ramparts in approximately the same 
place as those erected by Levasseur de Neré. 

The size and spacing of the counterforts 
were in keeping with the principles established by 

Vauban. These trapezoidal structures were 
placed every 15 feet, measured 7 feet deep and 
rose to within 2 feet of the top of the cordon. 

The cordon had a diameter or thickness of 
8 to 9 inches and measured 15 to 24 inches deep. 
It was placed on top of the escarp and projected 
5 to 6 inches outwards. To support the parapet 
horizontally, a stone the thickness of the cordon 
was placed behind it on top of the revetment. 

The exterior revetment of the parapet rose 
vertically above the cordon and measured 3 feet 
wide by 472 feet high. The coping of the exterior 
revetment was formed by slabs of cut stone 16 to 
18 inches long by 6 inches thick and 18 inches 
wide. It projected IV2 to 2 inches outwards in the 
direction of the country, following the angle of 
the superior slope of the parapet. The rest of the 
coping was made with flat stones measuring 
272 to 3 inches thick. 

The parapet measured only 15 feet wide and 
was 472 feet high on the outside and 7 feet high 
on the inside; thus its superior slope was in the 
order of 6 feet in 1, which was the acceptable 
limit if the upper part were to resist artillery fire 
adequately. The parapet did not have an inte
rior revetment; however, Levasseur erected a 
sodded slope with an inclination of approximately 
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1 in 4 . " The banquette measured 4'/2 feet wide 
and sloped slightly towards the terreplein. 
Levasseur planned to build a stair between the 
banquette and the terreplein, whose base and two 
slopes, which were slightly inclined, each meas
ured IV2 feet. The terreplein, which was quite 
large, had an inclination of approximately 1 foot 
for every 10 feet of width. The inclination of the 
interior slope was in the order of 1 in 2. 

The rampart built by Levasseur de Neré was 
generally similar to Vauban's standard profile, 
except for the height of the escarp. Indeed, such 
a dimension was more often encountered in an 
advanced work, whose escarp was normally 
lower than that of the main work. It would be 
interesting to know the dimensions of the profile 
of the proposed covered way to see how this 
work was integrated with the main rampart 
located behind. 

2. Profile of the 1745 Fortification 
It has been impossible to establish the profile 

of Chaussegros de Léry's fortification precisely, 
both because the documents are incomplete and 
because we are not referring to the profile of a 
specific part of the 1745 enceinte. We will attempt 
to draw a typical section, however, that reflects 
the data provided by Chaussegros and takes into 
account information that has been gathered 
during archaeological research over the past few 
years. 

2.1 Rampart and Parapet 
In his specification of 10 August 1745,12 

Chaussegros de Léry indicated that the revet
ment of the main work would rise 3 toises above 
the foundation, whose height could vary because 
of differences in the level of the rock. The escarp 
measured 6 feet thick at its base, that is, at the 
level of the ditch or at the offset above the foun
dation. At the top, below the cordon, as a result 
of the batter of 1 in 6, Chaussegros obtained a 
thickness of 3 feet, to which he added an over
hang of IV2 feet to make the escarp more resist
ant to the earth's pressure. This resulted in a total 
thickness of 4 feet, 6 inches. 

Some interesting observations may be made 
on the measurements Chaussegros proposed for 

the revetment of the main work. The thickness of 
the escarp was slightly short of the proportions 
specified by Vauban. However, since Vauban's 
table was calculated to obtain a resistance supe
rior to the earth's pressure, the proportions used 
by Chaussegros nevertheless approximated those 
required to obtain the normal point of equilib
rium. Chaussegros de Léry compensated by pro
viding the revetment with an overhang of 
172 feet in order to "affaiblir la poussée des ter
res ." This was quite unusual, especially as far as 
the construction of such a wall was concerned, 
since the earth of the rampart had to be raised at 
the same time as the wall to support the over
hang. The overhang was not visible at the coun
terforts except in the upper part of the escarp. In 
1717 Chaussegros proposed this arrangement for 
the Montréal enceinte.13 

Unlike Vauban, Chaussegros proposed 
counterforts that were very far apart but larger. 
Twenty-two feet apart from centre to centre, they 
were 6 feet wide at the root and 5 at the tail. They 
measured 7 feet deep at the base and rose to 
within a foot of the cordon.14 The top had a 
1-foot slope in the direction of the terreplein.15 

To determine the dimensions of the cordon, 
we have used the measurements specified in the 
contract for the cut stone required for building 
the guérites.16 It has been assumed that the cor
dons of the guérites had the same dimensions as 
and were laid out in the prolongation of the cor
don of the main work. Thus they had a thickness 
or diameter of 7 inches and measured 15 inches 
deep; the width could vary. 

The exterior revetment of the parapet rose 
vertically above the cordon and measured 4 feet, 
6 inches thick by 6 feet high.17 As explained by 
many treatises, several engineers made this wall 
lower and less thick. The interior revetment 
measured 2 feet thick by 11 feet high, including 
the foundation, and was vertical. Chaussegros 
noted that if the revetment sloped, the soldiers on 
the banquette firing over the parapet would be 
exposed and would have to step backward to pro
tect themselves . 1 8 The parapet measured 
approximately 18 feet thick, which was the 
required measurement when there was a possibil-

11. Fascines had to be used with slopes of this inclination. 
12. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 84:223-4, "Devis des ouvrages de Maçon

nerie Transport de Terres a faire a la ville de quebec pour ache
ver les fortifications commancées du corps de la Place," Chaus
segros de Léry, 10 August 1745. 

13. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 471, "Devis des ouvrages 
de Fortification pour L'enceinte de la ville du Montréal," 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1 April 1717. 

14. Another specification, dated 12 August, is somewhat different 
from that of the tenth. The counterforts would be spaced 20 feet 
apart, and their depth was set at 7 feet, 6 inches. AN, Colonies, 

C ' A , 84:228-9. "Devis des Ouvrages de fortification proposée 
a faire a la Ville de Quebec," [Chaussegros de Léry], 12 August 
1745. 

15. These dirfiensions were proven to be exact by archaeological 
excavations in the Ursulines Bastion. 

16. ANQQ, Greffe C. Hilarion Dulaurent, Contract between 
Toussaint Belan, Bernard Dumouchel and Dominique Janson 
Lapalme, 8 November 1748. 

17. The specification of 12 August reported a thickness of 4 feet. 
18. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica

tion," Livre 2. planche 22. pp. 64-5. 
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View of the terreplein and the interior slope of the cur
tain wall between the Ursulines and St. John bas t ions . F . 
Wurtele, circa 1905, Archives nationales du Québec . Collec
tion Wurtele . 

ity of its being breached.19 The superior slope of 
the parapet had to be aligned so that the entire 
covered way was visible between the top of the 
counterscarp and the glacis. It was therefore nec
essary to know the profile of the ditch, the cov
ered way and the glacis before fixing the superior 
slope correctly.20 Between the two revetments, 
the earth was raised 6 inches to a foot higher than 
the masonry because it eventually settled and it 
served to check the splintering of the exterior 
revetment that could be caused by cannonballs. 

Chaussegros de Léry did not provide a great 
deal of information on the banquette. He indica
ted that it would be 5 feet high and have a mean 
thickness of 8 feet.21 We assume that the slope of 
the ascent must have been inclined 45° at the 
most, given that this work was built entirely of 
earth and that it had to be self-supporting. Sec
ondly, it is inconceivable that a soldier carrying 
arms could climb onto a banquette 5 feet high 
unless the angle of inclination were very gentle, 
and then the upper surface would be too narrow. 
This suggests that there was a step dividing the 
rise into two parts. 

The terreplein of hard-packed earth was 
located between the base of the banquette and 
the interior slope. Chaussegros de Léry specified 

in his treatise that a good rampart should measure 
between 40 and 50 feet wide. This measurement 
must have been taken at the level of the cordon, 
between it and the beginning of the interior slope. 
The 1745 specification did not indicate the dimen
sions of the rampart. However, archaeological 
excavations in the Dauphine and Richelieu pos
terns have determined that the distance between 
the inner and outer exits of the posterns mea
sured approximately 50 feet in a straight line.22 

Theoretically, this distance corresponded to the 
width of the rampart. Therefore, considering the 
width of the banquette and parapet, the terreplein 
proposed by Chaussegros de Léry must have 
measured approximately 20 feet wide. It is very 
difficult to establish the length of the interior 
slope since it depended primarily on the level of 
occupation at the time, and this varied according 
to its location on the enceinte. There was no gen
eral rule for the inclination of the rampart's inte
rior slope, since it was usually determined by the 
quality of the earth used. It was often left with a 
natural slope that was formed while the terreplein 
was being built. Other engineers would give it a 
very long slope, varying from IV2 to 2 feet for 
each foot of height. 

2.2 Ditch, Covered Way and Glacis 
Although they are examined separately, the 

ditch, the covered way and the glacis are ele
ments that were closely related to those of the 
profile of the main work, so much so that the 
dimensions of one influenced those of the others. 
Indeed, aside from mathematical considerations 
concerning revetments, the dimensions of the 
various works, such as the width and depth of the 
ditch, as well as the height of the counterscarp 
and the covered way, were integrated with one 
another to conform to military principles. 

The inclination of the superior slope of the 
main parapet had to be determined in relation to 
the level of the counterscarp. This enabled the 
infantryman posted on the banquette behind the 
parapet to fire on part or all of the covered way. 
During the 18th century it was preferred that the 
superior slope be directly aligned with the top of 
the counterscarp so that it would be possible to 
sweep the entire covered way.23 It was not to 
have a slope of more than 6 in 1 or enemy artillery 
could easily breach its highest part.24 Thus it 

19. This measurement was taken from the estimate dated 10 August 
1745. The thickness of the exterior revetment (4 feet, 6 inches), 
the interior revetment (2 feet) and the earth between the two 
(11 feet) totalled a thickness of 17 feet, 6 inches. AN, Colonies. 
C 'A , 84:222 and 225, "État Estimatif des Ouvrages a faire pour 
achever les Fortifications commancées du Corps de la Place de 
la Ville de Québec," Chaussegros de Léry, 10 August 1745. 

20. This will be examined later in this chapter. 

21. Chaussegros' use of the term "réduite" (mean) in his estimate to 
qualify the thickness of the banquette presupposes that it was 
sloped. 

22. France Tanguay, Fouilles 1974-1975 ait Fare de l'Artillerie, Qué
bec: Les poternes Dauphine et Richelieu. Travail inédit no. 199. 
Parcs Canada, 1976. 

23. On this subject, see Abbé Deidier. op. cit., pp. 29-32. 

24. Royal Military Academy, op. cit.. p. 43. 
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During the French regime, a ditch and a covered way 
were built only on the front between the St. John and 
Potasse bastions, to the west of Artillery Park. The width of 
these works, as illustrated on this plan of 1827, was con
firmed during archaeological excavations in the summer of 

1977. As a result it has been possible to establish that the 
dimensions of the ditch given in the initial project and noted 
on the plan of 1752 were greatly reduced in construction. 
Melhuish, 1827, Public Archives of Canada. 

Profile of the 1745 enceinte (hypothetical) 

Profile of proposed works: 

AB: Slope of the glacis and prolongation to the cordon. 

CD: Plane of defilade. 

EF: Superior slope of the parapet and prolongation to the 
top of the counterscarp (slope = 5 in l). 

GH: Superior slope of the parapet and prolongation to a 
point 372 feet above the counterscarp (slope = 6 in l). 

Profile of works built (plan of 1827): 

IJ: Slope of the glacis and prolongation to the cordon. 

CK: Plane of defilade. 

LM: Superior slope of the parapet and prolongation to the 
top of the counterscarp. 
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may be noted that the dimensions of each of the 
elements of the profile could have far-reaching 
effects. 

The plans illustrating the project of 1745 indi
cate a ditch 12 toises wide, a covered way 6 toises 
wide and a glacis extending over a distance of 
20 toises. According to documentary evidence, 
the ditch was not excavated and therefore the 
counterscarp rose above the level of occupation 
of the period. To determine the height of the 
counterscarp, while taking into account the 
specified widths, it must be assumed that the 
plane of defilade of the top of the parapet of the 
covered way was located 3 feet below the 
cordon.25 This suggests that this plane concealed 
the escarp of the main work for a height of 15 
feet, a conclusion that has been confirmed by the 
engineer Franquet's comments in 1752: 

J'avoùeray néamoins que toutes les parties 
des fronts de cette Enceinte se flanquent, 
qu'à la vérité il n'a point creusé de fossés, 
mais qu'il en forme un au moyen d'un mur de 
contrescarpe de 6 à 7 pieds d'hauteur, de 
manière que le terreplein du Chemin Couvert 
sera élevé d'autant au dessus du niveau natu
rel et qu'au moyen de 7 pieds lk d'Elévation 
de parapet, le pied de son Enceinte sera cou
vert de 14 à 15 . . . 26 

The credibility of this measurement is demon
strated by the alignment of the prolongation of 
the slope of the glacis with the cordon; it could 
not be otherwise if the floor of the embrasures 
was to be aligned slightly above this point.27 

The level of the covered way was then set at 
7V2 feet below the top of its parapet, with 3 feet 
being used for the banquette2* and 472 feet for 
the protection of the soldiers. Thus, the counter
scarp was 772 feet high, and the surface of the 
covered way sloped slightly towards the ditch to 
facilitate drainage. In addition, a palisade was 
usually built between the revetment of the para
pet of the covered way and the banquette to 
guard against surprise attacks. This palisade, 
which was located approximately 1 foot from 
the base of the parapet, rose vertically to about 
10 inches above it.29 

Detail of the ditch and covered way in front of the St. 
John Bastion. P.J. Bainbridge, 1836, Pictures Division, Pub
lic Archives of Canada (C-l 1871). 

View of the outworks to the west of the Potasse Demi-
Bastion. In the background are the Nouvelles Casernes 
inside Artillery Park. J.P. Cockburn, circa 1830, Royal 
Ontario Museum. 

If we align the superior slope of the parapet 
of the main work directly with the top of the 
counterscarp, as Chaussegros de Léry specified 
in his treatise,30 the slope is in the order of 5 in 1, 
which is greater than the permitted maximum 
slope. To obtain a slope of at least 6 in 1, the 
superior slope must be aligned with a point 
located some 372 feet above the counterscarp. 
Accordingly, in Chaussegros' proposal of 1745 
only the banquette of the covered way would 
have been seen by the musket fire from the main 
work. 

25. PAC, MG8, K, 2. Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," maxime XCV. Without specifying the number of feet, 
Chaussegros de Léry pointed out that the level of the palisade of 
the covered way should be a little lower than that of the cordon. 

26. AN. Colonies. C'A. 98:408v, Franquet to the Minister, 30 
October 1752. 

27. See the section on embrasures. 

28. Like that of the main work, the banquette of the covered way 
has been given a mean thickness of 8 feet. 

29. PAC. MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre 2, planche 22, pp. 65-6. 

30. Ibid., Préface and maxime XXIII. 
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The retaining walls on each side of Saint-Jean Street 
illustrate the profile of the works in front of the main work. 
The counterscarp, the covered way and the glacis can be 
identified on the left in front of the St. John Bastion. Note 

that there is no covered way on the other side of the street. 
Livernois and Bienvenu, 1871, Inventaire des biens 
culturels. 

Since these outworks were built opposite the 
Potasse Demi-Bastion, we have been able to 
establish that the ditch was in fact only 7 toises 
wide, and the covered way, 6 toises.31 Taking 
into account the principle of defilement stating 
that the level of the parapet of the covered way 
should be aligned with a point a few feet below 
the cordon, it is evident that the superior slope of 
the rampart's parapet was much too steep. It 
might be assumed that the counterscarp must 
have been much higher; however, this is impossi
ble in this case, precisely because of defilement 
and the rules governing artillery fire from the 
main work. The counterscarp cannot be made 
higher without at the same time changing the 
dimensions of the other elements of the profile, 
such as the height of the escarp and the main 
work, and the width of the ditch, the covered way 
and the glacis. In addition, the fact that the ditch 
could be partially excavated or simply formed by 
raising the counterscarp has a great deal of influ
ence on the prolongation of the slope of the gla
cis, which normally has to be aligned with the 
cordon of the rampart. This example is a good 
illustration of how all the elements of the profile 
have to be integrated with one another in order to 
effectively meet the requirements of certain mili
tary rules. The problem raised by the integration 
of all the elements of the profile of Chaussegros 
de Léry's enceinte could be partially solved by 

reducing the height of the parapet of the main 
work. 

As reconstructed, the profde of Chaussegros 
de Léry's enceinte presents several unusual fea
tures in comparison with the models proposed by 
Vauban and Bélidor. Some of them are somewhat 
original, as for example the interior overhang of 
the escarp's revetment, and do not seem to have 
lessened the soundness of the works. Others did 
not respect the rules of the art, however, and had 
a direct effect upon the defensive effectiveness of 
the fortification; for example, the alignment of 
the superior slope of the parapet. 

3. Profile of the Rampart of the Citadel Built 
in 1820 

Although the research on the Québec Citadel 
is not complete, it is already possible on the basis 
of certain data to draw up a profile that typifies 
the one proposed and built by the engineer 
Durnford at the beginning of the 19th century. It 
will be seen how the profile of the rampart under
went important modifications without changing 
the general functioning of the work. 

The face of the escarp was vertical, and 
unlike the previous profiles the inner surface of 
the revetment was built on a counterslope 
approximating 1 in 5. Thus the 24-foot-high revet
ment, which was the average height of the ram
part on the west front of the Citadel,32 measured 

31. In French units of measure, these dimensions approximate the 
measurements illustrated on the plan of 1827. They were con
firmed by archaeological excavations during the summer of 
1977. The heights cannot be used, however, given the changes 
these structures underwent during the British regime and their 
current state of demolition. 

32. PAC. National Map Collection, H4/350 Québec 1845, "Section 
through several parts of the Ditches of the Fortifications 
shewing the depth of Snow drifts taken 25th, 26th. and 27th days 
of Feb. 1845." Also PRO, W.O. 55/878, f. 763, Plan entitled 
"Quebec Citadel Shewing Sections of Services authorized by 
Boards Order dated 15lh Dec. 1843," Holloway, 9 July 1844. 
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The differences between the profile of the rampart to the 
west of the city and that of the Citadel illustrate changes in 
construction techniques. In one case, the escarp had a slight 
batter, and the parapet, which was revetted with a masonry 

wall inside and outside, was vertical. There was no batter in 
the Citadel's escarp, and its parapet was revetted only on the 
inside, the outer side forming a gentle slope. Photographs by 
Denis Chamard, 1978, Parks Canada. 

5 feet thick at the top and 8 feet thick at the base. 
The counterslope was not continuous since it was 
formed by offsets located at intervals of approxi
mately 2 feet.33 What was the reason for this new 
method of building rampart revetments? During 
the 18th century several engineers, including 
Bélidor and Cormontaigne, had noted that revet
ments like the ones prescribed by Vauban had a 
batter that was too pronounced and thus facili
tated the seepage of water into the face, and as a 
result, vegetation accumulated on the walls. This 
meant that the revetment had to be frequently 
repointed at great expense. To solve this prob

lem, revetments with less pronounced slopes 
were proposed, and gradually preference was 
given to vertical escarps. Moreover, the famous 
English specialist, General Pasley, had suggested 
using an inner counterslope in the order of 1 in 5, 
and he set the average thickness of the revetment 
at 3/io its height.34 It is interesting that the pro
file of the Citadel's rampart was generally in 
keeping with these proportions. 

Durnford was also inspired by Pasley in his 
plans for counterforts;35 they were square rather 
than trapezoidal and were relatively small: their 

33. PAC, National Map Collection, H2/350 Québec 1823, "Progress 
Plan of the Casemates of the West Front of the Citadel under 
execution at Cape Diamond," Québec, Durnford, 12 November 
1823. 

34. Royal Military Academy, op. cit., p. 69. 

35. Ibid. Pasley noted that the length (depth) of the counterfort 
should be equal to VJ the height of the wall. He fixed the width 
at 2 feet, 6 inches for a wall 10 feet high and added IV2 inches 
for each additional foot. The distance between the counterforts 
corresponded to 4 times their height. 
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width and length were set at 4 feet, 5 inches.36 

They were spaced 18 feet apart from centre to 
centre. The counterforts were vertical and had 
the same offsets at the back as the revetment to 
which they were attached. The more easily built 
rectangular counterfort had been chosen because 
its parallel sides apparently increased its capabil
ity to counteract the pressure of the earth.37 

The rampart of the Citadel also differed in 
that it was demi-revetted; that is, the parapet was 
not supported by a masonry wall built vertically 
above the escarp. This type of rampart was not an 
innovation in itself, since it had been used previ
ously, especially in places where stone was 
expensive. However, in view of the fact that 
artillery was more powerful than it had been in 
Vauban's time, engineers after Cormontaigne 
preferred building parapets of this type, since 
masonry revetments were too easily damaged by 
breaching fire.38 Thus the exterior face of the 

parapet, the most exposed part of the rampart, 
was built entirely of earth. 

The front of the Citadel's parapet was built 
on a natural or 45° slope so that it could be self-
supporting. Its total width was approximately 
25 feet; this was greater than the norm, which had 
been set at 20 feet to provide adequate protection 
against direct fire. Durnford also specified that 
the parapet should be a maximum of 8 feet high, 
which was the height needed for the infantry to 
position itself under cover on the banquette 
behind it. 

During the 19th century, since ditches were 
normally narrower and deeper, the prolongation 
of the superior slope of the parapet was aligned 
with a point a few feet (approximately 4) above 
the counterscarp.39 In this case, it was important 
that the foot of the banquette of the covered way 
be seen from the main rampart. Thus the superior 
slope of the Citadel's parapet, which was fixed at 

36. PAC. National Map Collection. H2/350 Québec 1823. ••Progress 
Plan. 

37. Royal Military Academy, op. cit., p. 68. 
38. See Vauban, op. cit.. p. 14; Royal Military Academy, op. cit.. 

p. 72. It should be mentioned, however, that the demi-revetted 

rampart was not as effective protection against scaling as the 
rampart whose parapet was revetted. 

39. Royal Military Academy, op. cit., p. 43. 
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Inside the Citadel, the rampart was of two types: either 
casemates were built beneath it, as in the case of the north 
front; or it was the conventional type with a terreplein and 
slope, as in the case of the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion. 
Photographs by Denis Chamard, 1978, Parks Canada. 

6 in 1, respected this rule. The alignment of the 
superior slope took into account a 50-foot-wide 
ditch40 and an 18-foot-high counterscarp.41 

Durnford erected a banquette behind the 
parapet that apparently measured Vli feet high 
by 4 feet thick, excluding the sloped ascent; this 
left a height of 4lh feet behind the parapet for the 
protection of the soldiers. This portion of the par
apet was either revetted — as in the case of the 
Citadel — or made of earth and fascines, in which 
case it was built on a steep slope in the order of 
1 in 3 to enable the soldiers to lean against it with 
ease. The banquette was reached by a ramp with 
a gentle slope of approximately 1 in 2. 

It has been determined that Durnford's ram
part had a total width of 55 feet;42 if one takes 
into account the thickness of the parapet, the 
banquette and its ascent, only 18 feet remain for 
the terreplein. The inner part of ramparts could 
end in a slope whose inclination varied according 
to the nature of the ground or the space available 
at a particular place. The slope was usually natu
ral (1 in 1) or slightly more gentle. As in the case 

As in the left flank of the Potasse Demi-Bastion 
illustrated here, flank artillery was always fired through 
embrasures, given that it had to sweep a part of the ditch 
located below. In the foreground, note the "gyn," which 
served to mount guns onto carriages. J.P. Cockburn, circa 
1829, Pictures Division, Public Archives of Canada 
(TC-801). 

of the Citadel, casemates might also be built 
beneath the terreplein. The rampart was then 
closed on the inside by a masonry wall. It should 
be noted that the rampart of the Citadel did not 
have to be made thicker in the area of the case
mates and that, like the counterforts, the vaults' 
supporting walls were spaced 18 feet apart from 
centre to centre. 

Thus when Durnford calculated the profile 
of the Citadel's rampart, he considered technical 
innovations related to the construction and 
arrangement of the various elements of profiles. 
These modifications were the result of the great 
many experiments conducted on techniques for 
building bastioned ramparts since Vauban's first 
trials in the 17th century. It is remarkable, how
ever, that over a century later, the general 
appearance of the rampart had not been modified 
more appreciably. In this sense, the profile of 
Durnford's rampart was not very different from 
those of Levasseur de Neré and Chaussegros de 
Léry. At the very most, revetments had been 
improved to give them greater durability and 
strength, and parapets to make them more resist
ant to the fire of the more powerful artillery. 
Once again, it was not until the major develop
ments in artillery in the second half of the 19th 

century that these profiles were changed pro
foundly. The first modifications would appear 
with the construction of modern forts and later 
with the more extensive use of new materials, 
such as concrete and armour-plating. 

40. This measurement was confirmed on the west front of the Cita
del. (PAC, National Map Collection, H1/350 Québec 1830. 
"Progress Plan of the New Citadel under execution at Cape Dia
mond. Québec 1829." Durnford. 1830.) 

41. Here, the counterscarp marks the limits of the gorge of the coun-

terguard. PAC, National Map Collection, H4/350 Québec 1845, 
"Section through several. . ." 

42. PAC, National Map Collection. H1/340 Québec 1828, "Progress 
Plan of the New Citadel under execution at Cape Diamond," 
Durnford, 1828. 
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The artillery of the faces and curtain walls could also be 
installed to fire through embrasures, especially when the 
ground that had to be swept in front required plunging fire. 
The curtain wall between the Ursulines and St. John bastions 
illustrated this particular topographical requirement well. J.P. 
Cockburn, circa 1830, Royal Ontario Museum. 

Embrasures and Platforms 
The embrasure was an opening for passing 

gun muzzles through fortification walls. It could 
be covered, which means that an opening was 
pierced through the centre of a wall, as in the case 
of casemates and bastioned towers.43 When in 
the form of a crenel on a parapet, it was said to 
be uncovered. The uncovered embrasure has 
attracted our attention, since it was an integral 
part of the parapet, whose profile was outlined 
previously. 

The artillery installed behind the parapet of a 
rampart could fire through an embrasure or 
en barbette; in the latter case, the muzzle was 
located above the superior slope of the parapet. 
Generally, guns were fired through embrasures in 
flanks because at this spot the artillery had to 
sweep the ditch, which was located at a much 
lower level than the parapet. It would have been 
difficult to fire accurately on the ditch if the guns 
were installed above the parapet. Artillery en 
barbette was normally located on the faces and 
curtain walls, since in these spots it was usually a 
matter of reaching targets much further away 
than the ditch.44 Moreover, guns mounted in this 
way had a much wider firing angle, given that 
their muzzles were not confined between the 
cheeks of an embrasure. Guns were often fired 
through embrasures on faces and curtain walls, 
however, as in the case of Québec. Once again, 
the adaptations to particular tactical and topo
graphical circumstances governed the use of 
embrasures in these places. 

One of the most important objectives of the 
artilleryman stationed on the faces or the curtain 
walls was to prevent the enemy from approaching 
beyond the glacis, and thus two very important 
principles demanded special attention during the 
construction of an embrasure. First, if guns were 
fired through embrasures, the floor of these struc
tures had to be arranged so that the fire could be 
aligned approximately Vk or 4 feet above the 
parapet of the glacis; in this way, the soldier 
posted on the banquette of the covered way 
would not be inconvenienced.45 Secondly, the 
firing angles, which were determined by pro
longing the cheeks of the adjacent embrasures, 
had to cross horizontally at a very short distance 
from the main work so that the enemy could not 
approach without being exposed to the fortifica-

43. In Québec, covered embrasures were built in the north curtain 
wall of the Nouvelles Casernes and in the casemates at the base 
of the left flank of the St. Louis Bastion and the right flank of the 
La Glacière Bastion. 

44. Artillery en barbette was often found in the flanked angle of bas
tions when, of course, there were no guérites. Abbé Deidier, 
op. cit., p. 32. 

45. Royal Military Academy, op. cit., p. 43. 
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tion's guns; in all likelihood, the maximum dis
tance was the covered way. The plan for the Dau-
phine Redoubt project in 1712 illustrates an error 
in the alignment of the embrasure fire; for in two 
places the enemy would not have been exposed 
to the redoubt's guns. Such a defect could have 
proved to be a very weak point in the fortifi
cation.46 These principles were also followed in 
the case of artillery en barbette. Moreover, it was 
much easier to make the firing angles cross in this 
way, and since the superior slope of the parapet 
was usually aligned with the top of the counter
scarp, it was possible to sweep the glacis. 

Another maxim claimed that the most direct 
fire was the best fire. To achieve this, the embra
sure had to be straight, which means that its mid
dle (the bisector) had to form a right angle with 
the interior or exterior revetments of the parapet. 
On occasion, however, the embrasure had to be 
made slightly oblique to obtain a good cross-fire 
or to fire on a particular spot. Interestingly, 
Chaussegros de Léry noted in his treatise that 
straight embrasures were always more resistant 
to enemy fire, since their cheeks were less 
exposed to it.47 

The profiles had to be organized so that the 
floor or sole of the embrasure tended as much as 
possible towards a horizontal line. This rule, 
which aimed at obtaining a more direct fire, was 
especially applicable to the embrasures of flanks. 
As Murray had noted in 1762, it was very difficult 
to meet the requirements of this rule perfectly in 
Québec because the enceinte was built on a very 
long, yet pronounced, slope between Cape Dia
mond and Coteau Sainte-Geneviève. 

The merlon, or the section of parapet located 
between each of the embrasures, measured 
approximately 18 feet.48 In the 18th century, 
embrasures were approximately 9 feet wide on 
the side facing the country. The opening nar
rowed in the direction of the town, attaining a 
width of 2 feet at a distance of 1 foot from the 
inner edge of the parapet. From there it splayed 
out again to a width of 2V2 feet. 

The merlons and cheeks of embrasures could 
be made of different materials. When the rampart 
was demi-revetted, the merlons could be made of 
hard-packed earth and covered with sod. Despite 
their effectiveness against gun fire, the merlons 
and cheeks of embrasures had to be built on a 

Embrasu re s could be cons t ruc ted of various materials . 
It was proposed in 1852 that the embrasu res of the curtain 
wall next to the St. Louis Bastion be rebuilt in brick. The 
proposal for the embrasures of the Ursul ines Bastion in 1857 
suggested masonry cheeks and a hard-packed earth floor 
covered with sod. Note the platforms, with retaining walls 
on each side, located behind the parapet . In sect ion, the 
retaining walls had the same profile as the banquette. 
F.P . Wulff. 1852 and [W. Chimey] , 1857, Public Archives of 
Canada . 

considerable slope so that the mass would be self-
supporting. Some engineers preferred brick, 
stating that it splintered less than stone when hit 
by cannonballs. Often the entire parapet had a 
masonry revetment. 

In 1695 Levasseur de Neré used brick to 
revet the cheeks and soles of the embrasures of 
the Cape Diamond Redoubt.49 The quoins were 
made with Beauport stone. He also pointed out 
that the brick would be laid en pointe™ and that 

49. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 13:371-3. "Devis des ouvrages de masson-
nerie a faire pour l'achèvement Et reparations des fortifications 
de la Redoute sur la Cap aux diamants et des deux plattes formes 
de la basse ville en la présente année 1695." 16 April 1695. 

50. This expression probably means that the brick was laid in an 
upright position and that only one of its ends was visible at the 
surface. 
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46. This case has been chosen merely as an example. Was this 
defect a result of a drawing error, or did the engineer design the 
embrasures poorly? Since the work was never completed, it is 
difficult to give a definite answer. 

47. PAC. MG18. K. 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion." Livre 2. planche 21, pp. 62-3. 

48. Abbé Deidier, op. cit.. pp. 32-3. This spacing made it possible to 
obtain a very effective crossing of the firing angles. 



The use of traversing platforms, which were renowned 
for the ease with which pieces of artillery could be aimed 
from them, spread rapidly. This photograph shows a t ravers
ing platform installed behind the parapet of the Potasse 
Demi-Bast ion. The married soldiers ' quar te r s , which is now 
k n o w n as t he F o y e r N a z a r e t h , is in the b a c k g r o u n d . 
L i v e r n o i s a n d B i e n v e n u , 1871, I n v e n t a i r e d e s b i e n s 
cul turels . 

the cheeks would be built on a slope. At the La 
Glacière Bastion in 1701, the specification stipu
lated that the bricks of the cheeks would be laid 
face down and those of the floor would be laid on 
their sides.51 We do not have a great deal of 
information on the embrasu re s built by 
Chaussegros de Léry, except that he provided for 
masonry cheeks measuring 3 feet thick.52 A few 
years later, Lranquet does not seem to have been 
in favour of masonry embrasures: "A l'Egard des 
joues des Embrazures, la première attention d'un 
assiégeant, est de détruire les déffenses du front 
attaqué, et les flancs en étant les principales, il ni 
a point de canonier qui résiste contre les acci
dents qu'occasionnent les Embrazures formées 
en maçonnerie."53 

At the beginning of the 19th century, embra
sures had almost the same characteristics as 
those of the previous century, and their dimen
sions had not been modified to any great extent: 
approximately 272 feet wide on the inside and 
10 feet wide on the outside. The sole was either 
paved with brick laid crosswise or made of hard-
packed earth and sodded. The cheeks were 
revetted either with brick laid face down or in 
masonry with quoins.54 They generally measured 
3 to 372 feet wide at the base and narrowed to 
2 feet, 6 inches towards the top. 

A platform had to be installed behind the par
apet for mounting the guns, which stood on car
riages. The level of this platform was approxi
mately 3 feet lower than the neck of the 
embrasure located in the interior revetment of the 
parapet.55 This distance was called the genouil
lère. The platform sloped slightly towards the 
parapet and was trapezoidal, its narrowest side 
located near the interior revetment. It measured 
approximately 8 feet on one side and 15 on the 
other. Its length varied from 15 to 20 feet.56 

When the right face of the St. Louis Ravelin was 
rebuilt in 1856, the platform's construction was 
described in the following way: 

Each Platform is to have 3 twelve inch flatted 
cross sleepers firmly bedded and five joists 
of 10 in. flatted Tamrac or cedar the covering 
to be of 3 in. Tamrac plank rough and edges 
shot secured by 6 in. wrought spikes hurters 
tail pieces and side curbs of Oak scantling 
rough and edges camfered and well nailed to 
the platform the hurters 5 x 4 tail pieces & 
curbs 4 x 3.57 

In the first half of the 19th century, travers
ing platforms, which made it easier to line up 
artillery with moving targets, also came into use. 
These platforms were used extensively in Europe 
where they had first appeared for coastal 
defence. Charles James defined this type of plat
form as follows: 

In this system, the gun is mounted on a com
mon garrison carriage; but instead of this 
carriage being placed and working on a fixed 
platform, as formerly, it works and recoils on 
a moveable platform; or, as it may be more 
properly termed, a rail-way, moving round a 
center in its front, on rollers, the axes of 
which produced would intersect in this cen
ter of motion; so that this platform, with the 
carriage and gun upon it, may be traversed 
with considerable ease in any direction. The 
length of the skids, or rail-way, on which the 
upper carriage recoils, is sixteen feet, and 
the hinder part is somewhat higher than the 
front, so that by running up hill the recoil is 
reduced, and the facility of running the gun 
out again much increased.58 

51. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 19:260. "Devis des ouvrages de maçonne
rie et Terres qu'il Convient faire pour La Construction d'une 
nouvelle Enceinte à la haute ville de Quebek en la présente 
année 1701." Levasseur de Neré. 6 November 1701. 

52. AN. Colonies. C'A.84:222-222*. "État Estimatif. . ." 
53. PAC, MG18. K, 3. vol. 1, "Mémoire des Corrections les plus 

Urgentes a faire aux Ouvrages de cette Ville et Sur d'autres 
objets de rapport à la fortification," Franquet. 25 July 1752. p. 3. 

54. For more information, see ACQ, Greffe H. Austin. Contract 
between H. Hatch, W. Hall and T.W. Goldie, 10 May 1856. This 
document concerns the reconstruction of the right face of the 
St. Louis Ravelin. 

55. This level corresponds more or less to that of the terreplein. 
56. Charles James, An Universal Military Dictionary . . .. p. 647. 
57. ACQ. Greffe H. Austin, Contract between H. Hatch. W. Hall 

and T.W. Goldie, 10 May 1856. 
58. C. James, op. cit., p. 928. 
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The generalization of the use of traversing platforms led 
to the construction of inverted embrasures, as evidenced by 
this proposal for the Palliser Battery beneath Dufferin Ter
race in 1878. Henceforth, guns were moved within the thick
ness of the parapet. T.B. Strange. [1878], Public Archives of 
Canada. 

The British had installed mortars inside the Ursulines 
Bastion on the Esplanade. These pieces stood on rectangular 
platforms. J.P. Cockburn, circa 1830, Musée du Québec. 

The use of traversing platforms would lead to the 
construction of inverted embrasures. These 
embrasures splayed inwards, with the smaller 
opening exposed to the enemy. The guns were no 
longer pivoted behind the parapet, but within the 
thickness of the wall. It was suggested that this 
system be used beneath Dufferin Terrace in 
Québec. 

Other types of platforms supported pieces of 
artillery other than guns; for example, the mortar 
platform was of a rectangular shape.59 It mea
sured 9 feet by 9 feet, and the base was made of 
3 cedar sleepers each 12 inches square. Four 
10-inch-square oak joists were laid at intervals 
across and at right angles to these sleepers. The 
whole structure was covered by a floor of nine-
foot oak beams each 4 inches square. 

In short, it is obvious that the construction of 
embrasures and platforms had to respect estab
lished concepts and rules which, if applied 
poorly, could counteract all the positive features 
of the work's construction. As in the case of pro
files, topographical constraints could have an 

The posterns of Levasseur's enceinte were located in 
the flanks of the bastions, and thus were less directly 
exposed to enemy fire. Their location implies, however, that 
the bastions' gorges were empty. The posterns were said to 
be en chicane because the entrance was not opposite the 
exit. Levasseur de Neré, [1702], Copied by Baudouin, 1921, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

enormous influence on the alignment and con
struction of embrasures, and the engineer's skill 
in adapting his work to these constraints was a 
measure of his professional competence. It must 
not be forgotten that military tactics also dictated 
the type of artillery used, and this often brought 
about structural changes in the fortification. 

Posterns 
The postern was a vaulted passageway 

located under the rampart, which enabled sol
diers to pass from inside the main work to the 
ditch and the outworks without using the main 
gates. It was therefore essential to the efficient 
operation of the fortification, since good commu
nication between the works was important. One 
can imagine the predicament in which the soldiers 
assembled on the covered way would have found 
themselves if they had had to evacuate via the 
main gates to retreat behind the main work. 

The posterns were often situated in the 
flanks of bastions, and thus were less exposed to 
the enemy's view, especially if the flanks had 
orillons. They were also placed in the middle of 
curtain walls. In this case, tenailles were often 
built in front to prevent these openings from 
being seen by the enemy. No matter how essen
tial they might seem to be, posterns, like gates, 
constituted a weak point in the fortification that 
the enemy would attempt to control. In 1702 
Levasseur de Neré located the posterns in the 
flanks of the bastions at Québec. In the 1745 
enceinte, Chaussegros de Léry distributed two 
posterns per curtain wall near the flanks. Later 

59. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1591-A, p. 123, "Fortification Annual Esti
mate, 1868-9." 
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The Richelieu Postern, whose remains are located 
beneath Richelieu Street, had a zigzag trace, since the two 

The Québec enceinte had several posterns because 
Chaussegros de Léry had built two on each front. They were 
located in the curtain walls near the flanks. J. Marr. 1779. 
Public Archives of Canada. 

supporting walls of the exit leading into the ditch were not 
aligned with those of the entrance. 

Franquet would say that they were "trop multi
pliées," adding that it was the custom to place no 
more than one on each front of fortification.60 

The most usual forms of posterns were those 
that had a continuous passageway from one side 
of the rampart to the other and those that were en 
chicane, which means that the entrance and exit 
were not opposite one another. The en chicane 
model seems to have been preferred in Québec. 
Levasseur de Neré obtained the zigzag by shift
ing only one of the supporting walls and thereby 
crea t ing a wider passageway at one end. 
Chaussegros de Léry preferred maintaining a cor
ridor of uniform width by shifting both of the 
vault's supporting walls. The postern currently 
called "Richelieu," whose remains were uncov
ered beneath Richelieu Street, was built on this 
model.61 Chaussegros de Léry's "Dauphine" 
postern, which was located in the curtain wall 
south of the Potasse Demi-Bastion, had a very 
unusual plan; the passageway followed an elbow-

60. PAC. MG18. K. 3, vol. 1, "Mémoire des Corrections. 
61. F. Tanguay. op. cit. 
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The trace of the Dauphine Postern was determined by 
the presence of other older structures near-by: the face and 
right flank of the Dauphine "Redoubt." 

View of the Dauphine Postern, uncovered during 
archaeological excavations in 1975. Photograph, 1975, Parks 
Canada. 

shaped trace.62 It is obvious that its trace was 
adapted to bypass an imposing mass of masonry 
that formed part of an earlier structure. 

The total length of the passageway was usu
ally similar to the thickness of the rampart, less 
the interior slope. Generally, it measured 8 feet 
high in the centre and was 8 feet wide. These 
dimensions were apparently adequate for al
lowing a gun to be transported inside.61 Since the 
level at the entrance near the interior slope of the 
rampart was normally higher than that at the exit, 
the inclination of the floor was not to be too steep 
and was normally in the order of 6 in 1. Thus it 
was the same as the superior slope of the parapet. 
In a dry ditch, the level of the threshold of the 
exit was usually set at approximately 6 feet above 
the bottom of the ditch. Normally a wooden ramp 
was installed to enable descent into the ditch. 
This ramp could be dismantled when the postern 
was no longer needed for communication, which 
made it possible to guard against surprise attacks. 

62. It was found to be in a very good state of preservation. See ibid. 
63. This must surely have been a very small-calibre gun used to 

defend the passage of the ditch. 
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Chaussegros de Léry built 16 circular guérites on the 
enceinte of 1745. The guérites were decorative elements and 
also protected the sentinel on guard. Details: Chaussegros de 
Léry, 1746. facsimile; R. Short, 1761, Pictures Division, 
Public Archives of Canada (C-360). 

In Québec the level of the threshold of the pos
terns apparently corresponded to the level of the 
bottom of the ditch, since the ditch was not exca
vated. The above-mentioned dimensions have 
been verified for the most part in the case of 
Chaussegros de Léry's fortification, since it has 
been established that the Richelieu Postern mea
sured 9 feet wide, and the Dauphine, 8 feet wide 
by approximately 9 feet high.64 In Levasseur de 
Neré's rampart, the passageway measured only 5 
feet wide by 8 feet high.65 

Levasseur provided for 3-foot-thick sup
porting walls rising vertically and measuring 
6 feet in height. Thé vault sprang from the top of 
the supporting walls. It varied from Vh. to 3 feet 
thick and was formed by stone headers measuring 
5 to 6 inches thick by 1 Vz feet Jong. The sup
porting walls of the Dauphine Postern were the 
same thickness and height as those built by 
Levasseur. They were surmounted with a semi
circular vault whose extrados was covered with 
flagging stones forming a ridge roof. 

The opening at the ends of the postern was 
always made somewhat smaller than the rest of 
the s t ruc ture to form a space for a door. 
Levasseur's posterns were apparently closed by 
doors that opened towards the outside, since he 
made a rabbet in the frame of the opening; con
versely, Chaussegros de Léry fixed hinge pins in 
the supporting walls of the vault on which he 
installed a door that opened towards the inside 
and closed on the casing of the opening. 

The postern is one of the least-documented 
elements of fortification, both in treatises and the 
historic documents relative to the fortifications of 
Québec. Given that this passageway played an 
important role in ensuring the proper functioning 
of an enceinte and that at the same time it consti
tuted a defensive weakness, there may be cause 
to believe that defence strategy was responsible 
for the lack of information on posterns. 

64. The dimensions of the Dauphine and Richelieu posterns were 
taken from F. Tanguay, op. cit., and the as-found drawings 
made by Parks Canada in 1974-75. 

65. AN. Colonies, C 'A, 19:258-62. "Devis des ouvrages de 
maçonnerie . . ." 

205 



Chaussegros de Léry provided for pentagonal guéri tes 
at Fort Chambly in 1712. Chaussegros de Léry , 1718, 
Archives nat ionales , F r ance , Section Outre-Mer . 

Guérites 
Guérites were usually located on the parapet 

in front of each of the salient and shoulder angles. 
They played a dual role. They served to protect 
the sentinel guarding the ditch and the works 
located in front, and, when built of masonry, they 
also embellished the main work. At the beginning 
of the 19th century, the guérite was almost no 
longer used. 

The project of 1745 included the construction 
of 16 guérites, most of which seem to have been 
completed. The documents provide very little 
information on the dimensions of these works, 
but a few illustrations give the impression that 
they were circular. The specification annexed to 
the supply contract for the cut stone for building 
the guérites sketched the various ways in which 
the stone was cut and has enabled us to make a 
sketch of the work.66 

Treatises of fortification mention that 
masonry guérites could be circular, pentagonal 

or hexagonal.67 They rested on a cordon, which 
was generally located on the prolongation of that 
of the main work, and their walls were pierced by 
4 to 5 loopholes. Inside, they usually measured 4 
feet in diameter by 6 feet high. Bélidor added: 
"On pratiquera à leur entrée une porte de deux 
pieds de largeur sur six de hauteur, & à chacune 
de leur faces un petit créneau de deux pieds de 
hauteur & de six pouces de largeur dans le milieu 
de son épaisseur, faisant dedans & dehors un 
ébrasement de trois pouces de chaque côté de ce 
créneau."68 The roof was dome-shaped, and the 
cut stones were "posés à joints recouverts";69 

the stones were laid in regular courses using a 
cement mortar. The structure was usually sur
mounted with a decorative element, such as a 
fleur-de-lis for a French fortification. 

Since the guérite projected out from the par
apet, soldiers reached it by a passageway whose 
entrance was located on the level of the terre-
plein. This passageway was sloped, and its upper 
end corresponded to the superior slope of the par
apet. In the 1745 enceinte, Franquet specified 
that it would be at least 2 feet, 9 inches wide and 
would splay 1 foot at the entrance.70 The sides 
were revetted by a masonry retaining wall built 
on top of a foundation 2 feet deep by 4 feet thick. 
The slope was in the order of 1 in 6. Franquet 
added that the side walls would measure 2xh feet 
thick at the top, which means that they must have 
been 3 feet high.71 

It seems obvious that this element of con
struction was above all a decorative one, whose 
simple lines allowed it to be easily integrated with 
the structure to which it was attached. Even so, 
the guérite played a relatively small defensive 
role; it served to "protect" the soldiers keeping 
watch. Given that it projected out from the fortifi
cation, this structure, whose walls were relatively 
thin, did not provide a great deal of protection for 
those who occupied it. Moreover, its location on 
the angles of the bastions enabled the enemy to 
determine precisely the various parts of the forti
fication and, as a result, to better arrange his 
enfilading batteries. In some cases, guérites could 
become much more of an inconvenience to 
defence than an asset, which explains why they 
subsequently went out of use. 

66. This is a working hypothesis only, determined by trying to 
arrange the various stones described in the specification. 
ANQQ, Greffe C. Hilarion Dulaurent, Contract between 
Toussaint Belan, Bernard Dumouchel and Dominique Janson 
Lapalme, 8 November 1748. 

67. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit., Livre 4, p. 7 and Livre 6, p. 39: Abbé 
Deidier, op. cit., p. 34. In 1718 Chaussegros de Léry proposed 
that pentagonal guérites be built at Fort Chambly. AN, Outre-
Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 499; "Plans Profils, Elévations du fort 
de Chambly in Canada. . . ," 18 November 1718. 

68. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit., Livre 6, p. 39. 
69. These were beaded joints. 
70. PAC. MG18, K.,3, vol. 1. "Mémoire des Corrections . . . . " p. 2. 
71. Normally, these walls should have been higher at the 

entranceway to line up with the top of the interior revetment of 
the parapet. Franquet suggested, however, that the parapet be 
left unfinished fora while in order to give the earth time to settle. 
This might provide an explanation for this height of 3 feet. 
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A pentagonal guérite has been reconstructed on 
the capital of the King's Bastion at Louisbourg National His
toric Park. Photographs by Yvon Desloges and André 
Charbonneau, 1977, Parks Canada. 

Gates and Guardhouses 
One of the basic military requirements of a 

fortification was that the outworks and the inside 
of the main work be accessible. Gates made it 
possible to make sallies, to retreat with greater 
ease if it were necessary or to ensure that provi
sions could be supplied through one of the fronts 
not open to attack. When an enceinte was built, 
the engineer therefore had to provide for a suffi
cient number of gates to meet these various 
needs. At the same time he had to limit their num
ber, since every opening was in itself a weak 
point. The gate was the place that the besieger 
was most anxious to control , and he might 
attempt a surprise at this spot. To remedy this 
weakness , various measures were taken to 
ensure a minimum of security around the gates. 

The gates were generally located in the mid
dle of a curtain wall, since the width of the ditch 
at this point constituted a very large field of fire, 
enabling the flank artillery to cover the approach 
to the gate adequately. To ensure greater protec
tion, outworks such as demi-lunes were often 
placed in front. The dimensions of the gate's gen

erally vaulted passageway had to be kept to a 
minimum: it measured from 13 to 14 feet high by 
9 to 10 feet wide.72 The approach to the gate, as 
well as its passageway, was equipped with a 
series of obstacles. In the direction of the coun
try, the ditch was crossed by a standing bridge, 
which had a drawbridge73 located at the gate end. 
The passageway was closed by two doors, one of 
which led into the town and the other to the out
side. A portcullis or orgues were added inside the 
passageway, near the outer door. The portcullis 
consisted of an assembly of large horizontal and 
vertical timbers forming a grating that was 
dropped in one piece. Strategists quickly realized 
that it was possible to render the portcullis 
unusable, either by blocking the grooves in the 
inner walls of the vault or by blocking the pas
sageway with some object. To compensate for 
this weakness, the portcullis was replaced by 
orgues, which were made of long, thick pieces 
of wood armed with iron at their lower ends. A 
cable connected them to a winch above. Unlike 
the portcullis, these pieces fell down separately 
through openings at the top of the vault. Whether 

72. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. Livre 4, p. 34. Mallet pointed out that 
gates were usually 14 to 15 feet high and 10 to 12 feet wide. This 
was a little larger than the passageway prescribed by Bélidor. 
(See Allain Manesson Mallet. Les Travaux de Murs ou l'Art de la 
Guerre. Paris, D. Thierry, 1685, tome 2, p. 328.) 

73. There were various mechanisms for operating drawbridges. 
Those used in the colony will be examined later in this chapter. 
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Different views of a conventional gate located on a ram
part. In this plan, it is possible to see how the main passage
way was laid out in relation to the enceinte. The guardhouse 
was incorporated into a structure on the inner side. The sec
tion shows us the standing bridge, the drawbridge and the 

passageway. In the direction of the country, note the orgues 
chamber above the passageway, and in the direction of the 
town, the second floor of the guardhouse, which was inhab
ited by the captain of the gates. B.F. de Bélidor, La Science 
des Ingénieurs . . .. 1729. 

the portcullis or orgues were used, a structure 
had to be built above the vault to house the mech
anism that operated these works. 

In the direction of the town, a guardhouse 
was usually integrated into the structure of the 
gate on each side of the passageway. It could 
have two floors, with the first being used to house 
the soldiers and the day-officer and the second, 
the captain of the gates or the assistant town 
major of the fortress. In addition, the guardhouse 
often had cells to meet the guards' needs. Some
times the guardhouse was located in a separate 
building inside the main work, adjacent to the 
gate. 

The architecture of city gates was monumen
tal. Along with the guérites, the gates constituted 
the decorative elements of the enceinte and par
ticular attention was paid to their outer facade. It 
was often decorated with elements belonging to 

the various architectural orders. Thinking of the 
gates of Lille and Maubeuge, Bélidor pointed out 
that "la dépense n'a jamais effrayé nos Rois."74 

Gates were also ideal for displaying the king's 
coat of arms. The ornamentation of the gate could 
also reflect the importance of the fortress; for 
example, the gates proposed or built at Québec 
were much more elaborate than those in Montréal 
or other less important forts within the colony. 

In Québec, Beaucours' 1693 project was 
apparently the first to propose gates equipped 
with the defensive apparatus mentioned above. 
These were St. Louis and St. John's gates. St. 
Louis Gate was located near the centre of the cur
tain wall between the St. Louis and Cape Dia
mond bastions. St. John's Gate was in the curtain 
wall near the right flank of the St. John Bastion. 
Aligned with an existing street, this gate was 
located at the foot of a slope and was therefore 

74. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit.. Livre 4. p. 37. 
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The portcullis was a grating formed with large pieces of 
wood. Its lower pointed part was a rmed , and it was sus
pended from a winch located in a room above the passage
way. Orgues were also made of large pieces of wood , but the 

pieces were independent of one another . A cable joined them 
to a winch above the vault . LeBlond, Elémens de fortifica
tion, 1764. 

protected from fire from the heights to the west of 
the Cape Diamond Redoubt. Moreover, the 
approach could be covered by fire from the left 
flank of the St. Simon Demi-Bastion. 

The passageway measured 972 feet wide by 
13 feet high. As indicated by the specification,75 

it was reached by a lever drawbridge. Bélidor 
noted that this type of mechanism functioned 
"avec une bascule qui est composée de plusieurs 
pièces de charpente & principalement de deux 
flèches, aux extrémités desquelles il y a des chaî
nes qui sont attachées au tablier du pont pour lui 
donner le mouvemen t . " 7 6 At the time that 
Bélidor wrote his treatise, this method was 
almost no longer in use, since the projecting arms 
to which the chains were attached indicated to 
the enemy whether the bridge was raised or low
ered; in addition, enemy guns could easily break 
the mechanism. 

The plan of the gates proposed by Beaucours 
also shows that the passageway would be closed 
by two doors: one facing the country, and the 
inside door facing the town. Beaucours planned 
to install orgues between the doors and a 
structure above them for housing their mecha
nism. A guardhouse was incorporated into the 

gate; unfortunately, its interior layout is 
unknown. 

Although very simple, the outer facade had a 
few decorative elements. Beaucours marked the 
limits of the passageway by a cordon at the base 
and a string-course at the top. He placed a 
recessed panel on the facade of the orgues cham
ber above the gate whose length corresponded to 
the width of the passageway below. In section the 
facade formed an avant-corps in relation to the 
enceinte on either side. 

Chaussegros de Léry built three gates in his 
1745 enceinte: St. Louis, St. John's and Palace. 
Because Palace Gate was not located on a proper 
rampart, it presents peculiarities, which will be 
examined below. St. Louis and St. John's gates 
were not located in the middle of the curtain 
walls, which has prompted some observers, such 
as Murray in 1762, to say that the flank fire could 
not adequately cover the approach to these 
gates.77 Moreover, no provision was made for 
outworks, except for places of arms on the cov
ered way.78 

According to a gate plan attributed to 
Chaussegros de Léry, the gates proposed for the 
1745 enceinte seem to have been equipped with 

75. PAC. MG18, G. 7. Specification for St. John's and St. Louis 
gates, Beaucours. 12 May 1693. The plan drawn up on this occa
sion did not illustrate the drawbridge. 

76. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit.. Livre 4. p. 37. 

77. PAC. MG8. E, 1, "Report on the Government of Quebec and 
dependencies thereof," Murray, 1762. 

78. During the British regime, however, several projects were pre
sented for works in front of the gates. Some were implemented: 
for example, the ravelin that Murray built in front of St. Louis 
Gate in 1760 and the one built by Bruyères around 1807. 
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Engineers devoted special attention to the facade of a 
fortress' gates to create an architectural ornamentation 
reflecting the magnificence of sovereigns. Gates were ideal 
for displaying the king's coat of arms. Noting the absence of 
the coats of arms in the colony's main public buildings and 
places in 1752, Chaussegros de Léry wrote that he had had 
coats of arms sculpted so that they could be "placer au des
sus des principales portes, sçavoir au chateau S'. Louis, au 
Palais, Magasins, Casernes, fort de Chambly, Corps de 
Garde, prisons et salles d'audiance des villes de Montréal et 
des Trois-Rivières." Moreover, he indicated that henceforth 
all city gates and new public buildings would be provided 
with royal coats of arms. (AN, Colonies, C'A,47:455, 
Chaussegros de Léry to the Minister, 29 October 1725,) Noel 
Levasseur, wood sculpture, 1727, Musée du Québec. 

As can be seen in this gate project for the enceinte of 
1693, Beaucours preferred orgues to portcullises. He inte
grated decorative elements, such as the recessed panel 
above the passageway and the string-courses, into the exte
rior facade. These ornaments remained very simple, how
ever. Note the location of the guardhouse adjacent to the 
entrance that faced the town. Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 
[1693], negative. Public Archives of Canada; original, 
Archives nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 
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Profile and elevation of one of the gates proposed by 
Chaussegros de Léry for the Montréal enceinte in 1717. The 
drawbridge is the same type as that proposed at Québec, in 
which the counterweight moved within a well beneath the 
gate. Note the winch around which the portcullis cable was 
wound. Chaussegros de Léry suggested that a machicolation 
be built in the facade. Chaussegros de Léry, 1717, negative, 
Public Archives of Canada; original. Archives nationales. 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

Gate plan and sections attributed to Chaussegros de 
Léry. The juxtaposition of this plan and that of St. John's 
Gate in 1846 illustrates several similarities. The profile 
implies that Chaussegros did not provide for a portcullis or 
orgues chamber above the gate. The longitudinal section 
shows a drawbridge, whose counterweight moved within a 
well sunk beneath the passageway. [Chaussegros de Léry, 
1745], Séminaire de Québec. 

drawbridges. The mechanism consisted of a bas
cule, which moved within a well sunk beneath the 
outer facade of the gate. Chaussegros had pro
posed the same type of drawbridge in Montréal in 
1718. Bélidor noted that this system was not very 
popular because the well greatly weakened the 
wall's facade.79 There were also additional costs 
incurred by this construction, especially in places 

like Québec where rock was often just below the 
soil. In fact, no drawbridges would be built in 
Québec; all the gates would have their thresholds 
located at the level of the bottom of the ditch. 

Chaussegros de Léry also proposed the 
installation of portcullises. In 1757 Vaudreuil 
reported to Chaussegros de Léry fils that "l 'on a 
également pratiqué une coulice pour une herce 

79. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit.. Livre 4, p. 38. 
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Profile of a city gate that was reached by a lever draw
bridge. The levers consisted of two projecting wooden arms 
connected inside the passageway to a timber framework, 
which acted as a counterweight. The roadway of the bridge 
was attached to the projecting arms by two chains. Note that 
in this case the guardhouse was located immediately above 
the gate, beneath the orgues chamber. B.F. de Bélidor, La 
Science des Ingénieurs . . ., 1729. 



Originally, St. John's and St. Louis gates were provided 
with portcullises. On this 1846 plan of St. John's Gate the 
grooves for the portcullis are still visible on each side of the 
passageway. At this time, however, the mechanism was no 
longer in use, and the guardhouse above, in which the winch 
must have been located, had been demolished. W.R. Ord, 
1846, Public Archives of Canada. 

At St. Louis and St. John's gates, the guardhouses were 
built above the gates. They were somewhat shorter than the 
passageway below and thus made communication possible 
on both sides of the terreplein. S. Stretton, 1806, Pictures 
Division, Public Archives of Canada (C-14813). 

As the rigours of the Montréal climate made the use of a 
conventional door difficult, Chaussegros de Léry made use 
of an unusual form of portcullis. It was a door with a pedes
trian wicket pierced through the centre. Chaussegros de 
Léry, 1717, negative, Public Archives of Canada; original, 
Archives nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 

qu'il faudra faire faire ny ayant pas assés d'hau
teur pour des orgues."80 In 1770 John Marr con
firmed that portcullises had been built;81 how
ever, it is not known whether they were like the 
unusual one built in Montréal: 

Comme il est impossible les hivers de pou
voir ouvrir et fermer les portes à cause des 
glaces et neges; et que cette incomodité dure 
six mois de l'année, il ne faut que fermer les 
portes avec une herse de bois de charpente, 
bien assemblée et d'une bonne épaisseur, on 
lelevera avec un tourniquet qui sera a cou
vert, . . . on faira au milieu de la herse une 
porte ou guichet pour faire entrer et sortir les 
gens a pied . . .82 

Chaussegros de Léry seems to have designed 
portcullis chambers in the guardhouses he built 
above the gates. These guardhouses seem to have 
been rather unusual structures, quite unlike those 

80. RAPQ, 1928-29, p. 238. J.G. Chaussegros de Léry's journal for 
the summer of 1757. 

81. PRO. W.O. 55/1822. f. 39. "Report of the Present State and 
Condition of the Ramparts. Gates, Barracks," J. Marr. 28 
November 1770. 

82. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 471, "Devis des ouvrages 
de Fortification pour L'enceinte de la ville du Montréal." 
Chaussegros de Léry. 1 April 1717. 
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Details of the elevation showing the interior facade of 
St. Louis Gate. This facade had decorative elements, even 
though they were usually placed on the exterior facade. Note 
the double pediment: one above the passageway and the 
other on the gable-end of the guardhouse. The fence sur
rounding the Royal Engineers' Yard can be seen in the fore
ground. H.W. Bayfield. 1833, Pictures Division. Public 
Archives of Canada (C-10530). 

West-east view of part of the interior of St. Louis Gate. 
Note the pavement and the doors in particular. One of the 
doors was pierced by a wicket. The Royal Engineers' Yard 
can be seen in the background. Carlile & Martindale, [ 1873], 
Public Archives of Canada (C-19097). 

normally built at city gates. The interior layout 
of the one located above St. Louis Gate in 1823 
makes it possible to imagine that the room facing 
the country served as a chamber for housing the 
portcullis mechanism, and the two others as 
guardhouses for officers and soldiers. 

The dimensions of the passageway seem to 
have been in keeping with the principles deter
mined in the various treatises. It is known that in 
1846 St. John's Gate measured 9 feet, 6 inches 
wide by 12 feet high at its inner entrance. Simi
larly, in 1863 the passageway of St. Louis Gate 
measured 13 feet, 6 inches high on the west and 
16 feet, 9 inches high on the east, and at the time 
it was considered to be the highest passageway of 
all the gates in Québec.83 The passageways were 
vaulted and closed by doors at their inner and 
outer entranceways. 

Chaussegros de Léry believed that the outer 
facade of gates should be provided with decora
tive elements without excessively increasing their 
construction costs. Thus, he considered only the 
Tuscan and Doric architectural orders, which 
were recognized for their simplicity. Moreover, 

83. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 481. p. 111. Hassard to the commanding 
Royal Engineer. 13 July 1863. These dimensions probably reflect 
the changes made around 1843. 
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Views of various guardhouses of Québec. The way in 
which the interior of the guardhouse of St. Louis Gate was 
divided in 1823 suggests that one of the rooms might have 
been used originally as a chamber for the portcullis mecha
nism. E.W. Durnford, 1823, Public Archives of Canada. 



Elevations of the exterior facade of St. John's and St. 
Louis gates in 1785. Details: G. Mann, 1785, Public Archives 
of Canada. 

These two watercolours show the ornamentation of the 
exterior facade of St. Louis Gate. Above the entablature, the 
guardhouse was concealed by an aedicule, which was sur

mounted with a pediment. S. Stretton, 1806, Pictures Divi
sion, Public Archives of Canada (C-14823). J.P. Cockburn. 
circa 1830, Séminaire de Québec. 

. . . il faut a un pareil ouvrage que le dessous 
de L'architrave ou Lentablement soit plus 
élevé que le parapet afin que l'élévation soit 
pous agréable et par ce moien lentrecolone-
ment deviendra moins large, ce qui arrive 
ordinairement et qui est un très grand défaut 
cest pourqu'oy il vaut mieux élever le portail 
que de le faire ecrazé.84 

There can be no doubt that the Tuscan order was 
used at St. Louis and St. John's gates, if one 

relies on the drawings of the gates on the devel
oped view of the 1746 fortification85 and other 
illustrations of St. Louis Gate dating from the 
beginning of the 19th century. 

Palace Gate was not the same type as St. 
Louis and St. John's, since its passageway was 
much shorter. In this part of Québec, the enceinte 
consisted merely of a non-entrenched masonry 
wall. The passageway did not contain the entire 
defensive apparatus formed by the portcullis or 

84. PAC, MG18, K, 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion," Livre 7, pp. 300 and 302. 

85. However, the drawings of 1746 show a gate surmounted with a 
pediment, which was no higher than the parapet of the main 
work. Moreover, neither a portcullis chamber nor a guardhouse 
appears on the illustration. 
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Like the other gates, Palace Gate had a narrow passage
way. Originally its guardhouse was located in the eastern 
part of a neighbouring building, the Nouvelles Casernes 
Later, around 1800, it would be set up in a structure built for 

Hope Gate was the first to be built under the British 
occupation. Like that of Palace Gate, its passageway was 
fairly short, since it passed through only a masonry wall 
rather than a rampart. Note that this gate had as many deco
rative elements on the interior as on the exterior. [G. Mann], 
Public Archives of Canada. 

this purpose to the east of the gate. Anonymous, (1820), Pic
tures Division, Public Archives of Canada (C-37166), and 
F.C. Hassard, 1865, Public Archives of Canada. 

When the original guardhouse at St. John's Gate 
was demolished, the exterior facade was rebuilt and a simple 
pediment placed above the vaulted passageway. J.P. 
Cockburn, circa 1830, Royal Ontario Museum. 

orgues and the drawbridge. It was closed only by 
the doors themselves. The small size of the arch 
and the simple ornamentation gave the gate its 
military character. Originally, its guardhouse was 
located at the eastern end of the adjacent bar
racks and housed prisons; at the beginning of the 
19th century it would be set up in a special struc
ture to the east of the gate, and its interior plan 
would reflect the standard divisions between offi
cers' rooms and soldiers' rooms. 

The British engineers would build two other 
gates at the end of the 18th century that would 
resemble Palace Gate because they passed 
through only a simple masonry wall and had 
similar dimensions and decorative elements. 
Thus, Hope Gate, built in 1786, had a passageway 
10 feet wide by 12 feet high. Its ornamentation 
was the traditional pediment, and its facade was 
pierced by an oculus. The gate's guardhouse, 
which was located slightly further east, was prob
ably built at the same time. An imposing size, it 
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Cockburn's watercolour of Hope Gate shows that the 
original plan was executed faithfully. J.P. Cockburn, circa 
1830, Royal Ontario Museum. 

Prescott Gate, closing Côte de la Montagne, shows the 
austerity characteristic of military gates of the 19th century. 
Contrary to custom, however, the few decorative elements 
were found only on the interior facade. G. Mann, 1797, Pub
lic Archives of Canada. 

The military character of Prescott Gate is also indicated 
by the narrowness of its passageway. The guardhouse, 
which was built of wood, was erected above. View from the 

interior: Livernois, 1871, Inventaire des biens culturels. 
View from the exterior: Livernois and Bienvenu, 1871, 
Séminaire de Québec. 

was built in stone on the first floor and wood on 
the second. It was used as barracks, as well as for 
the usual tasks of the guard. 

In 1797 Côte de la Montagne was closed by 
Prescott Gate. Its passageway was the same size 
as that of Hope Gate, and it was also built of 
wood and stone. The guardhouse was located on 
the second floor, and on the first floor small doors 
opened on each side of the passageway into the 
rooms serving as a powder magazine and store
house. Contrary to custom, the main decorative 
elements were located on the inner facade. A 
very small pediment appeared in the central part. 
On the side facing Lower Town, only the hori
zontal loopholes opening into the guardhouse 
were visible. 

As in Palace Gate, the shortness of the pas
sageway does not alone explain why portcullises 
or orgues were not used in the gates built in 
Québec near the end of the 18th century. Rather 

the reason lies in the successive abandonment of 
these devices as defensive components of mili
tary gates. The construction of Dalhousie Gate at 
the Citadel in 1825 confirms this. Located in the 
centre of the curtain wall between the Dalhousie 
and Richmond bastions, Dalhousie Gate was also 
protected by a ravelin in front. It did not have a 
drawbridge, since its threshold was located at the 
level of the ditch. Its approach was not direct, but 
branched twice to follow the ditches of the rave
lin and counterguard in front of the Dalhousie 
Bastion. 

The passageway was in keeping with the 
cramped nature of military gates. It measured 
9 feet wide by 13 feet high between the floor and 
the underside of the vault. The guardhouses for 
the officers and soldiers and the cells were 
located on each side of the passageway inside the 
gate. The ornamentation was monumental, espe
cially on the outer facade. 
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The ornamentation of Dalhousie Gate, leading into the 
Citadel, had a monumental appearance. Its exterior was 
characterized by two projecting columns on each side of the 
passageway surmounted with an imposing entablature. In 
the centre a medallion supported the royal crown. The gate 
had a completely different, but no less ornate, appearance 
from the interior. Pilasters marked the limits of the passage
way and the two lateral corridors. They were surmounted 
with a recessed panel and an entablature. The usual pedi
ment was found above the tympanum of the arch. E.W. 
Durnford, 1825, Public Archives of Canada. 

The guardhouse of Dalhousie Gate was laid out on both 
sides of the passageway. Corridors led to the soldiers' and 
officers' guardrooms and to the cells. E.W. Durnford, 1825. 
Public Archives of Canada. 

The new Palace Gate, which was built around 1830, 
facilitated pedestrian traffic with the addition of lateral wick
ets, although the passageway retained more or less the same 
dimensions as that of the previous gate. The ornamentation 
is reminiscent of triumphal arches. Above each arch, a 
string-course separated the frieze from the main body of the 
gate. Recessed panels, whose length equalled the width of 
the passageways, were located within the frieze. The gate 
was surmounted with a cornice, which supported other dec
orative elements. J.P. Cockburn, 1831, Musée du Québec. 

Although the narrowness of the passageway 
was one way to compensate for the defensive 
weakness of the gates, it posed enormous traffic 
problems as fortified cities grew. The rebuilding 
of Palace Gate around 1830 illustrates this situa
tion well.86 The problem became more acute dur
ing the 19th century and caused modifications to 
the passageways' dimensions. In addition, some 
theorists, such as Straith, noted that engineers 
should avoid placing city gates so that they pro

jected out from the parapet, since this indicated 
to the enemy the exact position of the main lines 
of communication. With his artillery installed 
at a distance, the enemy could thus cut off 
approaches to the city.87 

The second St. John's Gate, which was built 
at Québec between 1864 and 1867, reflected these 
new concerns. In fact the plan of the gate was 
conceived by civil architects employed by the 

86. See Chapter 14, "Fortifications and the Constraints and Obliga
tions Imposed Upon an Urban Setting." The way in which the 
stone was cut enhanced the decorative elements of this gate, 
which were the same on each side. 

87. H. Straith, Introductory Essay to the Study of Fortification for 
Young-Officers of the Army, 3rd éd., London, W. H. Allen, 
1855, pp. 82-3. 

217 



The second St. John's Gate was built following the pres
sure exerted by the municipal government to widen the gate 
at this spot. Two wickets were built for pedestrians and two 
passageways for vehicles. The width of each passageway 
was almost the same as before. The elevation provides a 
detail of the gates. J.P.M. Lecourt, 1863, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

municipal corporation;88 however, the military 
would lay down certain norms that had to be 
respected during the construction.89 Among 
other things, it demanded that the piers of the 
arches be reinforced so that they could support 
the weight of the heavy artillery that might be 
transported above the gate. Precise details were 
provided on the dimensions of the walls that 
played an essentially military role, for example, 
the revetment of the parapet. The military engi
neers also insisted that the passageway be closed 
by two sets of doors: one on the inside and 
one on the outside. Although there were two 
vehicle passageways, they measured only 10 feet 
wide, which is reminiscent of the narrowness of 
the military gates built earlier. 

It is most interesting to note that the military 
engineers persisted in advocating simple orna
mentation. "The centre of entablature above par
apet is considered superfluous & objectionable 
for Military purposes, solid straight coping 
would be more in accordance with the necessities 
of the service . . . The vermiculated work shewn 
on elevation should be confined within a proper 
margin."90 This warning is not really under
stood, especially when St. John's Gate is com
pared with Palace Gate, whose plan had been 
drawn up by the military. The shape and orna
mentation of these structures was reminiscent of 
triumphal arches.91 

The various gates of the Québec enceinte 
reflect the changes that these structures were 
undergoing at the same time in Europe. The first 
ones contained most of the elements of the defen
sive apparatus largely inherited from the Middle 
Ages. It should be remembered that the gate's 
various defensive features were intended to com
pensate for the weakness of this structure, which 
was nevertheless so necessary for the garrison's 
survival. The ornamentation of the outer facade 
and its projection out from the enceinte were 
intended to illustrate the king's authority. In the 
19th century the neo-classical movement changed 
the essentially military image of the gate into that 
of a triumphal arch. The oldest, and then out
moded, elements of the defensive apparatus were 
simplified, and only the doors remained. The mil
itary's determination to control access to the 
heart of the city, however, corresponded to the 
same concern in the previous century: defence 
against a coup de main or surprise attacks. 

An Auxiliary Structure: the Powder Magazine92 

The fortifications of a fortress could include 
several auxiliary elements, such as residential 
buildings (barracks, officers' quarters) and store
houses for military equipment. Others, such as 
the casemate and the caponier, played a much 
more defensive role. Each of these structures 
could be studied in detail given the diversity of 
their plans and their particular evolution. We will 
deal especially with the powder magazine, how
ever, since it was closely related to the func
tioning of the fortification. Military engineers 
were especially concerned about its location, as 
well as its construction. 

As for many other works, it was Vauban who 
established the ideal proportions for powder mag
azines. He first set forth the principle of not 
concentrating ammunition within the town, in 
order to counteract the potential effects of this 
extremely dangerous element during a siege. 
Thus powder magazines were often isolated and 
surrounded by their own wall. They were usually 
housed in the gorges of bastions, although this 
location could vary. Vauban's experiments 
observed that semicircular vaults were the most 
resistant to bombs. 

88. AVQ, Fonds Conseil et Comités, com. 1646, cons. V3-133-16, 
Greffe A. Sirois, Contract between Louis Fournier dit Larose 
and the Corporation of Québec, 20 October 1864. The specifica
tion was signed by the architects Tate and Lecourt. 

89. AVQ, Fonds comité des chemins, cont. 1379, cons. V3-645-12, 
Report of the roads committee, 19 November 1863. 

90. Ibid. 

91. Lavedan gives a very good description of the monumental 
appearance of enceinte gates once they had lost their military 
role. P. Lavedan, Histoire de l'Urbanisme, Renaissance et 
Temps modernes, Paris, Henri Laurens, 1959, pp. 442-7. 

92. This structure may also be designated the "magazine." 
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Bélidor reported that the powder magazines 
built by Vauban were usually 10 toises long by 
25 feet wide. The foundations of the long sides 
were 9 to 10 feet thick, and their depth depended 
upon the nature of the ground. Such a thickness 
was necessary to enable the supporting walls to 
resist the thrust of the vault. The supporting walls 

measured 8 to 9 feet thick above the foundation, 
depending upon the nature of the masonry. They 
were approximately 8 feet high between the offset 
and the beginning of the vault. To strengthen the 
supporting walls, Vauban added counterforts 
measuring 6 feet thick by 4 feet wide and located 
at 12-foot intervals.93 

The gable-ends were 4 feet thick and rose to 
the level of the roof. They stood on a foundation 
5 feet wide. The semicircular vault, which 
consisted of four layers of bricks, measured 3 feet 
thick in the middle of the haunches. The extrados 
ended in a slope, and the ridge was located 8 feet 
above the centre of the vault. The floor was made 
of 8- to 9-inch-thick oak sleepers placed at inter
vals of IV2 feet and on which two 2-inch-thick 
planks were fixed one on top of the other and 
joined by pegs. The space underneath and be
tween the sleepers was filled with coal or stone 
chips. 

Powder magazines were closed by two 
doors, one of which opened towards the outside 
and the other towards the inside: " . . . celle de 
dehors est recouverte de taule & n'a qu'une fer
rure, celle de dedans en a deux qui ont chacune 
leur clef différente: le Gouverneur ou le Com
mandant de la place en a une, le Lieutenant d'Ar
tillerie l'autre & le Garde-Magasin celle de la pre
mière porte."94 In addition, it was suggested that 
the entrance face south, or at least east, to take 
advantage of the sun for light and ventilation.95 

A wall 1 V2 feet thick by 9 or 10 feet high, located 
approximately 12 feet from the powder magazine, 
surrounded the structure. This wall offered addi
tional protection. 

Light was provided from a window placed in 
the upper part of the gable-ends. Each window 
was closed on the inside and outside by a shutter 
made of 2-to 3-inch-thick planks, the outer one 
covered with sheet iron. Vent-holes were built to 
air the interior. Bélidor described them as fol
lows: "les dez de ces events ont ordinairement un 
pied & demi en tout sens, & l'espace vuide prati
qué autour se fait de 3 pouces de largeur, con
tourné de manière qu'ils aboutissent au parement 
extérieur & intérieur en forme de créneaux."96 

This construction technique helped to protect the 
structure against fire thrown inside to blow up the 
magazine. In addition, Bélidor suggested that 
these vent-holes be closed with several perfora
ted iron plates "parce qu'autrement on pourrait 

93. These data were taken from B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. Livre 4, 
pp. 63-5. Bélidor also pointed out that a powder magazine of this 
size could contain 94.800 pounds of powder. 

94. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. Livre 4. p. 65. 

95. Note that the entrance of the powder magazine built by 
Chaussegros de Léry in 1750 faced east, as did the magazine 
dating from 1806 located in the gorge of the St. John Bastion. 
The powder magazine built by Gother Mann on Cape Diamond 
in 1800 and the one located near St. Louis Gate (1808) faced 
south. 

96. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. Livre 4. p. 64. 
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The powder magazine of Fort St. Louis was apparently 
the first of a conventional type to be built in Québec. 
Villeneuve planned to surround it by a hornwork; however, 
this work would not be built. In 1691-92, when the new 
enceinte of the fort was under construction, the powder mag
azine was located in the gorge of one of the bastions. [R. de 
Villeneuve], 1685, Copied by M. Very, 1920, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

Chaussegros de Léry did not provide for vent-holes in 
the powder magazine proposed in 1724-26. Note the small 
guérite he planned to build on one corner of the surrounding 
wall. Chaussegros de Léry, 1726, negative, Public Archives 
of Canada; original, Archives nationales, France, Section 
Colonies. 

attacher à la queue d'un animal la machine qu'on 
voudrait y introduire . . . " 

One of the first masonry powder magazines 
built at Québec was the one constructed at Fort 
St. Louis by Villeneuve in 1685. It measured 54 
feet long by 30 feet wide, dimensions that were 
very similar to those advocated by Vauban; but 
the supporting walls were very narrow, at both 
the foundation and the first floor, where they 
measured 4 and 3 feet wide respectively. There 
were only 3 feet between the foundation and the 
springing of the vault. Villeneuve built vent-holes 
above the springing the same shape and size as 
those described by Bélidor. 

The powder magazine measured 15 feet high 
between the floor and the underside of the vault, 
which was semicircular and measured 6 feet thick 
at the ridge and 2 Vz feet at the middle of the 
haunches. The 18-foot-long ridge roof was cov
ered with tile-shaped Beauport stone.97 This 
vault might be considered bomb-proof, but 
according to Vauban's model, the supporting 
walls seem too narrow to have offered a resist
ance superior to the thrust of the vault. This 
weakness was offset to some extent by the place
ment of counterforts, measuring 3 feet thick by 4 
feet wide at the base, at approximately 12-foot 
intervals. They rested on a foundation 4 feet wide 

97. ANQQ, Greffe Fr. Genaple, Contract between Jean Le Rouge 
and Jacques de Meulles, 12 August 1685. 

220 



by 2 feet high, located above the level of the foun
dation of the supporting walls. Contrary to prac
tice, these counterforts were not vertical, the bat
ter being in the order of 1 in 5. 

The floor consisted of sleepers that rested on 
a layer of coal and the offsets of the supporting 
walls' foundations. The sleepers did not extend 
across the entire width of the powder magazine, 
since Villeneuve seems to have drawn a half-lap 
joint in the centre. He fixed a row of planks on 
top of and at right angles to the sleepers. 

The powder magazine was divided into two 
unequal sections, since it would serve to store 
the powder of the inhabitants and that of the king. 
Windows located in the upper part of each gable-
end helped to ventilate the s t ructure . The 
entrance was located on the east side, and the 
two rooms were reached through an inside vesti
bule in front of the interior partition wall. 
Villeneuve planned to enclose this powder maga
zine with a hornwork whose gorge would allow 
communication with the enceinte of Fort St. 
Louis. This work would not be built; however, 
around 1691-92, at the time when the new 
enceinte of Fort St. Louis was being erected, the 
powder magazine would be situated in one of the 
bastions. 

Chaussegros de Léry also proposed that a 
powder magazine be built on the Cape Diamond 
heights in the years 1724-26. Measuring 10 toises 
long by 40 feet wide, it presented some very inter
esting features. The 6-foot-wide supporting walls 
were better proportioned for resisting the vault's 
thrust. The counterforts had the same surface 
area as Vauban's, and their thickness exceeded 
their width. They rose to within 3 feet of the top 
of the powder magazine's outer walls; however, 
their upper surface followed the slope of the 
building's roof, which Chaussegros planned to 
cover with slate. 

The sleepers, which were spaced at 2-foot 
intervals, were laid along the length of the build
ing, and a plank floor rested above them. In the 
powder magazines of Vauban and Villeneuve, the 
sleepers were arranged crosswise, with their ends 
resting on the offsets of the supporting walls. 

Chaussegros did not provide for the con
struction of vent-holes. Perhaps they were 
omitted on the drawing, or perhaps he believed 
that the windows at the top of gable-ends were 
sufficient. Never the less , it seems that two 
windows were not enough to ventilate a powder 
magazine of this size. 

The project provided for a masonry wall 
around the powder magazine, located 15 feet 

The museum of the Citadel is located in a powder maga
zine, which was built in the Cape Diamond Demi-Bastion by 
Chaussegros de Léry in 1750. The building is similar to that 
of the project of 1724-26. [Chaussegros de Léry, 1750], Sémi
naire de Québec. 

In the 19lh century, counterforts were no longer built to 
reinforce the supporting walls of powder magazine vaults; 
this was true for the one built by the engineer Mann on Cape 
Diamond in 1800. Today it houses the Citadel's chapel. 
G. Mann, 1800, "By permission of the British Library: BL 
Maps C23, b/, Sheet I ." 

from the structure. This wall, which measured 
10 feet high above the foundation, rose with a 
slight batter on each side and ended in a gable-
shaped coping at the top. Chaussegros suggested 
that a small 10-foot by 10-foot guardhouse or 
guérite be built on one of the angles of the sur
rounding wall. This made it possible to control 
the approach to the powder magazine. 

Around 1750, Chaussegros de Léry had a 
powder magazine built in the Cape Diamond 
Demi-Bastion, the dimensions of which were 
very similar to those of the one proposed in 
1724-26,98 except for the top of the counterforts, 
which was aligned with the prolongation of the 
slope of the roof. Once again, the engineer did not 
provide for vent-holes. 

The first powder magazines built in Québec 
during the 19th century illustrate the disappear
ance of the counterforts, which reinforced the 

98. Today this powder magazine, which has undergone several mod
ifications since its construction, houses the Citadel's museum. 
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The powder magazine of the St. John Bastion also 
illustrates the structural changes at the beginning of the 
19th century: the absence of counterforts and the appear
ance of an internal partition. E.W. Durnford, 1823, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

The vent-holes proposed in the powder magazine of the 
Cape Diamond Bastion in 1849-50 differed somewhat from 
those built prior to that date. They consisted of an air-duct, 
leading in from the outside, which divided into two branches 
in the middle of the wall. Other air-ducts were suggested for 
ventilating the area beneath the floor. C.A. Lancaster, 1849, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

supporting walls. Consequently, it would be rea
sonable to assume that the supporting walls of the 
vault were made thicker in order to obtain the 
same resistance to the thrust of the vault. This 
was not the case. The dimensions were similar to 
those of powder magazines with counterforts. 
Either the dimensions of the supporting walls of 
the magazines with counterforts offered a resist
ance far above that which was necessary, or the 
supporting walls of 19th-century powder maga
zines constituted a weak point of these struc
tures. We tend to believe that the supporting 
walls previously offered a resistance much 
greater than the thrust of the vault, since, as in 

In the powder magazine on the Esplanade, the engineers 
planned to build two small passageways on each side of the 
building so that the vent-holes of the vault and those beneath 
the floor could be left open safely at all times. C.A. Lancas
ter, 1849, Public Archives of Canada. 

the case of the revetments of the rampart, the 
engineers intended to exceed the point of equilib
rium. Moreover, some British officers, such as 
Major-General Fanshawe, would say that exte
rior counterforts created projections that facili
tated the accumulation of moisture in the corners, 
which was harmful to the powder stored inside." 

The inner area of powder magazines was 
modified during the 19th century by the addition 
of an internal partition wall dividing the vault in 
two. One of the rooms was devoted to storing 
powder, and the other, called the "shifting 
room," served for transferring the powder into 
smaller containers. 

99. C.G. Lewis, H.D. Jones. T.A. Larcom and J. Williams (editors). 
Aide-Memoire to the Military Sciences. London, J. Weale, 
1846-52, Parts F, G, H, I, K, L, M. 
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Metal was used increasingly in powder mag
azines during the 19th century. Copper was used 
not only in the perforated plates for vents, but 
also to cover the doors and shutters. The trans
versal partition wall was often covered with tin. 
These metals or alloys probably had the advan
tage of not producing sparks in the event of fric
tion. 

In the 19th century, British engineers 
attempted to solve the ventilation problem. They 
considered powder magazines too humid, which 
caused the powder to deteriorate. Thus in 1849-50 
it was proposed that eight vent-holes be made in 
the walls of the powder magazine in the Cape 
Diamond Demi-Bastion.100 It should be remem
bered that Chaussegros de Léry's original plan 
did not provide for this type of ventilation. 
His proposed vents consisted of air-ducts leading 
in from the outside, which divided into two 
branches in the middle of the wall; the branches 
continued to the inside of the powder magazine. 
Other ducts of different shapes were pierced 
through the base of the walls, ventilating the area 
beneath the floor of the structure. Perforated cop
per plates were fixed in each of these openings. 

Despite these precautions, the humidity 
problem was not solved in some powder maga
zines, such as the one on the Esplanade near St. 
Louis Gate, since the vent-holes had to be closed 
at night for security.101 Therefore, the engineer 
proposed that a small vaulted passageway be 
built on either side of the structure, which would 
make it possible to leave the existing vent-holes 
and those he wanted to pierce beneath the floor 
open at all times. Thus each passageway afforded 
an opening 2 feet wide, and the top ended in a 
half-vault whose extrados was aligned with the 
roof of the adjacent powder magazine.102 One 
of the ends of the passageway was closed by a 
masonry wall, which was aligned with the gable-
end of the building. At the other end, the opening 
was blocked by a pine door on the bottom and a 
copper grating at the top.103 

In the 19th century, British engineers were 
also concerned about protecting powder maga
zines against the danger of lightning. Around 1820 
the lightning-rod system consisted of iron wires 
attached to the top of the powder magazine, 
which converged into an underground brick tank 
filled with water. The tank found in the St. John 
Bastion measured 4 feet, 4 inches in diameter by 

In 1850 the lightning-rod system in use at the powder 
magazine in the St. John Bastion was considered to be inade
quate. It consisted of two iron wires fixed above the gable-
ends and converging in an underground water tank. It was 
suggested that the iron wires be attached to posts a few feet 
from the building. Streatfield, 1850, Public Record Office. 

Several small powder magazines (expense magazines) 
were built in Québec during the 19th century. In 1849 it was 
proposed that one be built at the Grand Battery. C.A. Lan
caster, 1849, Public Archives of Canada. 

3 feet, 6 inches high on the outside.104 Around 
1850 this system was considered to be somewhat 
dangerous because it was adjacent to the struc
ture, and the suggested solution was the attach
ment of the wires to posts located a few feet from 
the magazine. The wires were still grounded in an 
underground tank.105 

It was a distinctive feature of several powder 
magazines built in the 19th century to have the 
inside of their supporting walls covered by a layer 
of bricks located approximately 1 lh inches from 
the masonry wall behind. This space allowed the 
air from the vent-holes to circulate in this area 
and certainly helped to dry out the inside of the 
building. Perhaps this technique was also effect
ive in preventing explosions. 

100. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 1418, pp. 34-6. "Ordnance Report and Esti
mate of Works and Repairs proposed to be carried on in the R1 

Engr Departments in Canada. In the year 1849-50." 
101. PRO, W.O. 55/883, ff. 370-1, Holloway to Burgoyne, 12 Sep

tember 1848. 
102. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1418, pp. 45-8, "Ordnance Report and 

Estimate..." 

103. Ibid. 
104. France Tanguay, Fouilles 1974-1975, clans le bastion Saint-

Jean an pare de l'Artillerie, Québec, Edifiée n" I, Edifice n" 2, 
Travail inédit no. 199, Pares Canada, 1976, p. 12. 

105. PRO, W.O. 55/885, ff. 120-49, Dossier on lightning rods. 
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The powder magazine on the Esplanade, built at the 
beginning of the 19th century, conformed generally to 
Vauban's standard plan: a semicircular vault resting on thick 
supporting walls and surrounded by a wall. J.P. Cockburn, 
circa 1830, Royal Ontario Museum. 

A large number of small powder magazines 
designated "expense magazines"106 appeared in 
Québec during the 19th century. They supplied a 
bastion or a particular battery. There was also the 
"portable magazine," one of which was used in 
the guardhouse of Palace Gate. It was a wooden 
case, usually on wheels, containing the powder 
needed for a small battery of approximately three 
pieces of artillery.107 

In short, the various powder magazines built 
in Québec during the 18th century were in keep
ing with the model plan drawn up by Vauban, and 
no major modifications are evident. At the very 
most it is possible to note a few distinctive fea
tures peculiar to each engineer. Several changes 
appeared in the next century, but they were prod
ucts of the evolution of construction techniques. 
They did not modify the squat appearance of 
powder magazines, characterized by a semicircu
lar vault resting upon thick supporting walls. 

Construction Materials 
Because of an enceinte's extent and impos

ing profile, its construction entailed the use of an 
enormous supply of building materials, which 
were chosen and fashioned with very special 
care. Therefore, data pertinent to the military 
architecture of Québec City are presented here. 

/. Masonry 
In permanent fortifications, the various 

revetments were usually masonry. There were 
a great many deposits of construction stone of 
various types and qualities in the region of 

Various treatments were necessary to prepare the mate
rials used for masonry work, and these often involved crafts
men other than the mason. The lime-burner's task was to 
burn the lime in kilns, which were specially arranged for this 
purpose. Preliminary work was also essential for producing 
bricks of different shapes and sizes. As well, there were 
quarriers and stone-cutters. Atlas de Masse, Bibliothèque du 
Génie, France. 

Québec, and they were used in different ways 
depending upon the period. Cape Diamond, on 
which Québec City stands, consists of a black 
stone, which some called schist and others lime
stone, depending upon the sample.108 Kalm 
described it as follows: 

. . . lorsque cette roche est dans le sol, à 
environ une aune ou plus en dessous de la 
surface, elle est parfaitement compacte et 
il est impossible d'y apercevoir la moindre 
strie; c'est pourquoi on peut la prendre pour 
un calcaire noir plutôt que pour un schiste, 

106. The powder magazine in the St. John Bastion was an "expense 
magazine." 

107. Aide-Memoire to the Military Sciences, Parts F, G, H, I. K. L. 
M, p. 320. 

108. M.-F. Goudge reports that "la ligne de démarcation, abritraire-
ment établie entre le calcaire et le schiste, est que si la roche 
renferme 50 pour cent ou plus de carbonate de calcium et de 
magnesium, elle constitue un calcaire; elle prend le nom de 
schiste si elle en contient moins." (M.-F. Goudge, Les calcai
res de construction au Canada, Ottawa, Ministère des Mines et 
des Ressources, 1937, p. 3.) 
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bien qu'elle ne ressemble pas exactement à 
du calcaire; en effet, on n'y distingue pas les 
particules qui le caractérisent.109 

Theoretically, this stone, which was often 
used as construction material in fortifications, 
could not be laid for facing without being rough
cast or rendered. Indeed, if it was exposed to the 
air and the ravages of time, it began to deteriorate 
and crumbled rapidly. John Marr noted that 
masonry of this stone, if not rough-cast or rend
ered, could not last more than 20 years.110 It was 
therefore used as filling material for the inside of 
the walls. A large quantity of this black stone was 
used to form the inner part of the fortification 
revetments in Québec. 

Beauport stone was a limestone that could be 
cut much more easily than that of Québec. At the 
beginning of the 18th century, it was used exten
sively for all types of cut stone and served to 
build the facing of works. This is evident in the 
specification and the stone-supply contract for 
Levasseur de Neré ' s works during this pe
riod.1" Describing the various stones used for 
the town's fortifications, Kalm noted on 
Beauport stone: 

On dit qu'on la trouve à trois lieues d'ici 
environ, dans la direction de l'ouest, et 
qu'on en tire de la chaux de bonne qualité; 
elle n'est pas dure, se débite et se polit facile
ment; elle sert à construire les angles, les 
montants de portes, les chambranles des por
tes et des fenêtres des maisons de pierre; cet 
emploi vient de ce qu'on la trouve assez lisse 
et qu'elle résiste mieux à la pluie, au soleil et 
à l'air que le schiste noir, qui s'effrite avec le 
temps."2 

This rock was especially suitable for making very 
high-quality lime, and was preferred to that of 
other places, such as Lauzon."3 Moreover, sev

eral contracts, specifications and other docu
ments show that Beauport lime was constantly 
used for the military works. 

Although this stone remained renowned for 
producing lime, its use in the facing of works was 
not as popular within the military from the second 
quarter of the 18th century."4 In a memorandum 
addressed to John Marr at the beginning of the 
British regime, Chaussegros de Léry fils would 
note that experience had shown him that when 
Beauport stone was exposed, it did not last for 
more than 60 years."5 Moreover, in the middle 
of the 19th century the military engineers did not 
seem to use it at all: " . . . this stone (Beauport) is 
blue Lime Stone and is found in strata from 2 to 5 
inches thick and though much used by the 
Habitans it never is by this Department as the 
walls of which it is built are generally damp."" 6 

The Beaupré shore was renowned for its 
sandstone, even though in certain places it con
tained deposits of a limestone suitable for con
struction. In 1729 Chaussegros de Léry noted the 
presence of a very high-quality sandstone in this 
area: " . . .jay trouvé à beaupré à cinq Lieus dicy, 
une belle carrière de grés dont les pierres, sont 
Litées et écaries, les moindres ont un pied depais-
seur et deux pieds de long. Il y en a qui ont le dou
b le . "" 7 Chaussegros seems to have used sand
stone constantly in facing works of fortifications. 
Several contracts provide evidence that sand
stone from Ange-Gardien or Chateau-Richer was 
used to face the enceinte of 1745."8 From the 
end of the 18th century, however, this stone was 
used for the coping of works and for making 
vaults, because it apparently afforded a more uni
form thickness."9 In the middle of the 19th cen
tury, engineers remarked that Chateau-Richer 
and Ange-Gardien sandstone could be obtained in 
layers that varied from 2 to 10 inches thick, 
depending upon the quarries chosen. They 
added: 

109. Jacques Rousseau et Guy Béthunc. Voyage tic Pehr Ktilin an 
Canada en 1749, Montréal. P. Tisseyre. 1977. p. 327. 

110. Man's opinion was based on notes provided by Chaussegros de 
Léry fils. PRO. W.O. 53/1822. ff. 12v-4, "Mémoire pour faire 
Connoitre Les prix actuelle des Matériaux . . ." 

111. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:258-62. "Devis des ouvrages de 
maçonnerie et Terres qu'il Convient faire pour La Construction 
d'une nouvelle Enceinte à la haute ville de Quebek en la pré
sente année 1701." Levasseur de Neré. 6 November 1701: 
ANQQ. Greffe L. Chambalon, Contract between Mathieu La 
Grange. Jean. Joseph and Etienne Parent and Jean-Baptiste 
Maillou. 21 December 1705; Greffe Fr. Genaple, Contract 
between Jean Maillou and the Intendant. 19 April 1707. 

I 12. J. Rousseau and G. Béthunc. op. cit., p. 329. 
113. PAC. MG\ II, Séries F5", bundle 12. no. 102. "Mémoire Sur 

L'Inexécution du Marché fait l'an dernier avec le S', de S'. 
Simon pour la Construction cl un bastion à la Nouvelle En
ceinte de la haute Ville de Quebec et de la continuation du mur 
fait cette Ipnte] année 1702." 

114. On the other hand, it seems that it was widely used for building 
civilian houses. See PAC. MG7. V. vol. 293. Various geograph

ical documents. "Mémoire sur les morceaux de pierres et de 
mines que j 'envoye à Mr Guettard. de l'Académie Royale des 
sciences." Gaultier (ca. 1750). 

115. PRO. W.O. 55/1822. ff. 12v-4. "Mémoire pour faire 
Connoitre . . . " 

116. Metropolitan Toronto Central Library. "Memoranda upon the 
nature and value of Materials as also on Labour in Canada from 
information in the Office of the Commanding R. Engineer. 
1841." [Oldfield], p. 3. 

117. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 51:370-2. Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister. 25 October 1729. 

118. ANQQ, Greffe Lanouiller des Granges. Transfer of contract 
from Jacques Déguise dit Flamand to Pierre Bélanger. 8 Sep
tember 1750: Greffe C. Hilarion Dulaurent. Contract between 
A. Thibault and J.B. Boucher Belleville. 3 May 1752. 

119. PRO. W.O. 55/1822. ff. I2v-4. "Mémoire pour faire Connoi
tre . . ." ; PRO. C O . 42/97. f. 46. "Memorandum shewing the 
general principles on which the calculations as to price (par
ticularly in regard to masonry) in the several Estimates of the 
1st Aug' 1791 for Works and Repairs of Fortifications at 
Quebec are made." G. Mann. 1 August 1791. 
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the Beaupré shore.122 Moreover, several invita
tions to tender for building materials found in the 
Quebec Mercury during the first half of the 19th 

century indicate that the government had a 
quarry at Cap-Rouge.123 The 1841 memorandum 
on the various construction materials used by the 
military reported that an igneous rock was 
quarried at Cap-Rouge: 

. . . a primitive trap stone, the quarries of 
which are very extensive and situated 7 miles 
above Québec on the left bank of the S1. 
Lawrence is a very durable material and may 
be procured of large dimensions and in any 
quantity; the quarries are situated close to 
the river, and the stone is much used by the 
Department where plain work only is 
required.124 

Further south, the region of Neuville produced a 
superior quality limestone. The beds were up to 2 
feet thick, and this rock could be cut easily.125 

The stone-supply contracts for the 1745 enceinte 
show that construction materials from Pointe
aux-Trembles and Neuville would be used in the 
gates and guérites, and that these works required 
the stone to be cut very precisely and in several 
different ways.126 Later this stone was used con
stantly for all types of cut stone and especially for 
quoins.127 

120. Metropolitan Toronto Central Library, "Memorandum upon 
the nature . . . ." pp. 3-4. 

121. Louis Franquet. Voyages el Mémoires sur le Canada, Mont
réal (Institut Canadien de Québec), Reprint, Éditions Elysée. 
1974, p. 7. and PAC. MG7. V, vol. 293. "Mémoire sur les mor
ceaux de pierres . . ." 

122. PRO, C O . 42/97. f. 46. "Memorandum shewing the general 
principles. . ." 

123. Quebec Mercury, vol. 19. no. 22 (3 June 1823). vol. 35. no. 131 
(2 November 1839). These are only some of many examples. 
Numerous contracts for the construction and repair of military 
works in the 1850s confirm that Cap-Rouge stone was used, 
especially for facing the works. (See Geneviève Bastien. Doris 
Dubé and Christina Southam. Inventaire des Marchés de cons

truction des Archives Civiles de Québec, 1800-1870, série His
toire et Archéologie, no. 1. Parcs Canada, 1975. pp. 81-96.) 

124. Metropolitan Toronto Central Library. "Memorandum upon 
the nature . . . ," p. 4. 

125. Ibid., pp. 4-5. 
126. ANQTR. Greffe L. Pillard, Contract between Joseph and 

Pierre Grenier. Ignace Créqui and Dominique Lapalme. 5 Feb
ruary 1746; ANQQ. Greffe C. Hilarion Dulaurent. Contract 
between T. Belan, B. Dumouchel and D. Lanson Lapalme, 
8 November 1748 and contract between P. Janson Lapalme, M. 
Denis and D. Janson Lapalme, 17 November 1748. 

127. PRO. C O . 42/97. f. 46. "Memorandum shewing the general 
principles. . ." 

226 

A quarry has been very recently opened 
which appears to furnish a superior material 
for rubble or hammer dressed masonry, in 
beds from 18 inches to 3 feet thick it splits 
very square both on the beds and face and 
requires but little additional work for ham
mer dressed masonry, but it is too hard to 
cut.120 

The steep banks of the north shore of the 
St. Lawrence between Sillery and Cap-Rouge 
and a little beyond are composed of a sandstone 
that was used in various construct ions in 
Québec.121 From the end of the 18lh century, 
engineers frequently used it as a facing-stone for 
the works of fortifications, preferring it to that of 



The outer face of the blocks of ashlar used in quoins, the 
frames of openings and other such areas was often combed 
or picked in the centre and chiselled on the edges; in other 
cases the entire face was bush-hammered. Photographs, 
1974, Parks Canada. Anonymous, circa 1740, Archives 
nationales du Québec, Fonds Corboz. 
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In short, the region of Québec offered mili
tary engineers a considerable variety and quan
tity of building stone capable of meeting various 
needs. As in domestic architecture, the stones 
were jointed with several types of bonds, de
pending upon the period studied. Some masonry 
work was irregular, that is, made up of rough-
hewn rubble, and other more regular, consisting 
of squared rubble or ashlar. The differences 
resulted from the evolution of masonry tech
niques. Structures such as city gates were con
structed entirely of cut stone because of the com
plexity of their construction, and because they 
and the guérites constituted the only decorative 
elements of the fortification. 

It should be noted that the blocks of ashlar 
forming quoins, jambs, etc. had worked outer 
faces; their visible faces reflect scabbling tech
niques, and reveal that attractiveness was an 
objective. In the 18th century, some stones were 
combed in the centre and chiselled on the edges; 
others were picked in the centre and chiselled on 
the edges. In the next century the face of the 
stone was often bush-hammered.128 

Mortar was made with lime, which normally 
came from Beauport, and with fine sand usually 
obtained from the St. Charles River. The formu
lae varied. In 1701 Levasseur suggested 1 part 
lime to 2 parts sand.129 At the end of the 18,h 

century, Mann specified 1 part lime to 4 parts 
sand.130 In 1856, when the curtain wall between 
St. John's Gate and the St. Ursule Bastion was 
being repaired, the terms of the contract noted: 
" . . . all lime mortar used in the work is to be 
composed of fresh slaked roche lime and sharp 
clean coarse-grit sand, slaked under cover and 
properly and thoroughly mixed in the proportion 
of one part lime and two parts sand."131 From 
1860, Portland cement was used as mortar in cer
tain works, for example, the forts at Levis.132 

Brickwork was not used to any great extent 
in the military works at Québec; perhaps it was 
not as available as stone, or perhaps the brick 
produced in the surrounding area was of an infe
rior quality. There are several possible explana
tions. Parts of the fortifications, such as revet

ments, were less suited to the use of brick, 
although it was sometimes used to make the 
cheeks and floors of embrasures, to cover the 
interior of powder magazines and to build drain
age systems.133 

2. Wood 
Wood was used extensively for temporary 

works, usually field works. In the general profile 
of an enceinte or what was known as permanent 
fortification, however, the use of wood as a con
struction material was rather limited.134 It was 
used for minor works, such as gun platforms, 
postern doors, mantlets of covered embrasures, 
palisades of covered ways, barriers and floating 
foundations under some revetments. The woods 
most resistant to the ravages of time were chosen 
for such constructions.135 Cedar was preferred 
for building palisades. Oak and tamarack were 
used frequently. The hardness of oak was suited 
for making frameworks. Tamarack, whose weight 
was between that of cedar and oak, served to 
build platforms. 

Wood was also a very useful material for 
operations during a siege, and trees were planted 
on the ramparts to ensure a reserve supply. 
Vauban made the following remarks on this 
subject: 

La plupart des remparts de nos places sont 
plantés de bois, mais nos fortifications sont 
trop modernes pour que les arbres soient 
assez grands et assez gros pour en pouvoir 
tirer des affûts, des plateformes, etc. Cepen
dant on en peut faire du moins des palissades 
et des fascines avec leurs branchages, quel
ques gabions et paniers,. . .136 

The Gazette de Québec indicated that trees were 
planted on the ramparts in 1824.137 Thus wood 
was rapidly obtainable when the defenders had to 
repair a breach in a sector of the fortification. For 
the besieger, it was essential for building 
batteries. 

Fascines were used often to prevent the 
earth of a rampart from collapsing; they were 
made of branches bound together into faggots, 

128. These are only three common examples: there are others. 
129. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:261. " D e v i s des ouvrages de 

maçonnerie . . ." 
130. PRO. C O . 42/97. f. 46. ••Memorandum shewing the general 

principles . . ." 
131. ACQ. Greffe H. Austin. Contract between H. Hatch. T. Hall 

and W. Goldie. 29 May 1856. 
132. This cement, which had a clayey lime base, had been perfected 

in England in 1824. 
133. Brick was used more frequently, although still on a very limited 

scale, in buildings said to be "d'habitation militaire" (barracks 
storehouses, guardhouses, etc.). 

134. The use of structural timber, such as pine, in numerous mili
tary buildings will not be dealt with here; rather, the examina
tion will be limited to that used in defensive works properly 
speaking. 

135. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 126:23. "Additions au Projet de lettre à 
M. Franquet sur les fortifications de Louisbourg." n.d. 

136. Vauban. op. cit.. p. 45. 
137. Gazelle de Québec, 22 July 1824. Also, in a letter to the Mili

tary Secretary, the engineer Durnford mentioned that trees had 
been bought for the ramparts. (PAC. RG8. 1. vol. 410, p. 33. 
15 October 1821.) 
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whose length varied according to need. Similarly, 
gabions could be fixed on top of the parapet to 
cover the troops positioned on the banquette. In 
these instances, they resembled large, vertically 
arranged fascines.138 

3. Earth 
Earth constituted the main element of a ram

part. Whether it was a permanent enceinte, and 
therefore revetted with masonry, or an embanked 
palisade, such as the one erected by Beaucours in 
1693, the major part of the obstacle opposing 
enemy artillery fire consisted of an enormous 
mass of earth. This explains the special care that 
had to be taken in forming the terreplein and the 
parapet. 

Normally the earth was obtained from 
excavating the ditch. It was heaped in successive 
layers, with special care being taken to beat each 
down with a tool called a rammer. As to the 
arrangement of these layers, Vauban noted: 

Au reste, quand on charge les revêtemens de 
terre, on doit avoir grand soin de les fasciner 
de lit en lit d'un pied d'épais sur 10 à 12 pi. de 
large, de terre bien arrangée entre les contre
forts, battue et pilée en long et en large, jus
qu'à ce qu'elle soit bien comprimée. La meil
leure manière de bien affermir les terres, 
seroit de les arranger par lits de 8 à 9 po. 
d'épais, et de faire promener la cavalerie en 
troupes par plusieurs allées et venues, le long 
du rempart, jusqu'à ce que la superficie en 
devienne ferme et dure comme celle des 
grands chemins.139 

In his specification of 1701, Levasseur de Neré 
demanded layers of IV2 feet thick at the most, 
and pointed out that fascines should be placed on 
the rampart in case it became necessary to resort 
to them.140 The defensive nature of the rampart 
required that the earth of the terreplein and the 
parapet be solidly packed. As a result, we under
stand better the caustic criticisms by an anony
mous observer and Franquet of the contractors' 
supposedly poor construction of the ramparts of 
the enceintes of 1701 and 1745 respectively.141 

Once the earth had been formed into a solid 
structure, it was covered with sod, preferably 
couchgrass or "grand trèfle, parce que ces herbes 
jettent plus de racines & plus profondes qu'au
cune autre, & par conséquent elles lient mieux la 
terre."142 According to Bélidor, the sod was laid 
in wedges measuring 15 to 16 inches long by 6 
wide and 6 high,143 and was held in place by 
cedar pegs until it became rooted.144 As to the 
quality of the grass, Franquet declared that: 

Le Gazon de ce Pais, n'étant point d'une 
qualité propre a être coupé a queue comme 
celui que L'on Employe dans les Ouvrages 
de la plus part des Places de Guerre de 
flandre et d'allemagne, mais plat sur deux 
pouces d'Epaisseur; et de figure quarrée ou 
quarré Long de 15 à 18 pouces de face au 
moins n'est pas moins bon que L'autre, 
moyennant qu'entre chaque rang on Em
ploye un Lit de terre douce au moins d'un 
pouce d'Epaisseur, ce que les terres qui i 
seront adossées, soient bien battues.145 

These few data on construction materials 
make it possible to understand better the nature 
of the works of fortification built at Québec, and 
especially why earth and stone were the most 
commonly used materials. The preparation and 
supply of building materials, which were only two 
aspects of the tremendous activity of the con
struction of a bastioned enceinte, could together 
form the subject of a complete monograph. 

In short, although the materials and the way 
in which they were fashioned imbued the military 
architecture in Québec with a local character, the 
general appearance of the rampart, its various 
components, and the powder magazine reflects 
the influence of an academic model. How could 
it be otherwise, given the various rules the con
struction of these works had to respect if they 
were to function properly? There can be no doubt 
about the omnipresence of Vauban's plan during 
the 18lh century; however, the persistence of 
several elements of this model in the 19th century 
reflects the durability of these construction tech-

138. Charles James defined them as follows: "There are also gabi
ons about 1 foot high, 12 inches in diameter at top. and from 8 
to 10 at bottom, which are placed along the top of the parapet, 
to cover the troops in firing over it. They are filled with earth." 
(Charles James, op. cit.. p. 290.) 

139. Vauban. op. cit.. p. 17. 
140. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:258-62. "Devis des ouvrages de 

maçonnerie . . . " 
141. PAC. MG3. II, Séries F50, bundle 12, no. 102, "Mémoire Sur 

L ' Inexécut ion. . . . " and MG18. K, 3. vol. 1, "Mémoire des 
Corrections les plus Urgentes à faire aux Ouvrages de cette 
Ville et Sur d'autres objets de rapport à la fortification." Fran
quet. 25 July 1752. 

142. P.F. Pfeffinger. La Fortification nouvelle on Recueil de diffé
rentes manières de fortifier en Europe. La Haye. A. Van Dole, 
1760, p. 154. 

143. B.F. de Bélidor. Dictionnaire portatif de l'Ingénieur, p. 144. 
144. ACQ. Greffe H. Austin. Contract between H. Hatch. T. Hall 

and W. Goldie. 29 May 1856. 
145. PAC. MGI8, K. 3. vol. 1. "Mémoire des Corrections . . ." 
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Different types of wood were used in military architec
ture. In addition to pine, which was reserved in particular for 
making frameworks and finishings, types more resistant to 
the ravages of time, such as cedar, oak and tamarack, were 
used for building ramparts. Atlas de Masse. Bibliothèque du 
Génie. France. 

The earth of the rampart was heaped in layers, which 
were beaten down with a tool called a "rammer." Anony
mous, circa 1740, Archives nationales du Québec, Fonds 
Corboz. 

niques even at a time when the art of attacking 
fortresses already demanded a new type of forti
fication. 

As a complement to the plan, the profile 
embodies and thus enables one to perceive the 
nature of classical fortification, which was char
acterized by the enormous surface area it 
occupied. A knowledge of the construction tech
niques peculiar to this type of work enables one 
to imagine the large investment of manpower and 
money involved in building a fortification. 

Plantations of trees on the terreplein of the rampart pro
vided wood reserves, which could be very useful during a 
siege. J.P. Cockburn, circa 1830, Royal Ontario Museum. 
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Like the earth, the sod covering required special atten
tion; one technique involved laying the sod in wedges. A.M. 
Mallet. Les Travaux de Mars ou l'Art de la Guerre, 1685. 
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Architecture 

1. The curtain wall between the St. John and Potasse Bastions 
2. Front view of the same curtain wall 
3. The Nouvelles Casernes 
4. The Dauphine Barracks 

(Photographs by R. Picttc, 1977. Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 7 Fortifications and 
manpower under 
the French regime 

FORTIFICATION projects were conceived 
by engineers. Drawing upon their knowl
edge of the terrain, they endeavoured to 

apply their theoretical background to the local 
topographical conditions. Once their projects had 
been accepted, the engineers co-operated with 
the colonial administrators in developing control 
mechanisms. This administrative process was 
intended to ensure that public funds were man
aged efficiently. This was necessary not only 
because the state was directly involved in such 
work, but also because it entrusted part of the 
responsibility for completing these projects to 
contractors. 

The majority of the contractors working on 
the Québec fortifications were those who were 
the most prominent in housing construction. 
They recruited their skilled workers through 
apprenticeships and the hiring of civilian or mili
tary masons. Although during the last years of the 
17th century the state was responsible for earth
works and acted as a contractor by levying cor
vées to supply labour, the procedure changed 
during the 18lh century. The state's involvement 
was then limited to implementing control sys
tems; the disappearance of its direct intervention 
worked to the advantage of contractors. From 
then on, they were responsible not only for 

masonry work, but also for earthworks, and thus 
for the entire organization of the construction 
site. This change in the site's administration coin
cided with the participation of merchants in the 
contracts. A study of contractors and labourers 
on fortification sites reveals the presence of 
various urban and rural social groups, the roles 
they played, and the evolution of the relation
ships that existed between these components of 
the society. 

The Conception of Projects and the Supervision 
of Work 

Of all the fortification projects proposed or 
undertaken to place Québec "à l'abri de l'in
sulte," only three were first sanctioned by the 
King: those of 1700, 1710 and 1716. The royal 
sanction was essential for beginning construction 
work on a fortification, except of course if the 
urgency of the situation did not allow time to 
obtain such authorization; this was the case in the 
years 1693, 1697, 1709, 1711 and 1745. The royal 
assent depended in part upon the engineer's plans 
and specifications and sometimes upon the mod
els that he designed after studying the terrain. 
This was especially true for Chaussegros de 
Léry's 1716 project for the Québec enceinte; 
it was also true for the enceinte of Montréal. Nor-
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mally every project was accompanied by a mem
orandum drawn up by the engineer to justify the 
construction of his enceinte. 

The engineer's plans were a means of show
ing graphically how the enceinte would be placed 
in relation to the terrain and the town that he 
intended to fortify. A general plan would present 
both urban and topographical phenomena, such 
as the town's street network and the physical 
irregularities of the terrain. As a rule, the engi
neer was also supposed to draw up various other 
plans to illustrate elevations and cross-sections of 
different parts of the fortification, such as curtain 
walls or bastions, or even advanced works, such 
as ravelins, demi-lunes, covered ways and glacis. 
The specifications that accompanied the plans 
specified the nature of the various construction 
materials and where they were to be used.1 These 
documents were the engineer's basic tools for 
convincing the Court of his choices and abilities. 

The toisé was the last document to be added 
to the file on the fortification project at the begin
ning and end of each working season. Along with 
the plans, this document allowed the Court to 
verify what expenses had been incurred and 
various construction details. The toisé calculated 
the quantities of the materials needed for building 
the enceinte, such as earth, masonry, brick, iron 
and wood. The engineer Bélidor set forth the 
rules laid down by Vauban for making such calcu
lations: 

Tous les ouvrages de fer seront pesés à la 
livre de seize onces . . . 
Ceux de maçonnerie se mesureront à la toise 
cube, si c'est de gros murs, ou à la Toise 
quarrée, si c'est de simples murs . . . 
Le mesurage des terres se fera à la toise cube 
de France.2 

All of these procedures were not strictly fol
lowed by the four chief engineers who came to 
Québec. Villeneuve, the first official engineer, 
merely submitted plans and a few memoranda. 

His successor, Beaucours, although he had 
worked under Vauban at Brest,3 contented him
self with drawing up specifications in 1693 and a 
rough estimate of quantities and costs in 1710. 
The 1710 document simply contained brief expla
nations concerning construction materials, and 
economic considerations took precedence. With 
the arrival of Levasseur de Neré there was an 
improvement in the elaboration of fortification 
projects on paper. This engineer had undoubtedly 
profited a good deal from collaborating with 
Vauban. Although the toisés for his project of 
1700 have not been found, his memoranda, plans 
and specifications are more detailed than those of 
his predecessors and closely followed the 
guidelines set forth by Bélidor.4 Of the four chief 
engineers who came to Canada, Gaspard Chaus-
segros de Léry was one of the most prolific pro
ducers of plans and specifications. This is not to 
say that Chaussegros' documents went into more 
detail; his toisés were vague and his specifica
tions rather brief.5 Nevertheless, he tried to fol
low quite closely the procedures laid down by 
Vauban and Bélidor. 

An engineer did not submit his project 
directly to the Minister of the Marine. His first 
step was to present it to the Intendant and the 
Governor, along with all supporting documents. 
The Intendant, in his capacity as financial admin
istrator, and the Governor-General, as supreme 
head of the colony, then studied, discussed and 
occasionally even criticized the engineer's pro
posals before sending them on to the Minister, 
who informed the King of their contents. "Telle 
est la règle," wrote Maurepas!6 The Intendant 
and the Governor rarely commented upon the 
projects since they probably knew little about for
tifications and therefore usually relied on the 
engineer's judgement. Only Intendant Dupuy 
once opposed one of Chaussegros' projects, 
namely, the proposal for the construction of a cit
adel in 1727; however, he agreed that Québec 

1. For example, the specification for the enceinte of 1700, signed 
by the engineer Levasseur de Neré, stipulated: "Toutte La 
pierre destinée pour la Construction des d(its) murs tant en fon
dation quau Rez de chaussée . . . et Courronnement des Vouttes 
Sera du pays sans déroger Cependant a larticle cy dessus. . . 
LEntrepreneur Continura de la pierre du pays Le restant de la 
Maçonnerie Jusqua la hauteur du Cordon prenant Soin de mettre 
Toujours Les plus gros moilons en parement Tant Sur Le Costé 
Extérieur de louvrage que Sur L Intérieur dont La mesme Chose 
Sera pratique pour Les Angles des Contreforts qui Seront élevez 
aplomb aussy bien que le Costé Intérieur de La muraille." AN, 
Colonies, C ' A , 19:258-9, "Devis des ouvrages de Maçonnerie 
et Terres. . . ." 2 May 1701. 

2. Bernard Forest de Bélidor, La science des Ingénieurs dans la 
Conduiite des travaux de fortifications, Paris, C.A. Jombert, 
1729, Livre III, pp. 90-5. Bélidor even added the formula that the 
engineer should use in drawing up the toisé; when it came to 
measuring either earth or masonry, the engineer had to identify 

the length of the work, its average width, and its depth or thick
ness, in toises, feet and inches. If these three measurements 
were converted into a common denominator (for example, into 
feet) and multiplied together, the result would be a figure in 
cubic feet; to convert this measurement into cubic toises, it 
would be necessary only to divide it by 216, since a cubic toise 
contains 216 feet. Bélidor stated that ideally a toisé should be 
drawn up for all parts of the proposed enceinte. Bélidor followed 
almost all the rules laid down by Vauban in the 17th century. 

3. C.J. Russ, "Dubois Berthelot de Beaucours, Josué," DBC, 
tome III, pp. 203-6. 

4. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit., Livre VI, p. 46. 
5. Chaussegros de Léry's toisés will be dealt with in Chapter 9, 

"The Economic Impact of the Fortifications with Respect to 
Public Finances." 

6. AN, Colonies. B, 76:429-429v. Maurepas to Chaussegros de 
Léry, 21 May 1743. 
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needed to be fortified.7 The King never ratified 
any fortification project without first submitting it 
to an advisory committee of councillors. In the 
time of Louis XIV, Vauban was called upon to 
make certain corrections on the plans presented. 
The Council of the Marine asked for the advice of 
its expert, Renau. Maurepas entrusted the ques
tion to the experts of Foreign Affairs. This con
sultative process sometimes led to changes in the 
trace, which the engineer had to take into account 
if his project was accepted. Only the King could 
authorize or refuse a project, however; he 
advised the Governor and the Intendant of his 
decision and they transmitted it to the engineer. 

There was an intermediary stage between the 
conception of a project on paper and its execution 
on the ground: the setting-up of control mecha
nisms. Two distinct, but complementary, surveil
lance systems supervised the workers on a site: 
that of the state and that of the contractor who 
was responsible for implementing the project. 
When the state took charge of the earthworks, it 
had to control the comings and goings of workers 
and building materials, especially when there was 
a question of ensuring that the contractor made 
proper use of public funds. The contractor had to 
adopt a similar attitude to make his contract prof
itable. State surveillance of workers was not the 
engineer's direct responsibility, but rather that 
of his subordinates: the sub-engineers and the 
foremen. 

The presence of sub-engineers on the con
struction site can be explained by their training, 
which enabled them to supervise the work. Nev
ertheless it was only after administrative reform 
in the mother country in 1712 that the title 
appeared in New France. Surveillance had been 
carried out previously by a fortifications 
inspector who had no engineering training and 
thus contented himself with maintaining disci
pline and seeing that the specifications were 

implemented.8 In 1706 Louvigny reported that 
one of these inspectors also acted as Assistant 
Town Major.9 

In 1712 the King lightened the engineer's 
work-load. In future the engineer would be 
assisted by two sub-engineers, one stationed in 
Québec and the other in Montréal. It was felt that 
this would save the engineer from travelling as 
much and somewhat reduce the number of tasks 
he had to perform. The choice of La Guer de 
Morville as the first sub-engineer in Québec 
seems to have been a poor one. Pontchartrain 
complained to Beaucours that the sub-engineer's 
plans were "badly made" and that he "doit s'ap
pliquer à travailler avec plus de propreté."10 

Later there would be other sub-engineers work
ing in Québec under the orders of Chaussegros de 
Léry, notably, Jacques L'Hermitte and Michel 
Chartier de Lotbinière." Bigot's comments 
about Chaussegros' oldest son, who resigned his 
post as sub-engineer in 1749, were scarcely flat
tering. "Au surplus," wrote the Intendant, "on 
ne fait pas une grande perte il n'était pas propre 
pour ce métier et il l'avoue lui-même."12 These 
remarks illustrate the animosity that existed 
between Gaspard Chaussegros de Léry and the 
Intendant. 

Neither the fortifications inspectors nor the 
sub-engineers were able to supervise all the 
workers adequately. This explains why foremen 
were also found on construction sites. According 
to the Dictionnaire portatif de l'ingénieur, a fore
man was 

. . . dans un attelier, un homme préposé par 
l'entrepreneur pour recevoir par compte les 
matériaux, en garder les tailles, veiller à 
l'emploi du temps, marquer les journées des 
ouvriers; et piquer sur son rolle ceux qui 
s'absentent pendant les heures du travail, 
afin de retrancher de leur salaire. On appelle 

7. Intendant Dupuy. a cultivated man. had a personal library in 
Québec of more than 1.000 volumes. It included a variety of 
titles, from the Bible to various treatises on mechanics and phys
ics. It is interesting to note, however, that in addition to a few 
volumes on geometry, the Intendant had approximately ten trea
tises on architecture, including those of Daviler. Scamozzi and 
Palladio, and approximately ten on fortification, in particular, 
those of La Jonchère and Alain's Les Travaux de Mars. J.C. 
Dubé. Claude 'Thomas Dupuy. Intendant de la Nouvelle-France, 
Montréal. Fides, 1969. pp. 361-74. It should also be noted that 
other intendants might have had fortification treatises, notably. 
Beauharnois, Hocquart and Bégon, whose inventories of prop
erty have been found by J.C. Dubé, "Les intendants de la 
Nouvelle-France et la république des Lettres," RUAT. vol. 29. 
no. 1 (June 1975). pp. 31-48. Professor Dubé also indicates that 
the Raudots. father and son. owned a little more than 2.000 
books; perhaps fortification treatises were part of their library. 
Could this be one of the reasons why they rejected Levasseur de 
Neré's project? It is impossible to say. 

8. The inspector, unlike the sub-engineer, did not draw plans and 
could not be delegated by the engineer to deal with defence 
problems. He was a local representative of authority. 

9. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 25:18-23, Louvigny to the Minister. 
21 October 1706. 

10. AN. Colonies. B, 35:302. Pontchartrain to Beaucours. 1 July 
1713. 

11. Guy Frégault also noted that at the beginning of the 18"' cen
tury, sub-engineers received 200 livres per year. These would 
have been inspectors of fortifications, since the position of sub-
engineer did not exist at the time. Guy Frégault. Le XVIII'' siè
cle canadien, pp. 191-2. According to Chaussegros de Léry fils, 
sub-engineers received only 200 livres per year, in addition to 
12 cords of wood and 24 pounds of candles. AN. Colonies. 
C ' A . 78:329-30\ Chaussegros de Léry fils to the Minister. 30 
October 1742. 

12. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des papiers de Léry. tome IL p. 95. 
Bigot to the Minister. 12 October 1749. 
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chassavants, les moindres piqueurs, qui ne 
font que hâter les ouvriers.13 

The "attelier" mentioned in this definition was 
nothing more than the physical area of the con
struction site to which the workers were 
assigned. In Canada the task of appointing fore
men fell to the Intendant, as was attested to by 
Chaussegros de Léry in 1749.14 Levasseur de 
Neré also approached Intendant Raudot to obtain 
the services of a foreman and a measurer.15 No 
document mentions foremen working for con
tractors, but there is no reason to suppose that 
this did not occur. Within the hierarchy of the 
administrative control process, the foremen were 
those who actively implemented the various con
trol mechanisms. 

Thus the engineer did not play a very impor
tant role in supervising the workmen. He dele
gated part of his authority to his subordinates. In 
this respect, the situation in Canada differed little 
from that on fortification sites in France, where 
subordinates performed the same tasks. Engi
neers' responsibilities, although obvious in sev
eral ways, are still little understood in some 
respects, notably, in the administrative sphere; 
for engineers played a role here too. Their partici
pation in this area gave rise to disputes with 
Intendants, as the engineers usurped some of 
the Intendants' prerogatives by virtue of their 
experience or because of situations in the mother 
country. 

The two most important engineers who came 
to Canada, Levasseur de Neré and Chaussegros 
de Léry, made no attempt to respect the colonial 
administrative hierarchy. Chaussegros even took 
the liberty of addressing himself directly to 
Maurepas, maintaining that in France engineers 
answered only to the Marquis d'Asfeld, who 
was then Director-General of Fortifications and 
Marshal of France, and that the Intendants 

should concern themselves only with clerical and 
general administrative duties.16 Chaussegros de 
Léry went on to claim unilaterally that the engi
neer was the major authority on all projects in 
which he was involved. According to Raudot, 
Levasseur behaved in the same way.17 

Maurepas' unequivocal reply to Chaussegros 
de Léry would certainly have applied also to 
Levasseur, had he not been recalled. "C'est mal 
a propos," said Maurepas, "que vous prétendez 
être le Maitre du detail des fortifications en 
Canada." Reminding the engineer that he must 
first submit his plans and specifications to the 
Governor and the Intendant, the Minister of the 
Marine emphasized that the engineer only 
directed the work; "le Gouverneur general et 
l'Intendant ont toujours une inspection general 
Sur ce qui se fait, et ils sont en droit de S'en faire 
rendre compte par l ' ingénieur. Telle est la 
règle."18 

Conflicts arose between engineers and 
intendants because Chaussegros and Levasseur 
assumed the title of Director of Fortifications. 
Why did these two engineers make such a fuss 
and pride themselves on a title that they would 
claim to no avail? Basing their arguments on a 
royal decree of 1693, these two men claimed the 
title and its profits because engineers "en 
France, chargés des fortifications de plusieurs 
places ou de toute une province" enjoyed this 
privilege, as Chaussegros de Léry noted in 
1724.19 Chaussegros did not have his engineering 
certificate at the time and had to postpone his 
demands, and Levasseur fell victim to his dispute 
with Intendant Raudot.20 In 1749 Chaussegros de 
Léry returned to the charge, explaining that "il y 
a plus de trente ans que je fais les fonctions de 
directeur des fortifications, sans en avoir les 
appointements."2 1 Chaussegros never would 

13. Bernard Forest de Bélidor, Dictionnaire portatif de l'ingénieur, 
Paris, C.A. Jombert. 1755. 

14. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 94:59-64, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister. 8 October 1749. 

15. Ibid., 28:3-56, Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Minister, 14 Novem
ber 1708. It seems that the foremen were civilians whose pay 
could vary; Sieurs Mamiel, Peron and Pinel received 50, 50 and 
40 livres respectively per month in 1745. It should be remem
bered, however, that this was seasonal employment, which usu
ally ended when the work was finished. AN, Coionies, C ' A , 
84:116v, "Préparatifs de guerre," 28 October 1745. The measur
er's role was merely to help the engineer take measurements, 
which made him, like the draftsman, a member of the engineer's 
support staff. The draftsman was paid by the engineer, since the 
position does not seem to have existed officially in Canada 
before the reform of 1712. Twice Levasseur de Neré asked the 
King to provide him with the services of a draftsman, but was 
unsuccessful. After 1712 the role of draftsman was filled by the 
sub-engineer. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 18:344, Levasseur to the 
Minister, 7 September 1700. Ibid., 20:205-7, Levasseur to the 
Minister, 6 November 1702. 

16. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaires des papiers de Léry, tome IL p. 25, 
Chaussegros de Léry to the Minister, 30 October 1742. 

17. AN. Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to the Minister, [1709]. 
18. AN. Colonies. B. 76:429. Maurepas to Chaussegros de Léry, 

21 May 1743. 
19. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 46:322-3, Chaussegros de Léry to the Min

ister, 12 June 1724. 
20. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 29:235v-8, Levasseur to the Minister, 

30 October 1708. 
21. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 94:59-64. Chaussegros de Léry to the Min

ister, 8 October 1749. Franquet and Verville were the only ones 
to become directors of fortifications in New France. In this case, 
Chaussegros de Léry was comparing his salary to that of 
Verrier, engineer in Louisbourg. Disappointed to be earning 
one-third the salary of his colleague, he, wittingly or not. was 
forgetting about a French custom of the 17'" and 18,h centuries: 
salaries varied according to the "worth" of each individual; 
however, it is impossible to specify whether the term "worth" 
applied to the engineer's abilities or to his patrons! Antoine-
Marie Augoyat, Aperça historique stir les fortifications, les ingé
nieurs et sur le corps du génie, Paris, Tanera, 1860, part 3, 
pp. 16-8. 
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obtain the title of Director of Fortifications. 
Apart from the salary did he hope to gain prestige 
and authority? Prestige would have allowed him 
to rise in the social hierarchy, and especially in 
military circles. Furthermore, since the Director 
of Fortifications in France was directly responsi
ble to the King and his ministers,22 would not the 
much-prized title have also allowed the engineer 
to free himself of the control of other colonial 
administrators? The stakes in this conflict were 
high: would it be the Intendant or the engineer 
who would administer the considerable sums of 
money required for building fortifications? 

An engineer was obliged to use royal funds 
as economically as possible; at the same time he 
had to combine this requirement with those of the 
military art he practised. In fact, it was very diffi
cult to tailor the fortifications to the funds avail
able, since the sums disbursed sometimes bore 
little relationship to the estimates.23 This incon
sistency prevailed in France as well as in the 
colony.24 There can be little doubt that the engi
neers sought the latitude available to Directors of 
Fortifications so that they would have to answer 
only to the King, his ministers and the Director-
General of Fortifications for their administration. 
Levasseur and Chaussegros tried in vain to intro
duce metropolitan ways to escape the constraints 
imposed upon them by the colonial hierarchy. 

The friction that existed between engineers 
and Intendants was tangible at several levels of 
the colonial hierarchy and always led to repri
mands. The Council of the Marine issued a re
minder that in France, as well as in the colony, it 
was the engineer's responsibility to keep detailed 
accounts of fortification expenses.25 "C ' e s t 
même sur Ses certificats," added Maurepas, 
"que les payements doivent être faits aux Entre
preneurs ." 2 6 " L e s journées et autres menus 
ouvrages, non compris dans les adjudications 
étaient acquités par l'ordonnance de L'intendant 
au bas des Rolles expédiés et Signés de L'ingé
nieur ou Sur les toisés particuliers certifiés par 
lui." The engineer and the Intendant also set the 
daily wage,27 and the engineer was obliged to 
account to the Intendant for his administration, 
since he was not authorized to manage the funds 

entirely on his own. He had to sign his financial 
statements, which were to include reports on the 
daily progress of the construction site, and to 
send these on to the Intendant and the Comptrol
ler of the Marine. 

Both Raudots complained to Pontchartrain 
that what happened in practice was very dif
ferent from theory; forty years later, Bigot would 
also complain to Maurepas. According to the 
Raudots, the engineer Levasseur had taken over 
the entire fortifications project, including its 
administration. He had fixed the prices for mate
rials and the day-labourers' wages, and had even 
signed contracts for minor repair work, without 
informing the Intendant.28 In 1748 Intendant 
Bigot levelled equally severe criticisms at 
Chaussegros de Léry: 

l'ingénieur en Chef n'agissoit pas de même 
a Louisbourg; il ne commencoit aucun 
ouvrage ny reparations sans m'en informer 
et du progrés. 
On aurait cependant besoin ici de veiller de 
prés sur ce qui est ouvrage de fortifications 
et j 'a i prévenu M. de leri qu'il faloit l'année 
prochaine payer les terres a la toise . . . il fau
drait pour tolérer cette façon de payer être 
sur des distributeurs ou que les ingénieurs ne 
sortissent pas de dessus les teres; mais ils n'y 
vont qu'en passant et rarement au surplus; 
les tombereaux sont en partie aux officiers et 
aux ingénieurs même . . .2y 

Bigot was alluding to a system set up by the engi
neer to pay for the cartage of earth in which the 
foremen gave a token to the carters for each trip 
they made. According to Bigot, since each token 
was worth two sols, this practice produced an 
uncontrolled rise in costs, especially since some 
of the tokens were counterfeit or were distributed 
indiscriminately. Chaussegros' method of pay
ment, whose effects had gone unnoticed by 
Hocquart, did not last long under Bigot. From 
1749, the cartage of earth was paid for by the 
cubic toise, as the Intendant wished, although 
Chaussegros did not hesitate to claim this idea as 
his own.30 

22. Mémoires de Monsieur de Vaubcin Ou les fonctions des diffère ns 
Officiers employés dans les Fortifications, p. 14, in Goulon. 
Mémoires pour I attaque et la Défense d'une place, La Haye. 
Pierre Gesse, 1730. 

23. According to Vauban, it was almost impossible to make the ini
tial estimate of a fortifications project coincide with the 
expenses incurred. The French engineer justified this difference 
by saying that errors were unavoidable in designing the project, 
that there were delays in the supply of building materials, or that 
there were not enough funds. Ibid., pp. 2-3. 

24. See Chapter*), "The Economic Impact of the Fortifications with 
Respect to Public Finances." 

23. AN. Colonies, B, 4:53 P . Memorandum from the Council of the 
Marine to Chaussegros, 24 May 1719. 

26. Ibid., 76:429, Maurepas to Chaussegros de Léry, 21 May 1743. 
27. PAC, MG3, II, Series F5", bundle 12. p. 9. An ordonnance 

issued by Louis XIV in 1681 had dealt with all the tasks assigned 
to the engineer. 

28. AN, Colonies. C"G. 4:104 bis -107v, Raudot père unci fils to 
Pontchartrain. 11 November 1709. 

29. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des papiers de Léry, tome IL p. 83. 
Bigot to Maurepas. 3 November 1748. 

30. Ibid., tome IL p. 90. Chaussegros to the Minister. 8 October 
1749. 
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Engineers also had to control the quality of 
the workers and materials. The conflict between 
Raudot and Levasseur over jurisdiction in this 
area also extended to the choice of inspectors; 
both the engineer and the Intendant wished to 
appoint them. Raudot even issued an ordonnance 
that prevented the engineer from hiring "dautres 
personnes que les Sieurs Legardeur et Deselle 
que nous avons nommez."31 

In short, the conflict between engineers 
and Intendants centred around the administrative 
role that each played. Although the Intendant 
was their superior in the colonial hierarchy, 
Levasseur and Chaussegros fought against this, 
albeit in vain. Since the construction of fortifica
tions involved the administration of considerable 
sums of money, each wished to control the eco
nomic destinies of the work sites. Although the 
Intendants claim to be the financial administra
tor of the colony seems to have been well 
founded, that of the engineer was based on what 
he maintained was the custom in the mother 
country. The few allusions that the Court made to 
the matter in the 18th century supported the 
Intendant. In fact, the Intendant held and would 
continue to hold the pursestrings. Nevertheless, 
he had to co-operate with the engineer in imple
menting most of the ordinary procedures. This 
was a form of reciprocal control that the Court 
had imposed to curb the extravagant use of royal 
funds.32 

Even before the workmen arrived on the 
construction site, a complete system of control 
was in place to supervise the work carefully and 
to use the allocated funds efficiently. It appears 
that Levasseur de Neré was one of the most effi
cient, if not the most competent, engineer to set 
foot in New France. Therefore it is hardly sur
prising that Vauban warmly recommended him 
to the Minister of the Marine in 1700.-" The zeal 
and honesty that Levasseur displayed in 
defending royal interests undoubtedly earned him 
this recommendation. Chaussegros de Léry 
showed less discipline in the administrative 
sphere. There can be little doubt that he lost some 
of the eagerness and goodwill that he had shown 
on his arrival in New France because of the 
many frustrations that he endured in the course of 
his long stay in the colony. Beaucours and 
Villeneuve a t tached little impor tance to 
paperwork, and their specifications and even 
their projects were somewhat limited in scope. 

In France it was customary for engineers to 
prepare annual toisés and to keep daily records 
on workers and materials. Although only one 
toisé has been found, this does not necessarily 
mean that these procedures were not followed. 
This toisé, drawn up by Chaussegros de Léry in 
174734 as Trottier Desauniers was preparing to 
return to the mother country, makes it possible to 
question Bigot's statement that the engineer had 
exercised no control over the spending of public 
funds. His remarks serve only to illustrate the 
rivalry that existed between the engineer and 
the Intendant, a conflict that was undoubtedly 
sparked by Chaussegros de Léry's claims to the 
title of Director of Fortifications. 

The foregoing were only a few of the proce
dures involved in establishing some administra
tive control before contracts were awarded to 
contractors. Various others, such as the prepara
tion of provisional toisés so that the Comptroller 
of the Marine could ascertain which work had 
been completed and what payments had to be 
made to contractors during the season, could be 
added.35 On-site administrative control was in 
the hands of the foremen, who bore the largest 
share of the responsibility during the work sea
son. Not only did they report on the use of the 
construction materials, but they also had to keep 
records of the workers' daily attendance and 
even accelerate the work. The foremen were 
responsible for maintaining administrative con
trol when the state was in charge of earthworks 
and to an even greater extent when the entire 
project had been awarded to a contractor. 

This supervision network can be traced to 
some fairly well-defined elements, which the fol
lowing chart summarizes. If the state's direct 
involvement in the construction of earthworks is 
taken into account, the control mechanisms are 

Governor 

Intendant 
I 

Comptrol ler of the Marine 
Engineer 

1 ' 1 
Sub-engineer- inspector Cont rac to r 

I I 
Foreman Foreman 

I I 
Craftsmen Craftsmen 

I I 
Day-Laboure r s Day-Laboure r s 

3 I .ANQQ. NF-2. Cahier 3. Ordonnance issued by J. Raudot. 
15 May 1709. 

32. The actual control was reflected not only at the level of the 
Intendant and the engineer, but also at that of the Governor and 
the Comptroller of the Marine, although to a lesser extent. 

SS.BRH, vol. 22. 1916. pp. 121-2. Vauban to the Minister of the 
Marine, 30 March 1700. 

34. AN. AC. C ' A . 88:259-68. "Toisé des Ouvrages de Maçonne
rie. . . . " 15 October 1747. 

35. F.J. Thorpe. The Politics of French Public Construction in the 
Islands of the Gulf of St-Lawrence, 1695-1758, pp. 180-3. 
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doubled. In other words, the Intendant named 
foremen to supervise both the state's and the 
contractor's workers. When a contractor was in 
charge of the entire enterprise, both the state 
and the contractors appointed their respective 
foremen. 
This administrative process, which governed for
tification projects in Québec, formed the frame
work within which contractors and their workers 
were to evolve. 

The Awarding of Contracts and the 
Construction of Works: the Contractors 

Once a fort i f icat ion project had been 
approved, the Intendant had a notice read, pub
lished and posted "tambour battant aux lieux et 
endroits ordinaires."3 6 The contractors or 
masons, having been duly notified, went to the 
Intendant's Palace where the specifications were 
read and the work was offered for bidding.37 In 
most cases the contract was awarded to the 
lowest bidder.38 Each bidder submitted his price 
or prices for one or other of the jobs listed during 
the reading of the specifications. Because of the 
strong competition, especially when several ten
ders were submitted, the interested parties some
times attended from one to several adjudications, 
each involving several meetings. This occurred 
in 1701 to force four competitors to reduce their 
prices. The Intendant was responsible for 
awarding contracts, in the presence of the engi
neer and the Comptroller of the Marine. The 
Intendant also had to sign contracts with the con
tractor or the craftsman.39 Generally the contract 
was signed a few days later in the presence of the 
Governor, the Intendant and the Comptroller of 
the Marine. 

With the exception of Claude Baillif, it seems 
that most of the contractors or masons furnished 
securities when they contracted to work on the 
fortifications. This practice prevailed in the 
mother country, according to the engineer 
Bélidor.40 Paul Denys de Saint-Simon was 

backed by the merchant Jean Fournel,41 and 
Jean Maillou by his brother Joseph42 and his 
father-in-law, Vital Caron.43 Although Pierre 
Trottier Desauniers' contract did not stipulate 
that he should furnish securities, he allied himself 
with Jacques Belcourt de la Fontaine.44 Thus 
there is reason to be surprised by the engineer 
Pontleroy's remarks that there were no secu
rities.4 5 His comments might perhaps be 
explained by the feverish climate of activity that 
prevailed during this next-to-last colonial cam
paign of the Seven Years' War. In France, con
tracts also had to contain a clause guaranteeing 
the quality of the work for one year. Of all the 
contracts signed in Québec, only those awarded 
during the time of Levasseur de Neré and 
Chaussegros de Léry contained such a clause. 
The contractors Denys de Saint-Simon and Jean 
Maillou had to guarantee the solidity of their 
work for a period of three years.46 Beaucours 
seems to have had little concern for the state's 
financial interests, since none of the contracts 
awarded for his masonry projects contained a 
guarantee clause or mentioned securities. This 
was a departure from the practice introduced by 
Vauban. 

These administrative control procedures 
were not always strictly applied, even when pub
lic funds were involved. The 1745 fortifications 
project was not awarded to the lowest bidder; the 
prices set in Chaussegros de Léry's estimate of 
10 August were identical to those in the contract 
signed by Trottier Desauniers two days later. 
This seems rather strange and even suspect, since 
most of Chaussegros de Léry's projects, including 
the work on the Québec enceinte in 1720 and on 
the Château St. Louis in 1725 and the two con
tracts awarded for the Montréal enceinte, had 
previously been awarded to the lowest bidder. 
Can it be concluded that the engineer and the 
contractor and even the Intendant and the Comp
troller of the Marine had worked in collusion 
when the Comptroller wrote in his minutes: 

36. ANQQ, NF-2. Cahier 3, Ordonnance issued by J. Raudot. 
27 November 1703. 

37. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 19:262. "Devis . . . . " 2 May 1701. 
38. ANQQ. NF-2. Cahier 3, Ordonnance issued by J. Raudot, 

27 November 1703. 
39. Craftsmen had to have a good knowledge of their trade. It is not 

surprising to find that several masons had a few fortification 
treatises in their libraries. For example, Claude Baillif had a 
copy of "La fortification du chevalier de ville" in his library and 
Jean Maillou had a copy of Count Pagan's "Les fortifications." 
ANQQ. Greffe F. Genaple. Inventory of C. Baillifs property. 
20 August 1699. Ibid.. Inventory of Joseph Maillou's property. 
29 August 1703. 

40. Bernard Forest de Bélidor. op. cit.. Livre 6. pp. 46-30. 
4L AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:238-63. "Devis des ouvrages de maçon

nerie . . . , " 2 May 1701. 

42. ANQQ. Greffe F. Genaple. no. 3300. "Devis des ouvrages. . . ." 
3 July 1702. 

43. Ibid., no. 3832. Contract between J. Maillou and A. Raudot. 
19 April 1707. 

44. Ibid.. Greffe C. Barolet. Registration of an agreement. 16 Octo
ber 1747. 

43. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 104:360-1v. Pontleroy to Le Normand, 
12 April 1739. A transfer of contract between Jacques Déguise 
dit Flamand and Pierre Bélanger signed in 1730 stipulated that 
the contractor had to provide "bonne et suffisante caution." 
ANQQ. Greffe N. Lanouiller des Granges. 8 September 1750. 

46. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:258-65. "Devis des ouvrages de 
Maçonnerie et Terres . . . . " 2 May 1701. ANQQ. Greffe F. Gena
ple. Contract between Jean Maillou and J. Raudot. 19 April 
1707. 
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"nous prions M. L'Intendant de faire procéder le 
plustot qu'il sera possible aux adjudications au 
Rabais des travaux et ouvrages de fortifica
tions."47 Without doubt, the urgency of the situ
ation justified their behaviour and makes it possi
ble to exonerate Hocquart, Desauniers, Varin 
and Chaussegros de Léry. 

The state had been taking steps to counter 
such malversations for many years. A royal 
ordonnance of April 1683 deterred engineers and 
contractors "qui seront convaincus d'intelligence 
entre eux pour abus et malversations commises 
au fait des toisez" by condemning them to the 
galleys for life.48 By virtue of this ordonnance, 
Levasseur de Neré was accused openly of con
spiracy with the contractor Saint-Simon in 1702, 
since Saint-Simon had respected none of the 
clauses of his contract, with the tacit approval of 
the engineer.49 This accusation forced Levasseur 
de Neré to defend himself vigorously. Since the 
affair seems to have arisen over some amorous 
rivalry,50 it was soon forgotten, and Levasseur 
escaped with nothing more than a good scare. 

The historiography of New France is am
biguous on the term "contractor." Until very 
recently most historians who studied the building 
sector in New France took time to discuss the 
terms "archi tec t" and " m a s o n " or master 
mason, sometimes to distinguish between the 
two51 and sometimes to link them together and to 
conclude that building enterprises were already 
in existence.52 Raymonde Gauthier-Landry con
siders Claude Baillif, François de La Joue, 
Hilaire Bernard de La Rivière, Jean Lerouge and 
the Maillou brothers to have been not only archi
tects and masons, but also contractors. She 
makes no distinction between the first and last 
terms. It is difficult to accept this point of view 
when one considers that some of these men never 
prepared plans. The example provided by the for
tifications projects makes it possible to question 
this view and to fall back upon the traditional def
inition of an architect: a mason or a contractor 
who designed plans. It is more important, how

ever, to explain the difference between masons 
and contractors. 

According to Antoine Furetière, a contractor 
could be defined as follows: "Celui qui entre
prend, qui se charge de la construction, et de 
la conduite d'un bâtiment, ou de quelque ouvra
g e . " 5 3 At the end of the 17th century and 
throughout the 18th, contractors in Québec were 
merely those who signed building contracts; they 
might or might not practise some related craft. 
Unlike an ordinary mason, a contractor had 
masons working for him; he had the work carried 
out. Thus the way in which the term "con
tractor" is used throughout the rest of the text is 
governed by this single consideration, for the 
very essence of the term lies therein. 

Regardless of whether it was the fortifica
tions of the French provinces or those of 
Louisbourg, Montréal or Québec, the state con
cluded agreements with contractors. In Québec 
the fortifications were built between 1683 and 
1713 by Claude Baillif, Jean Lerouge, Hilaire 
Bernard de La Rivière, François de La Joiie and 
Paul Denys de Saint-Simon. Jean Maillou was 
charged with erecting the works in 1720, and 
the 1745 contract was awarded to Pierre Trottier 
Desauniers. After the departure of Desauniers, 
Pierre Bélanger took over the project; the 
Jansons dit Lapalme contented themselves with a 
contract to build the town gates. In 1749 
Guillaume Déguise dit Flamand began con
structing the Nouvelles Casernes. 

Of the names listed here, there are two that 
were not connected with either the architectural 
or masonry professions: Paul Denys de Saint-
Simon and Pierre Trottier Desauniers. Saint-
Simon was a Provost Marshal, and Desauniers 
was one of Quebec's most prominent merchants. 
These are the only two cases in which individuals 
succeeded in signing contracts to work on the for
tifications despite their limited knowledge of con
struction techniques.54 Saint-Simon tried 
his luck. Could his meagre salary of 500 livres as 
Provost Marshal have allowed him to amass 

47. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 84:220". "Extrait des Registres Tenus au 
Bureau du contrôle de la Marine à Québec." 12 August 1745. 
These same individuals were present when the contract was 
signed. Ibid.,: 229-30. 

48. Pierre de Briquet, Code militaire on compilation des ordonnan
ces des rows de France concernant les gens de guerre, Paris, 
1728. tome II. pp. 341-2. 

49. PAC. MG3. II. 86. Series F5", bundle 12, "Mémoire sur l'Inexé
cution du Marché fait l'an dernier. . . ." 1702. 

50. AN. Marine. C7. carton 296. Paul Denys de Saint-Simon. 
51. Ramsay Traquair, The Architecture of Old Québec, Toronto. 

Macmillan, 1947, pp. 93-4. 
52. Raymonde Landry-Gauthier. L'architecture civile et conven

tuelle à Québec f 1680-1726), Master's thesis, Laval University, 
1976, p. 15. 

53. Antoine Furetière, Dictionnaire universel, contenant générale
ment tons les mots français tant viens que modernes, et les ter
mes de tontes les Sciences et des Arts, La Haye et Rotterdam. 
Chez Arnoux et Reinier Leers, New edition, 1701. The Diction
naire universel Français et Latin vulgairement appelé Diction
naire de Trévoux, edited in Paris in 1743, gives the same defini
tion of contractor. 

54. Nevertheless, Saint-Simon seems to have had more knowledge 
in this field than his counterpart Desauniers, since he claimed 
that Intendant Champigny had asked him to design the trace for 
the 1690 enceinte. Moreover, he signed the specification for 
building an extension on Château St. Louis in 1700. AN, Marine. 
C7, Carton 296, Paul Denys de Saint-Simon. ANQQ, Greffe F. 
Genaple, Contract between François de la Joiie and Jean 
Bouchart de Champigny, Québec, 14 January 1700. 
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enough money to initiate the work? It would be 
very surprising, in spite of his few shares in the 
Compagnie de la Colonie.55 Could this be one 
of the reasons why Saint-Simon was obliged to 
furnish securities through the intermediary of 
the merchant Jean Fournel? This possibility 
should be kept in mind. Saint-Simon's attempt 
failed, however, not because he was unable to 
find funds or workers, but rather because of polit
ical circumstances. 

As for Trottier Desauniers, not only was he a 
member of the deliberative assembly that voted 
in favour of the fortifications project, but he 
signed a contract almost immediately afterwards 
quoting the same prices that Chaussegros had 
fixed in his specification. The contract had not 
been awarded to the lowest bidder. Desauniers 
associated himself with Jacques Belcourt de la 
Fontaine, a councillor in the Superior Council.56 

Unlike Saint-Simon 44 years earlier, he did not 
have to furnish any guarantees; he apparently 
made a profit of some 15,000 livres, or nearly nine 
per cent.57 

These two men are interesting not only 
because of their profits or the men with whom 
they formed partnerships, but also because of the 
type of contract they signed with the state. They 
both agreed in the presence of notaries to com
plete not only the masonry work, but also the 
earthworks. Although fortifications contractors 
at the end of the 17lh century did only masonry 
work, two complete construction sites in Québec 
were awarded to merchants during the 18th cen
tury. Professional barriers were less clearly 
defined and thus contractors became suppliers of 
services. 

The difference that existed between these 
two types of contractors should also be noted, a 
difference that was perceptible on both profes
sional and social levels. Saint-Simon allied him
self with a merchant, and Desauniers chose a 
councillor in the Superior Council who was a 
favourite of Governor Beauharnois.58 Further
more, the Provost Marshal was the brother-in-

law of Jean-Baptiste de Peiras, a member of 
the Sovereign Council and one of Frontenac's 
protégés.59 There is no point in claiming, how
ever, that family connections helped Saint-Simon 
to obtain his contract; they were of no greater 
assistance to Desauniers. Desauniers took advan
tage of the political context, whereas the Provost 
Marshal simply submitted the lowest prices. Nev
ertheless, what a contrast they presented socially 
with men such as Baillif and Maillou. 

Although Maillou could furnish no better 
securities than those of his brother or father-in-
law, his family ties were not exceptional, except 
for those resulting from his third marriage to 
the daughter of the trader Amiot.60 Baillif, La 
Rivière and La Joiie could claim no better mar
riages, and neither could Lerouge, Janson 
Lapalme or Déguise dit Flamand. Most of these 
men tended to marry the daughters or widows of 
craftsmen. 

The fact that Saint-Simon and Desauniers 
were considered contractors does not mean that 
the others were not; the definition of the term 
leads us to consider them as such. Moreover, 
these same fortifications contractors can be dis
tinguished from ordinary masons in the capital by 
the extent of their commercial activities. They 
were the most important masonry contractors in 
Québec at the end of the 17th century and during 
the 18th, not only because of the number of con
tracts they signed, but also because of the num
ber of workmen they employed. To study the 
question of building contractors' activities, 
one must examine not only the number of sites 
they operated, but also the workers they hired 
and even the apprentices they trained. It also 
involves looking into the sub-contracts they 
awarded. 

The study of the recruitment of labour is all 
the more conclusive, since the contracts referred 
to concern only the building of masonry struc
tures. Three hundred and sixty-six such contracts 
were examined.61 These agreements, signed 
between 1670 and 1758, deal with the construc-

55. A.J.F.. Lunn. "Denys de Saint-Simon. Paul." DISC, tome II, 
p. 186. 

56. ANQQ. Greffe Claude Barolet, Registration of an agreement. 
16 Oetober 1747. The partnership between these two men gave 
La Fontaine V12 of the profits, 'this agreement was dissolved in 
1746, after only one season. 

57. Trottier Desauniers' profits will be examined in Chapter 9. "The 
Economic Impact of the Fortifications with Respect to Public 
Finances." 

58. S. Dale Standen, "Lafontaine de Belcour. Jacques de ," DBC, 
tome III. pp. 365-8. Desauniers was the son-in-law of councillor 
Martin Chéron. 

59. Ibid., tome II. pp. 186 and 537. 
60. Peter N. Moogk, "Maillou dit Desmoulins, Jean-Baptiste," 

DBC. tome III. pp. 452-4. Intendant Bégon appended his signa

ture to the bottom of the marriage contract, a gesture that con
firms that Maillou had improved his social status somewhat. 

61. These contracts have been inventoried in D. Drolet Dubé and 
M. Lacombe, Inventaire des marchés de construction des Archi
ves nationales d Québec, XVIIe et XVIIIe siéeles, Ottawa. Parcs 
Canada, Collection Histoire et Archéologie, no. 17, 1977, 459 
pp. These contracts concern civilian masonry buildings 
(including half-timbered ones) erected in Québec and even some 
constructions included in the section "localisation inconnue." 
since cross-checking made it possible to identify them with a fair 
degree of accuracy as structures built in Québec. Questionable 
cases have been eliminated. Buildings located in the suburbs at 
the end of the French regime have also been included, as have 
those around the Champlain fountain and in the Brasserie 
quarter. 
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Graph I CONTRACTS FOR RESIDENTIAL MASONRY WORK — 1670-1758 

tion of houses in Québec, as well as with repair 
work and the building of auxiliary structures, 
such as ice-houses and enclosure walls (graph 1). 
One hundred employment contracts between 
various masons have been found for the period 
1676 to 1751,62 The sample of apprenticeship cer
tificates was taken from 75 contracts inventoried 
for the years 1684 to 1751." 

To evaluate the contributions of the various 
fortifications contractors in Québec, they must 
be placed within this framework. Claude Baillif 
worked from 1679 to 1696. During these 18 years 
he was in charge of 21 sites, not including the 
contracts he was awarded by the state and by 
various religious institutions. He thus obtained 
17 per cent of the construction market recorded 
in the notarial greffes. This proportion remains 
almost constant, even if one considers only the 
work that he did before obtaining his first military 
contract from the state in 1691. Moreover, the 
various contracts that he signed with civilians, 
the state and religious institutions obliged Baillif 
to hire workers. From 1679 to 1696, he employed 
27 craftsmen, or 38 per cent of all the masons 
hired and registered in the notarial greffes.64 

The proportion remains about the same (41 per 
cent) if one considers only those contracts 
awarded before 1691. As for apprenticeship cer
tificates, Baillif trained 57 per cent of the appren
tice masons from 1684 to 1696. Before he was 
awarded the contract for the Royal Battery, he 

had trained 45 per cent of the future masons and 
stone-cutters, including the Maillou brothers, 
whom he later hired. 

Jean Lerouge was not outdone by Claude 
Baillif. Lerouge was active from 1672 to 1695, 
although he formed a partnership with Hilaire 
Bernard de La Rivière for a contract in 1702. 
During the period 1672-95, he entered into 21 con
tracts (including the four that he undertook with 
Baillif). This represents about 14 per cent of the 
total number of contracts awarded. Before 
obtaining his first military contract in 1685, 
Lerouge had signed 18 per cent of the contracts 
for housing construction. Moreover, from 1676 to 
1685 he hired 16 masons (four while working with 
Baillif), or 38 per cent of this category of man
power. He does not appear to have trained 
apprentices, however, since no apprenticeship 
agreements have been found. 

The foregoing figures show that these two 
contractors shared an important part of the 
house-building market (27 per cent of all the con
tracts signed between 1672 and 1696). In addition, 
if the extent of their business is to be measured by 
the number of workers they hired and apprentices 
they contracted to train (without studying all their 
other construction projects, both monumental 
and religious),65 it must be admitted that they 
won a large number of the building contracts 
awarded in Québec. This phenomenon is all the 
more interesting since these two men only rarely 

62. By "employment" contracts we mean contracts made between 
two masons or between a mason and a stone-cutter for a definite 
period of time and in return for pay. Employment contracts 
between individuals and craftsmen have not been taken into 
account. The contracts have been inventoried by D. Drolet 
Dubé and M. Lacombe and should be published shortly. 

63. We gratefully acknowledge the assistance of our colleague Jean-
Pierre Hardy, of the National Museum of Man, who very kindly 
lent us some of his documents. 

64. What percentage of apprenticeships or cases of employment 
were registered in the notarial greffes? This is a question that is 
impossible to answer. 

65. Among the most important sites, it should be noted that Baillif 
built the Notre-Dame Church in Québec, the Bishop's Palace 
and a wing of the Québec prison. Lerouge directed repair work 
on the Hôtel-Dieu and the construction of the Jesuits' house at 
Pointe-aux-Roches. 
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went into partnership with other masons, except 
for the four contracts that they undertook 
together when Lower Town was being recon
structed after the fire of 1682. If the state 
entrusted them with building masonry defence 
works, it was because they were the two most 
important contractors in Québec at the end of the 
17th century in the housing, monumental and reli
gious construction markets. Of the 16 monumen
tal and religious contracts inventoried,66 six 
(37.5 per cent) were awarded to these two con
tractors by various religious institutions or the 
state. As in the area of housing construction, 
Baillif and Lerouge entered into contracts alone, 
and not in partnership. 

As for Hilaire Bernard de La Rivière and 
François de La Joiie, their share of the housing 
construction market was very restricted. La 
Rivière built only one house, and La Joiie con
tracted to complete only two projects before the 
Intendant awarded them contracts to build part of 
the Château St. Louis and one of the town's 
gates. Therefore it does not appear that these two 
contractors made their mark in the house
building market. A study of the number of work
ers they hired and apprenticeship certificates 
they issued confirms this. On the basis of this, 
how can their military contract be justified? Per
haps it was because Baillif and Lerouge were 
already involved in other construction sites. 
Whatever the explanation, La Rivière and La 
Joiie obtained only one military contract, that of 
the Château St. Louis, which was more like a 
monumental construction. Another observation 
can be made on the basis of an inventory of con
tracts for religious and monumental structures: 
La Rivière and La Joiie signed four contracts of 
this nature, or 25 per cent of such agreements. 
Therefore there was a considerable difference 
between the former two contractors and the latter 
two with respect to the number of projects that 
they carried out.67 

The early years of the 18th century attest to 
the importance of Jean Maillou. He actively pur
sued his trade from 1697 to 1730. After 1720 he 
seems to have worked only in a supervisory 
capacity on construction sites, as indicated in one 
of the contracts studied.68 Maillou signed 17 per 

cent of the 90 contracts listed for this period. This 
proportion increases considerably if one takes 
into account only those contracts signed before 
1702, when he repaired the Royal Battery: it then 
becomes 41 per cent. However, he signed most of 
the contracts for the period 1697-1702 in partner
ship with his brother Joseph, whose death in 1702 
seems to have left Jean Maillou in charge of a 
prosperous business.69 He later won most of the 
contracts for military and monumental construc
tion in Québec. From 1698 to 1705 Maillou hired 
seven masons or stone-cutters, which represents 
64 per cent of the total number active during 
those years. Subsequently, apprentices became 
his principal source of manpower. From 1707 to 
1727 he trained 13 masons or stone-cutters, or 
54 per cent of all the apprentices trained during 
that period. In this respect, Jean-Baptiste Mail
lou may truly be considered as Claude Baillif s 
"successor." 

Of the five sub-contractors working under 
Trottier Desauniers in 1745, the two best known 
builders were certainly Joseph Routier and 
Guillaume Déguise dit Flamand. Guillaume 
Déguise worked in Québec from 1720 to 1733, 
during which he concluded 12 agreements, or 21 
per cent of all the contracts recorded in the notar
ial greffes. Even though he does not seem to have 
hired any masons, he trained five apprentices 
from 1723 to 1728, a total that nevertheless 
accounted for 23 per cent of this category of man
power. Joseph Routier signed 14 contracts 
between 1734 and 1757, or 14 per cent of the total 
number awarded. He trained seven apprentices, 
all of them after 1745, and hired only one mason. 

Jacques Déguise dit Flamand, who obtained 
a contract to complete a section of the enceinte 
after Trottier Desauniers left, worked in con
struction from 1724 until the end of the French 
regime.70 He signed 19 per cent of the 105 con
tracts recorded for the period 1724 to 1750. This 
builder trained only two apprentices; however, 
most of his manpower was obtained by hiring 
workers: eight (60 per cent) were hired between 
1727 and 1750. Dominique Janson Lapalme, con
tractor for the gates and guérites of the 1745 
enceinte, does not seem to have worked in 
Québec before that date. The same may be said of 

66. These contracts, inventoried by R. Landry-Gauthier, op. cit., 
pp. 148-84, cover the period 1677-1700. 

67. The size of the projects should be compared from both a phys
ical and monetary point of view. Such an analysis goes beyond 
the aims of what we have attempted to demonstrate here, how
ever, since it constitutes a study in itself. 

68. ANQQ, Greffe F. La Cetière, Agreement between Pierre du Roy 
and Fabien Badeau, 10 July 1719. Maillou contracted in 1725 and 
1730 to build two houses; however, these seem to have been iso
lated cases. 

69. Peter N. Moogk, op. cit., DBC. tome 111, pp. 452-4. 
70. In fact, from 1750 he no longer contracted with individuals 

directly. The contracts he signed after 1750 have not been taken 
into account, since they deal more with exchanges of holdings 
and speculation on land. M. Lacombe, "Les réalisations du 
maçon, Jacques Déguise dit Flamand au quartier du Palais." Le 
Parc de l'Artillerie et les fortifications de Québec. Etudes histo
riques présentées à l'occasion de la conférence des Sociétés 
Savantes. Québec, Parcs Canada, May-June 1976, pp. 27-37. 
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Pierre Bélanger, who succeeded Trottier 
Desauniers as contractor for the project. 

This brief study of building contracts and the 
principal sources of manpower shows that the 
state or the fortifications contractors allied them
selves with the most important masonry builders 
in Québec. It should be noted, however, that as 
the 18th century progressed, the number of build
ers increased; as a result each one's share of the 
market diminished. Québec had only about ten 
masons in 1716, but there were approximately 30 
by 1744.7I Competition grew so keen during the 
18th century that Dominique Janson Lapalme 
went to work at Fort Chambly and Pointe-à-la-
Chevelure and Guillaume Déguise went to Trois-
Rivières. Jean Boucher dit Belleville, who 
obtained a contract to build part of the fortifica
tions in 1752, had previously worked in Montréal 
and was awarded the contract for its enceinte. 

What information can be derived from the 
various contracts awarded? First, there were two 
types of contractors vying for the public works 
constituted by fortifications: specialists and mer
chants. There is no doubt about Desauniers' 
social background; and Denys de Saint-Simon, 
even though he was not a member of the mer
chant class, can be associated with this group 
because of the commercial ventures he under
took.72 Although his fortifications project was 
not a success, his failure originated more from 
Governor Vaudreuil's decision to redirect the 
funds allocated for the project than from his ina
bility to find money or workers. The intrigue 
stirred up against him and Levasseur de Neré by 
the Marquis de Crisafy and continued by Ruette 
d'Auteuil was probably intended to thwart Saint-
Simon's hopes that the project would improve his 
social status; for there can be no doubt that the 
building of fortifications enabled people to make 
handsome profits. 

A second observation should also be made. 
There seems to have been a clear boundary 
among the specialists between important con
tractors, such as Baillif, Lerouge and Maillou, 
and others, such as La Rivière and La Joiie. Nev
ertheless, as in their social relationships, these 

builders did not attempt to step outside their 
own area of competence, namely, masonry. This 
began to change only in 1747 when Pierre Bélan
ger obtained a contract for the entire fortification. 
This was a departure from the custom that had 
been established among contractor-craftsmen 
since the end of the 17th century. 

Manpower 
Once the contractor had his contract, he still 

had to solve the problem of finding labour. 
Because he recruited skilled workers, it is impor
tant to identify the methods used, namely, 
apprenticeships and hiring. It is also important to 
outline the prevailing work conditions to see how 
these masons fit into the general evolution of 
Quebec's building sector from the end of the 17th 

century to the end of the French regime. 
Québec had only a small population73 and 

therefore few craftsmen and day-labourers with 
experience in construction. Thus it is not surpris
ing to find that troops and corvées were resorted 
to. A study of these two sources of labour raises 
numerous quest ions, for available data are 
limited.74 Only a few aspects of a general nature 
will be dealt with here, such as the number of sol
diers who worked on the fortifications, their 
remuneration and their competence. What did the 
"corvée du Roy," to use Guy Fregault's expres
sion, involve?75 The question of corvées will be 
broached from three definite angles: how they 
were administered, who could be called upon to 
work and what kind of work was done. 

/. Skilled Labour: Apprentices and 
Hired Workers 

Although the state awarded its contracts to 
Quebec's most important builders, the colonial 
administrators never ceased to complain about 
the scarcity and therefore the high cost of skilled 
labour, notably masons. These complaints per
sisted until about 1720. After that there was no 
longer a shortage of masons in Québec. Some
times even the competency of contractors was 
criticized.76 

The end of the 17th century was marked by a 
great deal of activity in Quebec's building sector. 

71. J. Hamelin, Economie el .société en Nouvelle-France, Québec. 
P.U.L., 1970, pp. 111-2. 

72. Intendant De Meulles claimed, moreover, in 1683, that Saint-
Simon's sole objective was to exploit his land and to profit from 
his lumber business. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 6:187v, De Meulles to 
Seignelay, 4 November 1683. 

73. Québec had hardly more than 1.300 inhabitants in 1685, 2,000 in 
1700 and barely 4,600 in 1740. 

74. There are few monographs on the Troupes de la Marine in Can
ada. Except for a few articles or particular studies dealing with 
specific periods, no study has been undertaken on this subject to 
date. We do not intend to deal with the question in any greater 
depth. 

75. Guy Frégault, La civilisation de la Nouvelle-France. Montréal, 
Pascal, 1944, p. 214. 

76. It must certainly have been noted that the preceding pages have 
not presented any assessment of the competence of the various 
contractors. This constitutes a whole other subject that cannot 
be dealt with in only one paragraph or even a few pages. To 
make such an assessment it would be necessary to take into 
account not only commercial activities, but also training condi
tions, theoretical knowledge and especially the books contained 
in their libraries, as well as several other factors. 
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Apart from the public works constituted by set
ting up fortifications, the construction of religious 
monuments, public buildings, and numerous 
domestic structures kept the capital's masons 
fully occupied. The number of construction sites 
in operation aroused particular interest in the 
mason's trade, either because of the wages paid 
or because of the labour market it opened up. A 
study of apprenticeship and employment con
tracts makes it possible to establish a correlation 
between construction, the number of job open
ings and the wages made available to workers 
prior to 1720. After that date the number of mili
tary and religious construction sites put into oper
ation diminished drastically. This slowdown had 
tangible repercussions on the number of appren
tices and workers recruited and on the wages 
agreed to. 

Although it is almost impossible to say that it 
was the building of fortifications, rather than 
other spheres of activity in the building sector, 
that led to the employment of apprentices and 
masons, it is nevertheless true that these workers 
formed a manpower reserve for contractors 
working on military structures. The number of 
military sites in operation during the 17th and 
18th centuries certainly led some young people to 
either learn the mason's trade or to enter into the 
service of one of the con t r ac to r s or sub
contractors working on the fortifications. 

It would be false to claim that military sites 
employed all the skilled workers available. 
According to the author of an anonymous memo
randum of 1702, there were actually few masons 
or skilled workers employed on such sites: three 
or four masons at the very most.77 This was cer
tainly due to the political climate to some extent. 
Jean Maillou hired six masons and stone-cutters 
for building the St. Louis Bastion in 1706.78 In 
1745 Desauniers awarded only five sub-contracts, 
which were shared by nine Québec masons.79 

Obviously these are not absolute figures, since 
Desauniers' subcontracts specified that the 
masons had to recruit other skilled workers, but 
they provide a rough idea of the facts. The num
ber of masons hired to work on fortification sites 
reflects the scarcity of available labour at the end 

of the 17'" century and during the early years of 
the 18'" century. Comments by Québec adminis
trators emphasize the seriousness of the problem 
with respect to masons. 

Although La Barre was "appalled" by work
ers' wages, his successor Denonville was scan
dalized at having to pay "un escu par jour,"80 

and even "un escu et dix sols par jour," to drunk
ards and incompetents.81 The situation had 
hardly improved six years later when the engi
neer Villeneuve wrote that the workers "gaignent 
chacun trois Livres par jour."82 Levasseur de 
Neré noted that the pay for skilled workers in 
1702 varied from three livres to four livres, ten 
sols a day.83 Levasseur insisted that masons be 
hired in the mother country, thus echoing the 
demands of all his predecessors. Pontchartrain 
replied that it was impossible to send craftsmen 
from France and that "d'ailleurs ils ne couste-
raient pas moins que ceux dont vous vos ser
vez."8 4 Chaussegros de Léry repeated the griev
ances in 1716, but it was not until 1720 that he 
was sent a new levy of men composed of skilled 
craftsmen. 

Levasseur does not seem to have been on 
good terms with Baillif, and he undoubtedly 
urged Frontenac and Champigny to write that 
"les entrepreneurs n'ont pas non plus l'expé
rience nécessaire" to undertake fortifications 
projects.85 In 1702 when Levasseur was forced 
to defend himself against the anonymous memo
randum denouncing abuses committed on the 
new fortifications site, he demanded "de nous 
faire passer en ce pays quelques bons maçons et 
seulement un entrepreneur, ceux que nous y 
avons nestant pas assez intelligens."86 

The shortage of skilled workers in conjunc
tion with the Intendants' exhortations and the 
considerable amount of construction activity 
encouraged young people to sign up as appren
tices (graph 2). From 1684 to 1699, 20 apprentice 
masons were recruited; this number represents 
29 per cent of all the apprenticeship contracts 
inventoried. There can be no doubt that the many 
residential, religious and monumental building 
projects underway influenced this trend. This 
does not take into account the town's enceintes 

77. PAC, MG3. II, 86, Series F?0. bundle 12, "Mémoire sur l'Inexé
cution du Marché . . . ," 1702. 

78. ANQQ, Greffe L. Chambalon, Contract between Jean Maillou, 
M. Lagrange and the Parent brothers, 21 December 1705. 

79. The masons were Louis Créquy; Jacques Ménard and Nicolas 
Bélanger; François Moreau and René Ducheneau; Guillaume 
Déguise dit Flamant and Charles Lapalme; Pierre Bélanger and 
Jean Malouin. 

80. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 7:69-85v, Denonville to the Minister, 
13 November 1685. 

81. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 8:108-13, Denonville to the Minister, 
10 November 1686. 

82. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 355, "Mémoire du S1' de 
Villeneuve sur les fortifications de Québec . . . ," [ 1692]. 

83. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 20:209-10, Levasseur to the Minister, 
12 November 1702. 

84. AN, Colonies, B, 23:236-7, The Minister to Levasseur. 20 June 
1703. 

85. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 13:302V-5V, Frontenac and Champigny to 
the Minister. 10 November 1695. 

86. Ibid., 20:209-10, Levasseur to the Minister, 12 November 1702. 
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Graph 2 APPRENTICESHIP CERTIFICATES — 1684-1758 
Masons — Stone-cutters 

and the masonry structures associated with them. 
The economic crisis that beset the colony during 
the early years of the 18th century had repercus
sions not only on housing construction, but also 
on young people's enthusiasm for apprenticing as 
masons. Only one contract was listed for the 
period 1700 to 1710. The economic upswing from 
1710 to 1720 once more encouraged recruiting: 
eight apprenticeship certificates were recorded. 
The trend picked up strongly after 1720: various 
masons took on 46 apprentices until the end of 
the French regime. A comparison of the two 
graphs (graphs 1 and 2), confirms the close rela
tionship that existed between the housing con
struction market and the apprenticeship phenom
enon in the masonry trade. 

An apprentice mason signed up for an aver
age period of three and a half years87 and consti
tuted a less costly source of manpower than hired 
workers. Without describing typical apprentices 
during the French regime in detail, a few general 
characteristics of the individuals forming this 
group should be identified. Apprentice masons 
were 17 years, 11 months old on the average. As a 
rule they received clothing and food from their 
masters and were sometimes provided with tools. 
Their work, which in the beginning was similar to 
that of a mortar maker, soon advanced them to 
day-labourers and eventually masons or stone
cutters.88 It is difficult to determine the wages 
earned by this type of worker, for the younger the 
apprentice was, the less pay he received and the 
longer he contracted to train. 

By establishing the correlation that existed 
between the ages, length of contracts and wages 
of apprentices, it is possible to illustrate the 
master-apprentice relationship and, as a result, to 
outline the balance of power between them. From 
1688 to 1758 the master masons of Québec 
engaged 66 apprentices. All the contracts exam
ined mention the length of the training period; 39 
of them, or 59 per cent, give the apprentice's age. 

When a correlation is made between age and 
the duration of training, three age-groups emerge: 

16 years old and less, 17-20 years old and 22-25 
years old. Five apprentices (42 per cent) in the 
first group trained for 7 to 8 years. In 6 other 
cases (50 per cent), the training period varied 
from 4 to 5 years. Among the 17- to 20-year-olds, 
one-third (6) trained for 4 to 5 years, whereas the 
rest apprenticed for 3 years or less. All those in 
the 22- to 25-year-old group (9) trained for 3 years 
or less. Thus the younger the apprentice, the 
longer his apprenticeship. Overall, 56 per cent of 
the apprentices learned their trade in 3 years or 
less, 32 per cent took 4 to 5 years and 12 per cent 
trained for 7 to 8 years. During the French 
regime, Québec master masons recruited 22 per 
cent of their apprentices from the 22- to 25-year-
old group and 29 per cent were 16 years old or 
less. Therefore the age of 49 per cent of the 
apprentices ranged from 17 to 20. 

It is more interesting, however, to study the 
ages at which apprentices were recruited in rela
tion to both chronological periods and the dura
tion of training; this correlation is dependent 
upon the trends expressed by the construction-
contract and apprenticeship graphs. From 1688 to 
1698, master masons recruited 20 per cent (2) of 
their apprentices from the 22- to 25-year-olds, 60 
per cent (6) from the 17- to 20-year olds and 20 
per cent (2) from those who were less than 16 
years of age. Eighty per cent (8) of these individu
als trained for 3 years or less, and 20 per cent (2) 
apprenticed for 4 to 5 years. 

During the years 1700-20,57 per cent (4) of the 
apprentices were recruited from the 17- to 20-year-
olds and 43 per cent (3) were less than 16 years of 
age. They all trained for 4 to 5 years. Between 1721 
and 1730, 39 per cent (7) of the apprentices were 22 
to 25 years old, 50 per cent (9) were 17 to 20 years 
old and 11 per cent (2) were less than 16 years old. 
Seventy-eight per cent of the apprentices (14) con
tracted to train for 3 years or less, 11 per cent (2) 
apprenticed for 4 to 5 years, and the rest trained 
for a period of 7 to 8 years. 

87. Jean-Pierre Hardy and Thierry Ruddel, Les apprentis artisans à 
Québec, 1660-1815, Montréal, P.U.Q., 1977, p. 46. 

88. In practice, there does not seem to have been a clear distinction 
between masons and stone-cutters in the urban milieus of New 
France. 
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During the last ten years of the French 
regime, 16 per cent of the apprentices (1) were 
recruited from the 17- to 20-year-olds; the rest (5) 
were less than 16 years of age. As a result, 
apprenticeships were longer; 50 per cent (3) 
trained for 7 to 8 years and 33 per cent (2) for a 
period of 4 to 5 years. 

These various statistics tend to show that 
Quebec's master masons recruited from a target 
group aged between 17 and 20, at least until 1730. 
After that, not only were there fewer apprentices, 
but they were also younger. This cross-check 
between age-groups and duration of training on 
the one hand, and chronological periods on the 
other, makes it possible to establish that market 
demands shortened the training period. The fig
ures for the end of the 17th century and for the 
years 1721 to 1730 are very eloquent in this 
respect. During these periods of feverish activity 
in the building sector, master masons preferred 
hiring individuals who had greater physical 
strength to increase output. 

Did the desire to recruit stronger apprentices 
have any effect on their wages? During the period 
1688-1754, 64 per cent (42) of the future masons 
were paid. At the end of the 17th century, the 
proportion was 92 per cent; later it fell somewhat 
and amounted to 80 per cent between 1721 and 
1730 and to 75 per cent for the period 1730-54. 
Only the period between 1700 and 1720 shows a 
much lower percentage, that is, 50 per cent. The 
precarious economic situation obliged master 
masons to opt for more certain, less costly 
values. Thus the economic climate had an influ
ence on the wages paid to apprentices. 

Table 1 provides information on apprentices' 
wages in relation to their age and the period in 
which they contracted to train. This table is based 
on 23 cases (or 55 per cent of the contracts indi
cating wages) and gives the average annual wage 
(in French currency) earned by an apprentice 
during his training period. 

Since the table contains numerous compo
nents, certain data relative to age-groups and the 
periods in which these apprentices were hired 
overlap and complement one another. The distri
bution of wages according to age-groups seems to 
indicate that in the case of apprentices aged 
16 years and less there was not an appreciable dif
ference in the wages paid to the younger mem
bers of this group. Fifty per cent of the appren
tices earned 58 livres or more per year, and the 
rest earned less than 45 livres annually. Obvi
ously such a limited sample risks falsifying the 
data. Other factors, such as the master mason's 
importance and his professional stability, were 
also influential. Such variables may have had an 
effect on the cases of the two 15-year-old appren-

TABLE 1 
Age-wage levels for apprentice masons 

tices hired during the last years of the French 
regime. 

The second age-group (17-20) merits atten
tion. Most of the apprentices taken on during the 
French regime came from this group and they 
were paid more than their juniors. Four (31 per 
cent) of the 13 apprentices recruited in the 
17th century earned more than 58 livres per year; 
it should be noted that they were all engaged by 
Baillif. Eight of the young men (61 per cent) who 
were recruited between 1700 and 1754 earned 
from 40 to 51 livres annually. This indicates a 
trend towards lower wages for apprentices of this 
age-group during the 18th century compared with 
those paid to young people of the same age who 
were hired at the end of the 17th century. 

The table shows that most of the 22- to 
25-year-olds received higher wages than their 
juniors; in 4 cases of 6 (66 per cent), they received 
more than 58 livres per year. Once again, how
ever, there were exceptions in this age-group. 

It would be a mistake to conclude that most 
of the apprentices who received 58 livres or more 
per year were recruited during a period of great 
activity in the building sector and that on the 
basis of this there was a link between the law of 
markets and the wages paid to apprentices. 
Although such a correlation is justifiable for the 
end of the 17th century, it is invalid for the period 
after 1720. The labour market began to stabilize 
during the years 1700 to 1720 and afterwards mas
ter masons paid less to their apprentices during 
their training period. The market had changed 
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and henceforth it placed master masons in a posi
tion of power. 

Since the preceding sample is based on only 
a limited number of contracts that include age and 
wage variables, it would be wise to see if the 
trend towards lower salaries is still valid for a 
wider range of contracts in which the age factor is 
not always indicated. To do so, 42 contracts, or 
64 per cent of those recorded from 1688 to 1754, 
have been studied. 

This table reveals the same trend towards 
lower salaries noted in the 18th century. During 
the period 1688 to 1696 the average wage paid out 
was about 56 livres, 10 sols per year, compared 
with 48 livres, 17 sols for the period 1721 to 1730, 
if the payment of 120 livres is excluded. The aver
age wage between 1751 and 1754 was 53 livres, 10 
sols per year. However, the wages paid in 1715 
and 1717 seem higher than those paid at the end 
of the 17th century. This may be explained by the 
sharp rise in inflation during this period, espe-

TABLE 2 

Average annual wage 
of apprentice masons* 

Year 

1688 
1689 
1690 
1691 
1692 
1693 
1694 
1695 
1696 
1715 
1716 
1717 
1718 
1719 
1720 

No. of 

contracts 

2 
2 
2 
— 
2 
1 
— 
2 
1 
1 
— 
1 
_ 
— 
2 

Wage 

55£ 
56£ 5s 

62£ 5» 

46£ 17s 

58£ 3s 

60£ 
58£ 3s 

63£ 

110£ 

50£ 

Year 

1721 
1722 
1723 
1724 
1725 
1726 
1727 
1728 
1729 
1731 

1751 
1752 
1753 
1754 

No. of 

contracts 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 
1 

2 
3 
2 
2 

Wage 

50£ 
50£ 
120£ 
52£ 10s 

56£ 14» 
50£ 
45£ 
50£ 
41£ 14» 
40£ 

62£ 10» 
50£ 
50£ 
45£ 

* The wages indicated on this table are given in French livres. 

cially if one bears in mind that the wages for 1720 
are comparable to those of the following years. 

How can the apparent drop in wages be 
explained? The difference between wages paid at 
the end of the 17th century and those of the fol
lowing century can be explained by a fundamen
tal factor that emerged at the time when the con
tract was negotiated; from 1720 the progressive 
pay increases noted in the contracts drawn up at 
the end of the 17th century no longer existed. 
Henceforth a fixed sum was paid for the duration 
of the training period. There was only one excep
tion to this rule: during his last year of training in 
1752 an apprentice received double the amount 
that he had received during the first three years of 
his apprenticeship. This one case helped to raise 

the average wage for the years 1751 to 1754, 
although the general rise in the cost of living at 
that time must also be kept in mind. 

This noticeable change in the master 
masons' salary policy arose from the uncertainty 
of the market. The economic crisis at the begin
ning of the 18th century and the rise in inflation 
during the years 1713 to 1719 had definite reper
cussions on the entire building sector, notably, a 
decrease in the number of building contracts. A 
climate of insecurity prevailed. The precarious 
situation and the number of masons (including 
those trained at the end of the 17th century) 
increased competition among Québec masons 
during the 18th century. Thus the wages paid to 
apprentice masons between 1721 and 1730 reflect 
the master masons' uncertainty. At grips with the 
law of markets, they projected their uncertainty 
into their negotiations with their apprentices. 
Although apprentices had profited to some extent 
from this law at the end of the 17th century, the 
situation was reversed in favour of masons during 
the 18th century. This resulted in a relative stabi
lization of wages and an equalization of power 
between masters and apprentices. 

Once the apprentice finished his training 
under the master mason, he sometimes hired him
self out as a skilled worker to a contractor-
mason. This was the case of Joseph Maillou and 
Guillaume Déguise dit Flamand. It seems evi
dent, however, that the pool of workers formed 
by apprentices was inadequate in both quantity 
and quality. Therefore it is not surprising to note 
that contractors also hired well-known masons: 
Jean Lerouge hired André Couteron and François 
Lavergne during the rebuilding of Lower Town in 
1683. 

As in the case of apprentices it is rarely pos
sible to link the hiring of masons to fortifications 
projects. Nevertheless, some general characteris
tics come to light in the 100 contracts found deal
ing with the hiring of masons (graph 3). For the 
entire 1676-1751 period, it appears that 57 per 
cent of all the masons hired lived in Québec. 
Before the fire in Lower Town, however, most 
masons came from the surrounding countryside. 
There can be little doubt that they came to live in 
Québec, at least temporarily, because of the 
many construction sites that had been opened for 
rebuilding Lower Town. They were hired for an 
average of seven months; prior to the 18th cen
tury only a privileged few worked year round. 

It is difficult to find information on the wages 
paid to hired workers. Moreover, a number of 
factors make it impossible to assess. First, the 
sample is inadequate for covering the entire 
period or even one or two decades. Secondly, the 
difference between summer and winter wages 

252 



Graph 3 HIRING TRENDS — 1676-1751 

prevents any annual assessment.89 As a result, it 
is almost necessary to exclude any correlations 
between a mason's experience and his wages, or 
even between the wages paid and the duration of 
contracts. The same holds true with respect to 
any comparison of the wages earned by two hired 
masons, since one might be completely provided 
for (bed and board, clothing and tools), and the 
other merely paid. 

Nevertheless, graph 3 illustrates an impor
tant phenomenon with respect to the hiring of 
workers. Seventy-nine masons were hired prior 
to 1700; however, the number of employment 
contracts fell dramatically during the 18th cen
tury: from 1701 to 1751, only 21 such contracts 
were recorded. The apparent drop in apprentices' 
wages during the 18th century, considered in con
junction with the small number of masons hired90 

and the more limited share of the market availa
ble to each contractor in the 18lh century, com
pared with that available to their predecessors, 
indicates that Québec building contractors of the 
18th century had less stature than their counter
parts in the last years of the 17th century. 

These three factors tend to show that in spite 
of the prosperity of the 18th century, Québec 
builders were unable to reap the advantages they 
might have hoped for. The building sector was 
following trends that were opposite to those of 
the general economy. Therefore it seems that 
masonry contractors in the 18th century worked 
on more a craft than a commercial basis. This sit
uation must have favoured the merchant Trottier 
Desauniers' appearance when the contracts for 
the 1745 fortifications were being awarded. 

2. Troops 
Since the construction of fortifications was a 

royal undertaking, it should not come as a sur
prise that there were Troupes de la Marine work
ing on construction sites. This analysis is not 
intended to be a social study of these soldiers; 
rather, it will attempt to make general observa
tions on the number employed, their competence, 
the nature of their work and the pay they 
received. 

An engineer was in command of the troops. 
For this purpose he was given the rank of captain. 
All the engineers (Villeneuve, Beaucours and 
Levasseur de Neré) held this rank, with the 
exception of Chaussegros de Léry. Three years 
after his arrival in the colony, Chaussegros 
"pleaded with" the Council to grant him the nec
essary promotion.91 Barely one year later he 
received his commission;92 however, it was not 
valid "dans d'autres occasions que celles ou il 
S'agiroit du Service des fortiffications."93 It 
remains to be seen whether the engineers com
manded the soldiers directly or transmitted their 
instructions to other captains or their subordi
nates. It seems that the engineers transmitted 
their orders indirectly, since they could not 
always be on the site. 

In 1715 the acting Governor, Claude de 
Ramezay, wrote Pontchartrain that 66 soldiers 
were working on the Québec fortifications.94 

This seems to be fewer than in the years 
1690-1712 and 1745-54 and may be explained by a 
number of factors. Once peace was restored with 
the signing of the Treaty of Utrecht, the colonial 
authorities decided to slow down construction 

89. Lower wages were paid in winter than in summer because of the 
fewer number of hours worked and. therefore, the lower output. 

90. Sub-contracts between masons were not resorted to very often. 
The only sub-contracts inventoried dealt, in most cases, with the 
supply of materials and cartage. 

91. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 40:230-230v, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Council, 28 October 1719. 

92. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 42:260. Chaussegros de Léry to the Coun
cil, 22 October 1720. 

93. AN, Colonies. B, 33:479-479v, Maurepas to Beauharnois, 
10 April 1731. 

94. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 35:87-98. Ramezay to the Minister, 
28 October 1715. 
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work. In addition, some of the soldiers may have 
been working for residents (as official corre
spondence sometimes points out),95 since they 
were billeted with them. 

It is logical to assume, however, that when 
construction work was carried out on the fortifi
cations during wartime and particularly after 
rumours of attack, only a few of the soldiers in 
the Québec garrison worked on the various forti
fications projects. In 1700 the capital had a garri
son of six companies, or about 180 men. Fifty 
years later there were some 500 soldiers divided 
into eight companies. A detachment of the Swiss 
Régiment de Karrer, which had retreated to 
Québec after the fall of Louisbourg, worked on 
the fortifications between 1747 and 1748.96 In 
1757 most of the troops were called away to the 
Seven Years' War; this left Vaudreuil with no 
other alternative but to form a company of some 
50 Irish prisoners and to put them to work on the 
fortifications.97 

These soldiers do not seem to have provided 
skilled labour. The few available documents 
leave no doubt that the soldiers offered only "un 
faible apport d'éléments qualifiés."98 All the 
engineers complained about the lack of skilled 
workers among the troops. The engineer Ville
neuve felt that it "seroit a propos de faire une 
Compagnie de Limosins qu'on engagerait pour 
trois ans . . . ; Ils travailleront L'esté a la construc
tion des ouvrages et l'hyver a tailler la pierre pour 
les travaux de l'année suivante."99 Were these 
Limousins the Savoyards of masonry? It is 
impossible to say. Levasseur de Neré proposed 
that a company of skilled soldiers be levied to 
work only on the fortifications. These soldiers, 
drawn from the various companies in the colony, 
would be under the engineer's command. Intend
ant Raudot turned the project down, however, on 
the pretext that the troops would not be able to 
meet all the colony's needs at the same time. 
Nevertheless, this reply indicates that there were 

skilled workers among the soldiers, even though 
the In tendan t was referr ing to only 
28 individuals.100 

According to statements made by Callières 
and Champigny in 1701 and by Chaussegros de 
Léry in 1719, however, the soldiers' experience 
proved to be almost non-existent. Although 
Callières and Champigny were delighted to have 
young and very alert recruits at their disposal,101 

Chaussegros expressed strong disapproval; he 
claimed that "la plus grande ressource que j 'aye 
pour travailler aux fortifications Sont les troupes 
dont la plus grande partie sont déjeunes gens et 
des enfants fort mal propres pour de tels ouvrages 
et encore moins pour la guerre et ne pourront 
l'être sitoct."102 His remonstrances apparently 
bore fruit, since Chaussegros wrote the following 
year that "Les recrues que le Conseil nous a 
envoyé cette année sont bonnes pour ce pays y 
ayant de bons hommes, et presque tous gens de 
métiers et de travail."103 It is impossible to 
determine whether these initiatives were 
repeated regularly, as the engineer hoped. It 
should be noted, however, that the 1720 recruits 
were drafted during peacetime and therefore dur
ing a period when the mother country needed 
fewer skilled workers. 

Among the soldiers who came to Canada 
between 1752 and 1759 there were approxima
tely 650 craftsmen representing 35 different 
t rades.1 0 4 Of this total, 9.5 per cent were 
masons, carpenters or joiners and thus were 
craftsmen likely to work on the fortifications. 
These soldiers were very young and therefore 

-mostly inexperienced;105 except for 150 men, 
they were sent to various parts of Canada and not 
specifically to Québec. Although based on only a 
small sample, a recent study of the Troupes de la 
Marine who were in Québec between 1748 and 
1759 has shown that few members of the soldier 
population practised trades related to construc

t s . Ibid., 15:39-51, Frontenac and Champigny to Pontchartrain, 
19 October 1697. Ibid.. 18:3-21. Callières and Champigny to the 
Minister. 18 October 1700. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des 
Ordonnances des Intendants, tome 3. p. 286, Ordonnance 
granting permission to soldiers to work for the inhabitants, 28 
April 1685. 

96. AN. Colonies. B, 85:174- 174v, Maurepas to Beauharnois and 
Hocquart, 23 January 1747. Ibid.. 89:235-6, Maurepas to La 
Jonquière and Bigot. 21 April 1749. This detachment comprised 
50 men. 

97. Collection tie documents relatifs à l'histoire de la Nouvelle-
France, vol. 4. p. 130. Vaudreuil to Rouillé, 12 September 1757. 

98. J. Hamelin, op. cit., pp. 84-6. The skills that they contributed 
seem all the more negligible since, unlike Hamelin. we have 
taken into account only the principal trades related to fortifica
tion projects, such as masons, carpenters , jo iners and 
stone-cutters. 

99. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 355, "Mémoire du S1 de 
Villeneuve" |1692|. He was using an idea that Denonville had 
formulated seven years earlier. 

100. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 28:65-6. Vaudreuil and Raudot to the 
Minister. 9 November 1708. 

101. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 19:3-22v. Callières and Champigny to the 
Minister, 5 October 1701. 

102. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 40:234-7v, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Council of the Marine, 29 October 1719. 

103. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 42:260-lv. Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Council of the Marine. 22 October 1720. 

104. Jean Hamelin. op. cit., pp. 85 and 97. 
105. Ibid., p. 96. It should be noted that it was normal that the new 

recruits, those whose ages were studied by Hamelin (the 
recruits of 1757-58), were young, since it was entirely in 
France's interest to keep its best men on its own territory 
within the context of the Seven Years' War. 
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tion.106 At Louisbourg in 1751, 50 percent of the 
garrison appears to have been composed of 
skilled workers, 14 per cent of whom had been 
trained in building.107 Overall it seems reason
able to conclude that most of the soldiers worked 
as unskilled labourers on the fortifications, as La 
Jonquière and Bigot noted in 1749.108 

Did these soldiers constitute cheap labour? 
Those who were considered day-labourers and 
worked on earthworks, set up palisades or even 
made fascines were entitled to a "supplement a 
leur solde depuis trois sols par jour jusqu'à douze 
a proportion de la force de leur travail." As for 
"massons, charpentiers et autres ouvriers, le prix 
leur est réglé environ un tiers moins que les habi-
tans qui leur sont égaux en travail."109 In 1708 
Raudot confirmed that soldiers employed as day-
labourers earned 12 sols a day.110 A royal ordon
nance dated 1680 fixed the maximum wage for 
soldier-workers at 12 sols and stated that these 
wages would be paid by contractors.111 In 
Québec, wages for military masons were also 
paid by contractors; thus the wages of military 
craftsmen fluctuated at the same rate as those of 
civilians. Day-labourers received their additional 
pay from the state, except in 1700 and 1745, when 
the contractor undertook to build both masonry 
works and earthworks. 

During the French regime in Québec the con
tribution of the garrison's soldiers to the con
struction of fortifications seems to have been neg
ligible in both quantity and quality. Although the 
percentage of skilled labour recruited from this 
group appears small, this type of manpower was, 
in any case, less costly than civilian labour. The 
number of masons employed by contractors for 
the 1745 fortifications was certainly nothing spec
tacular; however, military masons might have 
been hired when additional help was needed. A 
brief survey of the subcontracts awarded in 1745 
tends to confirm this hypo thes i s . These 
subcontracts, awarded to nine masons, stated 
that the masons would have to hire any extra 
labour required. Since no apprenticeship papers 
or records concerning the recruiting of extra civil
ian masons have been found for this period, the 

hiring of military craftsmen might have been a 
less costly solution to this problem. 

3. The Question of Corvées 
Although it has been established that most 

soldiers worked as day-labourers, it is neverthe
less true that they did not provide all the neces
sary manpower. The greatest part of the labour 
force on fortifications sites was made up of 
unskilled labourers. Therefore it should not be 
surprising to learn that the colonial authorities 
called upon the population to work for a few days 
as casual labourers. Except for a few individuals 
who were assigned to work with craftsmen as 
day-labourers, most had to transport the earth 
needed for the enceinte and to distribute it 
according to clearly defined methods. Given 
Quebec's small population in the 17th and 18th 

centuries, it is not surprising to read in the corre
spondence of the period that in addition to towns
people the habitants of the surrounding country
side were called upon to provide corvées for the 
fortifications projects. The term corvée must of 
course be defined and some details given on those 
who took part in them; this involves painting a 
typical portrait of corvéables, examining the 
organization of corvées and studying their 
frequency. 

First, a distinction must be made between 
seigneurial and "royal" corvées. In addition to 
his various duties to the seigneur (tenir feu et lieu, 
paying lotis et ventes on purchased property, 
paying the cens and contributing every fourteenth 
minot* of grain and every eleventh fish, and so 
on),112 the censitaire also agreed to provide 
three and sometimes four corvée days each year. 
These days were provided to the seigneur without 
pay. As for the "corvée du Roy," Frégault con
cluded on the basis of the police regulations of 
1706 that "les administrateurs co lon iaux . . . 
étaient autorisés à [la] requérir de tous les habi
tants pour les grands travaux d'utilité publique, 
telle la construction de ponts, de routes et de for
tifications."113 Article VIII of the same regula
tion effectively authorized the levying of corvées, 
but only for the construction of royal roads."4 

* An obsolete French measure whose standard value was about 3 
French bushels or 39.36 litres. 

106. G. Proulx, Soldat à Quebec. 1748-1759. Ottawa, Pares Canada, 
Travail inédit no. 242, 1978, p. 84. The sample gathered from 
the hospitalization registers of the Hôtel-Dieu amounted to 42 
soldiers with trades, nine of which were connected with 
construction. 

107. Ibid., pp. 84-5. 
108. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 93:35-6v, La Jonquière and Bigot to the 

Minister, 6 October 1749. 
109. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 13:302V-5V, Frontenac and Champigny to 

the Minister, 10 November 1695. 

110. Ibid.. 28:65-6, Raudot and Raudot fils to the Minister, 
9 November 1708. 

111. Pierre de Briquet, Code Militaire, tome II, p. 342. 
112. See M. Trudel, Le régime .seigneurial, Ottawa, 1956, Brochure 

no. 6, Société historique du Canada, and R.C. Harris, The Sei
gneurial System in Early Canada, Madison and Québec, Uni
versity of Wisconsin Press and P.U.L.. 1968. 

113. Guy Frégault, La civilisation de la Nouvelle-France. Montréal. 
Pascal, 1944, p. 214. 

114. Edits et Ordonnances, tome 2, pp. 136-7. 
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In France the royal corvee was defined as 
"une prestation en nature exigée d'une certaine 
catégorie d'individus pour l'entretien des rou
tes."115 This corvée, which was restricted to 
roads, came into being in the 18th century both in 
Brittany and Lorraine.116 It would be simply 
extrapolating to apply this system to the fortifica
tions on the basis of the knowledge that these 
same administrators also used the term corvée. In 
addition, despite the similarity in the procedures 
involved in levying the corvéables, it might be 
misleading to equate the corvées for royal roads 
with those used for the Québec fortifications. The 
inhabitants who furnished labour, carts and 
horses during the construction of fortifications 
were paid, whereas the royal corvée in the 
mother country was "essentiellement gratuite et 
obligatoire.""7 These corvéables were not enti
tled to any wages. 

There was in fact another type of corvée: the 
military corvée. This corvée corresponded to 
taxes in kind and was applicable to parishes and 
communities that were ordered to work on the 
fortifications and strategic routes and to transport 
army baggage. This corvée also applied to troops 
when they performed various military tasks. In 
this form of corvée, the worker was entitled to 
payment. The practice was introduced by 
Colbert, who first decreed that corvéables be 
paid in food rations, but later ordered that they be 
paid in cash. This was notably the case in Brest, 
where 18,000 to 20,000 people, drawn from within 
a radius of 20 to 30 leagues from the town, were 
called in to work on the fortifications. This prac
tice continued in France until the end of the 18th 

century.118 

It is undeniable that there was general mobi
lization in Québec during the years 1690 to 1712 
and 1745 to 1754; a great many letters confirm 
this. In November 1693 Champigny wrote that 
"Tous les habitans jusques a 20 lieues de Québec 

fournirent leur corvez pour leur vye seule
ment."119 In 1706 the King made his wishes on 
the subject of the Québec enceinte known to 
Levasseur and recommended that Vaudreuil and 
Raudot oblige all the habitants of parishes within 
25 leagues upstream and 20 leagues downstream 
to come and work on the fortifications.120 This 
recommendation was subsequently carried out, if 
not on an annual basis, at least during periods of 
alert.121 According to Chaussegros de dLéry the 
same procedures were followed for the 1745 
enceinte.122 

Although the corvées imposed in Québec at 
the end of the 17th century are considered a form 
of tax-work, the workers were paid. In this 
respect they appear to have differed from those 
that had been ordered for the Montréal fortifica
tions, since the habitants were fed and paid only 
if they were summoned to work a second time 
during the summer or were "conscripted" during 
seeding or harvest time. In 1709 Intendant 
Raudot noted that corvéables received 13 deniers 
a day as well as food;123 rations of tobacco and 
spirits must also be added to this.124 That same 
year a chronic labour shortage prompted the 
Intendant to issue an ordonnance charging all the 
sailors from ships anchored in the harbour to sup
ply the labour needed for the fortifications.125 

These sailors received no more than ten deniers a 
day and a ration of tobacco, for Raudot was con
vinced "qu'on en tireroit un mauvais travail."126 

These wages did not constitute special mea
sures prompted by fears of an enemy attack in 
1709. The mobilization of the sailors, however, 
seems to have been the only time that the state 
resorted to their services; moreover, they were 
called upon only to alleviate the labour shortage 
caused by harvesting activities. It does not seem 
to have been a new practice to pay the inhabit
ants, however. In 1692 Frontenac wrote "qu'il 
n'y a presque point d'habitans un peu accomodez 

115. G. Habault, La corvee royale au XVt/L' siècle, Paris, Librairie 
de la Société du Recueil général des lois et des arrêts, 1903, 
p. 5. 

116. Ibid., pp. 14-27. J. Letaconnoux, Le régime de la corvée en 
Bretagne an XVIII'' siècle. Rennes, Plihon et Hommay, 1905, 
116 pp. P. Boyé, Les travaux publics et le régime des corvées 
en Lorraine au XVIII'' siècle, Paris, Nancy, Berger-Levrault, 
1900. 87 pp. According to G. Habault, the corvée that existed 
during the 17th century for French roads was a mixture of sei
gneurial, military and royal corvées, and the royal corvée was 
based very closely on older practices. Therefore the analogies 
drawn between fortifications corvées in Québec and the royal 
corvées in France might seem anachronistic for the examples 
dating from the end of the 17"' century; nevertheless, they are 
a good illustration of the realities of corvées no matter what the 
period. 

117. J. Letaconnoux. op. cit.. pp. 19-20. 
118. Ibid.. G. Habault. op. cit., pp. 10-1. 
119. Collection de Documents relatifs ci la Nouvelle-France, tome 

II. pp. 131-3. Champigny to the Minister, 4 November 1693. 

120. AN, Colonies, B, 27:26L-2V, The King to Levasseur, 9 June 
1706. 

121. AN, Colonies, C"G, 3:54v-74\ Vaudreuil and Raudot to the 
Minister, November 1706; RAPQ, 1939-40, pp. 394-5, 
Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Minister, 15 November 1707. AN, 
Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot fils to the Minister, [30 June 
1709[. 

122. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry, tome II, 
pp. 76-7, Chaussegros de Léry to the Minister, 10 October 
1747. 

123. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to Pontchartrain, 
[Nov.] 1709. Levasseur demanded 20 sols for the habitants per 
day. 

124. Ibid. 

125. ANQQ, NF-2, Cahier 3, Ordonnance dated 21 August 1709. 
126. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to Pontchartrain, 

[Nov.] 1709. 
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Earth was t ranspor ted from the surrounding country
side in a variety of vehicles (A and B). The vehicles were 
drawn by animals and their volumetr ic capaci ty could vary. 
As a rule both horses and vehicles were supplied by corvées. 
A.M. Mallet, Les Travaux de Mars ou l'Art de la Guerre, 
1685. 

qu'on pust engager a y contribuer sans une 
extresme Violence, Et que pour Les petits 
[ouvrages] on ne S'en peut Servir qu'en les 
payant, Ce qui peut diligenter, Mais non pas dimi
nuer Le prix des ouvrages."127 The following 
year Champigny reported that those inhabitants 
who had been called up for a second time "ont 
esté payez a un prix fort modique."128 When 
emergency work was done in 1697, the inhabit
ants of Québec and the surrounding areas worked 
on the fortifications "pour fort peu de chose," to 
quote Frontenac and Champigny, "n'ayant pas 

veu d'aparence a la faire autrement, a cause de la 
pauvreté de la plus grande partie, causée par la 
disette des vivres."129 

In 1748 Bigot complained vehemently about 
the cost of transporting earth. Each cart, loaded 
with hardly "a handful of earth," ensured its 
owner "un maron qui vaut deux sols ou plusieurs 
suivant l'eloignement et lapreciation de l'ingé
nieur"; this applied to carts from both the town 
and the countryside.130 Even though Bigot 
insisted that these were half-loads, these prices 
still seem very modest when compared with the 
20 sols that carters received from Levasseur in 
1709.131 

The practice of paying the inhabitants for 
their efforts during the construction of fortifica
tions in Québec began at the end of the 17th cen
tury and continued until the fall of Québec. These 
"wages" were paid out under dramatic circum
stances, such as the alerts of 1697, 1709 and 1745. 
It is impossible to establish from the available 
documents whether the inhabitants were also 
paid during the peaceful periods from 1700 to 
1702 and 1713 to 1715 or during the construction 
of the 1720 enceinte. 

In 1709 Intendant Raudot estimated that the 
"active" population of the region of Québec was 
2,500 or 3,000 men at the very most.132 Although 
some years the inhabitants had to provide cor
vées twice, in 1711 "l'habitant est venu jusques a 
quatre fois aux travaux."133 Does this mean that 
all available males aged 16 years and over had 
been called up and that there had not been a few 
exemptions? Before determining who could be 
ordered to work on corvées, a brief look should 
be taken at the process of levying them and how 
they were supervised on construction sites. 

On 6 November 1714 Intendant Michel 
Bégon had an ordonnance read, published and 
posted charging "tous les habitans du gouverne
ment de Montréal Sans Exception de travailler 
aux ouvrages jusqu'à ce que L'Enceinte de la 
Ville soit Entièrement f a i t t e . . . . " The rural 
inhabitants were divided into brigades under the 
leadership of militia captains and six of the oldest 
inhabitants to work the number of days for which 
they were taxed. This tax-work was assessed in 
proportion to the possessions and abilities of each 
individual.134 

127. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 12:23-31, Frontenac to the Minister, 
15 September 1692. 

128. Collection de Documents relatifs à la Nouvelle-France, tome 
II, pp. 131-3, Champigny to the Minister, 4 November 1693. 

129. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 15:39-51, Frontenac and Champigny to 
the Minister, 19 October 1697. 

130. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry, tome II, 
pp. 83-4, Bigot to Maurepas, 3 November 1748. 

131. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to Pontchartrain, 
[Nov.] 1709. It is impossible to draw comparisons on the 

amount of earth transported, since it is not known how much 
the toi se cube was worth, or what was the volumetric capacity 
of the means of transportation. 

132. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to the Minister, [Nov.] 
1709. 

133. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 32:41-63, Vaudreuil to the Minister, 
25 October 1711. 

134. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 34:328-9, Ordonnance dated 6 November 
1714. 
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Paradoxically, no ordonnance levying cor
vées for the Québec fortifications has been found, 
although the official correspondence of the time 
suggests that such orders were indeed issued. In 
1706, according to the Town Major Louvigny, 
however, corvéables from the country were 
brought to Québec by militia captains, whereas 
those from the town were under the command of 
the Town Major. These procedures were proba
bly followed throughout the 18th century. 

In his memorandum on the fortifications 
project of 1709, Raudot corroborated Louvigny1 s 
statements about the use of captains from the 
countryside. In addition he wrote "nous avons 
envoyé chercher un capitaine de côte" to inform 
him what wages were to be paid to the habitants. 
The Intendant also wrote that Vaudreuil "devoit 
partir le lendemain pour aller dans les côtes pour 
voir et parler aux habitans, on auroit creu icy 
qu'on auroit peu y envoyer un des officiers 
majors de cette place."135 If one is to believe 
Raudot, orders were transmitted verbally, either 
by the Intendant himself in Québec or by officers 
in the various parishes. It is true that the situation 
in 1709 was exceptional. But how else can one 
interpret the absence of ordonnances calling upon 
the inhabitants to provide corvées? 

It seems that tasks in Québec were also 
assigned on the basis of an individual's posses
sions, as was the case for the rural inhabitants 
working in Montréal. According to whether they 
supplied their own food or were fed at the King's 
expense, people from the countryside had to con
tribute a fixed period of ten to 15 day's work, 
unless they supplied carts, in which case they 
worked for five days.136 

These procedures are somewhat reminiscent 
of those used to levy royal corvées in France: 
once the Intendant had issued his orders, the syn
dics, treasurers and churchwardens of the par
ishes drew up lists of eligible workers and for
warded them to the Intendant. In Brittany the 
tax-rolls recorded the names of those aged 18 to 
50 years old, including women and children, who 
were obliged to billet the troops and who had to 
pay a minimum capitation of 12 sols.131 As a 
rule, corvéables in all of the French provinces 
were between 16 and 60 years of age.138 The sim

ilarity between the procedures used in the 
Québec and Montréal corvées and the royal cor
vée in France is striking: militia captains and the 
six oldest inhabitants were responsible for draw
ing up the tax-rolls for work on the fortifications 
in New France. 

In 1706 Louvigny reported that corvéables 
were chosen from "old tax-rolls."139 Champigny 
and Frontenac noted that such roles had been 
used in 1693 and 1695 and added that: 

Les nobles, les officiers de Justice et les prin
cipaux de Quebec, sans aucune exception 
ont esté taxez a proportion de leurs facul-
tez . . .; Si en l'année 1693 jl n'a esté taxé que 
des habitans et des artisans, cela provient de 
ce que les officiers de Justice et les autres 
personnes qui auroient pu espérer quelque 
exemption, ont esté employez à l'jnspection 
sur les travaillans tant de la ville que de la 
campagne pendant tout l'esté sans leur payer 
aucune chose.140 

The Jugements et délibérations du Conseil Sou
verain confirm that members of the Sovereign 
Council participated in the 1693 fortifications 
project.141 

It was only because of the urgency of the sit
uation that this effort was made, despite the 
King's memorandum ordering that the religious 
communities and the rich should make some 
contribution.142 In 1704 the King again com
manded that "Les curés qui ont des habitations et 
les communautés qui ont des t e r r e s " must 
contribute.143 Strengthened by this support, 
Levasseur and Louvigny tried to call upon the 
services of the religious communities. Although 
most of the communi t i es had agreed to 
co-operate, Louvigny had to persuade the Récol
lets and their superior, Father Luc, to do the 
same and supply a carter. Father Luc used his 
vow of poverty as an excuse and flatly refused to 
make any contribution, on the pretext that his 
order was exempt from public works corvées in 
France.144 

A few weeks later, Vaudreuil and Raudot 
suggested to the King that he exempt the sisters 
working in the two hospitals, as well as the Récol
lets and all those who served the King through 

135. AN, Colonies, C"G, 4:108-74, Raudot to Pontchartrain. 
[Nov.] 1709. 

136. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 25:18-23, Louvigny to the Minister, 21 
October 1706. 

137. J. Letaconnoux, op. cit., p. 28. 
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military or judicial duties.145 This appeal was 
undoubtedly made to minimize conflicts and ease 
the pressures brought to bear by people such as 
Ruette d'Auteuil (who had also refused to con
tribute and with whom Louvigny had a bone to 
pick as well). The King's reply was short and 
unequivocal: everyone had to contribute or send 
someone in his place so that "aucun nen soit 
exempt sous quelque prétexte que ce soit."146 

Despite the Court's orders, the situation does not 
seem to have improved, since Levasseur wrote to 
Pontchartrain: 

On a fait a Québec la plus grande partie des 
gens aisés des officiers de milice afin de les 
exempter des travaux de fortifications comme 
le grand public. Ainsi il n'y aura que les mal
heureux qui seront chargés de ce travail ce qui 
fait murmurer les habitans jusqu'à se mutiner. 
Ainsi ces gens de justice ou autre devraient 
donner un homme pour travailler à leur 
place.147 

Father Luc's reply was not unfounded; wittingly 
or unwittingly he had confused public works cor
vées with military corvées. 

In France , nobles and clergymen were 
exempt from corvée duty, except in some prov
inces where they had to supply corvéables in pro
portion to the extent of their holdings.148 Village 
syndics also enjoyed total exemption if they per
sonally took charge of corvéables.149 Royal 
notaries, seneschals, bailiffs, the King's lieuten
ants and attorneys were also exempt in the 
mother country, as were commissaries of the 
Marine, receivers of the Domaine d'Occident, the 
Intendant's subdelegates and employees of the 
King's estates.150 It appears that the situation 
that prevailed in the colony corresponded to that 
in France: nobles, members of the religious 
communities and civil servants either enjoyed 
exemption or tried to justify it. 

But if the King accepted the principle of sub
stitution, the act of replacing oneself by another 
individual amounted to commuting the tax-work. 

In accepting the idea, the Court justified personal 
exemptions.151 Once again, a parallel should be 
drawn between this procedure and that governing 
royal corvées; the most affluent could evade all 
obligation; for example, the bourgeoisie paid 
their taxes by delegating servants to take their 
places. If a substitute could not be found, the des
ignated corvéable could also fulfill his obligations 
by means of a payment. Although the Montréal 
inhabitants could be exempted from working "en 
payant pour chacune journée d'homme a laquelle 
jls aurons esté taxée La Somme de trois livres et 
huit livres pour chacune journée de Harnois,"152 

this does not seem to have been a very popular 
expedient in Québec, since it is mentioned only 
once, in 1693. On this occasion Champigny wrote 
that "1902 livres proviennent des habitants de 
Québec qui ont préféré payer en argent la quan
tité de toises de terreplein de l'enceinte de la dite 
ville à quoy ils ont esté taxés."153 As in 1697 dur
ing the food shortage, however, the bourgeoisie 
sometimes preferred to give wheat rather than 
provide corvées.154 These measures were equiv
alent to commuting the tax-work into a direct tax. 

It is important to specify the type of corvées 
that existed and the frequency with which they 
took place. Québec corvées differed from those in 
Montréal because of the type of activities in 
which the inhabitants were required to partici
pate. The people of Montréal "pendant L'auto
mne . . . Serons employés attirer la pierre dans les 
carieres et a la masser sur les champs et pendant 
l'hivert a la charoyer Sur les atteliers qui leurs 
Serons indiquées . . . et ceux qui nauront point de 
Cemmance affaire, travaillerons avec leurs har
nois a charoyer la chaux et Sables nécessai
re."1 5 5 The inhabitants of Québec were charged 
with two main tasks: transporting earth for the 
ramparts and the advanced works and building 
earthworks. A third task, that of supplying 
wooden stakes, which the inhabitants of Mont
réal were also required to perform, existed espe
cially between 1690 and 1697, when enceintes 
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were being erected in Québec.156 After signing a 
contract concerning the supply of cedar stakes in 
1711, Intendant Raudot promulgated an ordon
nance stipulating that trees could be cut down 
anywhere, with no consideration for the owner of 
the wood-lot.157 This was yet another facet of 
corvées. 

In Québec, construction sites were supplied 
with building materials not by corvées as in Mont
réal, but by subcontracts awarded by contractors 
to quarriers, lime-burners and lumbermen. This 
was confirmed by Chaussegros de Léry in 1747 
and by Levasseur de Neré in 1705: "Les habitans 
des cotes . . . sont venus avec des Banneaux pour 
les transports de terres des Remparts,"158 and 
they built "les ouvrages de terres par corvées 
comme jil ont de coustume."159 

It is important to determine what these cor
vées represented in the number of working hours 
contributed. Although under exceptional circum
stances the inhabitants came as many as four 
times to the construction site, it seems that during 
wartime and particularly periods of alert, they 
usually had to come twice. During peacetime the 
corvéables seem to have been summoned only 
once each summer. For how many days were the 
corvéables " t a x e d " ? The scale indicated by 
Louvigny in 1706 did not represent a hard-and-
fast rule suggested by an engineer, since 
Levasseur de Neré calculated in 1709 "qu'il fau
drait 100 hommes tous les six jours" for an indefi
nite period.160 It is more logical to assume that 
the duration of corvées depended upon the work 
to be done and upon the context in which they 
were levied. Ramezay and Bégon, commenting in 
1715 on the amount of work done by corvées in 
Montréal and Québec, specified that corvéables 
in the region of Québec had been taxed for only 
eight or ten working days when food was pro
vided by the state, and for half that when they 
provided for their own needs. Accordingly, "on 
n'a pas Exigé a la Rigueur qu'jls fournissent ce 
nombre de journées ayant eu Egard a L'esloigne-
ment des Lieux et a leur travail en sorte qujl y en 

a Eu qui ont été congédiés au bout de deux jours 
sur le raport des Ingénieurs."161 The corvée 
ordered during the alert of 1697 was for one man 
per house for a period of 15 days.162 

Corvées were levied only at certain times of 
the year, however. Chaussegros de Léry men
tioned in 1747 that the corvéables had been sent 
home for the harvest; this was also referred to by 
Raudot in 1709 and by Louvigny in 1706. Bégon's 
ordonnance of 1714 on the Montréal fortifications 
raised the problem of the inavailability of corvée 
workers. Seeding and harvesting activities meant 
that the habitants of the Montréal region were 
called upon to work in autumn and winter in par
ticular. In Québec, according to the sub-engineer 
L'Hermitte, people in the rural areas could not be 
summoned "que vers la fin de Juin Jusquau 
quinze d'aoust par Raport aux Semences et aux 
Récoltes."163 There was nothing to stop the 
Intendant from calling them up after the harvest, 
however. 

Corvées mobilized a large part of the popula
tion in the Québec region. Raudot claimed that 
during 1709 Levasseur de Neré used 2,400 men, 
or 80 per cent of the active population under the 
jurisdiction of the government of Québec.164 

This percentage seems astronomical when one 
considers the quarrel between Raudot and 
Levasseur. Moreover, Levasseur claimed that he 
had put only 1,200 men to work during the 
summer.165 An objective evaluation of the num
ber of corvéables should certainly not be less 
than that suggested by the engineer.166 

Even without taking into consideration the 
way in which a construction site evolved, it is 
perfectly obvious that all this manpower could 
not be on the site at the same time. The problems 
of lodging and law and order posed by such a 
large gathering would be too numerous to permit 
it. The militia captains would surely have used a 
system of rotation in bringing people in from the 
rural areas. The short duration of the corvées 
leads one to subscribe to such a hypothesis. It is 
confirmed by drawing comparisons with the 
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methods governing the levying of royal corvées: 
once the rolls were compiled by the syndics and 
submitted to the Intendant, he chose the parishes 
and appointed the required number of corvéables 
in accordance with the work that had to be done. 
Each week the rolls of the "electees" were read 
after the Sunday mass and a copy of this list was 
submitted to the foremen.167 

Some questions remain unanswered, how
ever; for example, the problem of lodging: did the 
rural inhabitants have to camp in temporary shel
ters, or were they lodged by the Québec bour
geoisie, as Frontenac and Champigny's letter of 
1695 seems to indicate?1 6 8 In France the 
corvéables working on the main roads would 
sometimes stay in huts that had been set up for 
them and sometimes in neighbouring villages.169 

Apparently, work started at daybreak and ended 
at sunset six days a week. Unfortunately more 
precise details cannot be given on the work 
conditions. 

Discipline at fortifications sites should be 
examined also. Although the engineer "Le Vas-
seur a trouvé le secret de se faire redouter icy de 
tout le monde,"170 Beaucours' behaviour was 
quite the oppos i t e , as he tried to please 
everyone.171 If Bigot's comments are reliable, 
Chaussegros de Léry was growing old and "les 
ouvriers font ce qu'ils veulent."172 There seems 
to have been a direct relationship between the 
behaviour of the corvéables and the attitude of 
the engineer, which could have influenced the 
inhab i t an t s , at least in par t . As for the 
corvéables' perception of this tax-work, only the 
official correspondence is able to provide a few 
indications. 

With the exception of Frontenac, who wrote 
in 1692 that corvéables could not be recruited 
" s a n s une e x t r e s m e V i o l e n c e , " 1 7 3 only 
Louvigny had to use drastic means in 1706 to 
bring people to work on the fortifications. 
According to the Town Major: 

la fermeté que vous scavés estre absolument 
nécessaire pour faire exécuter les ordres du 

Roy, passe en ce pais pour un crime. Les 
communautéz disent que ce n 'est pas 
L'usage en france de les obliger de fournir 
aux corvées; La noblesse et les officiers de 
justice publient qu'on viole leurs droits; Le 
marchand qu'on derange L'économie de son 
commerce, le laboureur qu'on tire de sa cha
rrie et l'artisan de sa boutique n'obéit qu'a
vec peine. 

This explains why Louvigny imprisoned two 
inhabitants of île d'Orléans who were not present 
on the construction site when the militia captain 
arrived. He also imprisoned a citizen of Québec 
who did not want to go to the site.174 These seem 
to have been extreme measures, since in Mont
réal175 and in France, the penalty imposed was 
usually only a fine. In Brittany, imprisonment 
was reserved for cases of violence against fore
men or other administrators.176 

If numerous ordonnances had been promul
gated charging the inhabitants to work on the for
tifications, as had been the case during the con
struction of the royal road,177 this would have 
been a valuable indication of the inhabitants' lack 
of discipline. But what about Ruette d'Auteuil 
who, according to Louvigny, prided himself on 
having refused twice between 1702 and 1704 to 
comply with orders to work on the fortifications? 
A gulf defined by social conditions existed 
between the refusal to work and the fine that 
should have been imposed as a result. There was 
only a short step between paying the fine and 
going to prison, and few corvéables seem to have 
taken it. The registers of the provost court of 
Québec would have to be consulted to be sure, 
however. 

Thus, like the royal corvée for the construc
tion of the road between Québec and Montréal, 
military corvées were a form of taxation, despite 
the fact that military corvéables were paid. This 
applied even more directly to the labourers and 
carters who provided their own means of trans
portation. Could the indemnities paid compen
sate for the loss of earnings and for the loss or 
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"wear" of their animals? This form of taxation 
penalized the rural inhabitants more than the 
townspeople, since the townspeople often 
belonged to the social classes that enjoyed 
exemption. Thus it would be misleading and 
unwarranted to claim that the inhabitants of New 
France were not subject to taxation, all the more 
so since the preamble of the ordonnance of Louis 
XVI on the abolition of the royal corvée stipu
lated: "Prendre le temps du laboureur, même en 
le payant, serait l'équivalent d'un impôt. Prendre 
son temps, sans le payer est un double impôt; et 
cet impôt est hors de toute proportion lorsqu'il 
tombe sur le simple journalier qui n'a pour subsis
ter que le travail de ses bras."178 

The Inconveniences Causée! by Construction 
Sites 

Corvées were not the only major inconven
ience to the population; other problems arose 
inevitably. These difficulties were of two types: 
those that occurred on the site and those that 
were caused by it. They involved discipline in 
particular, and affected daily life. In the 18th cen
tury a fortification was no longer built in six 
weeks as in 1690, let alone in six days as in the 
case of Fort Frontenac. A site like Montréal took 
20 years to complete; in Québec, since construc
tion efforts were more modest, the longest con
struction site was in operation for only seven 
years, but its structures were never finished. The 
long winters made the working season very short, 
however. According to the sub-engineer L'Her-
mitte, work on the site began at the end of May 
and continued until the end of October,179 a total 
of 90 to 120 days. 

One of the most acute problems that the 
engineer and his subordinates had to face during 
those three or four months of work was the lack 
of discipline, not only of the workers, but also of 
the townspeople. Louvigny, the Town Major, 
had the sons of Sieur d'Auteuil thrashed for 
causing a disturbance on the construction site. 
The harm done, innocent in itself, could not go 
unpunished, since Louvigny feared that this inci
dent could encourage other inhabitants to follow 
suit. For this reason he threatened to imprison 

d'Auteuil's sons if they repeated the offence.180 

The King even went so far as to condemn 
Louvigny for being too soft, and emphasized that 
whoever caused disturbances from that time on 
risked being imprisoned.181 It seems that these 
directives were not followed, since the King 
reminded Vaudreuil and Raudot of his wishes the 
following year.182 

The unruliness of the d'Auteuil brothers was 
equalled only by that of the citizens of Upper 
Town, who looted the site or allowed their ani
mals to graze there. Almost every year Intend
ants Raudot and Bégon read, published and 
posted ordonnances forbidding the inhabitants to 
"laisser aller les bestiaux sur les fortifications" 
or "d'arracher aucuns pieux à peine de 10# 
d'amende."183 These ordonnances were not as 
dissuasive as the administrators had hoped. 

Upon the opening of the 1720 site, Intendant 
Bégon issued an ordonnance forbidding the sale 
and the purchase of the soldiers' tools, on pain of 
being fined three livres.184 Bigot threatened the 
inhabitants who borrowed wheelbarrows or carts 
"de Cinquante Livres d'amende et de prison Jus-
ques au payment." On the other hand, "Ceux qui 
auront Connoissance des vols faits aux fortifica
tions de madriers et autres bois, outils et maté
riaux nous en avertiront, Et nous leur accorde
ront une Récompense Proport ionée et les 
amendes Seront dévolues aux dénonciateurs 
qu'on ne nommera point."185 This was the first 
time an ordonnance encouraged informers to 
denounce thefts committed at the King's 
expense.186 Should it be concluded from this that 
fines and physical punishments were ineffective? 

In addition to the disciplinary problems on 
the site there were the inconveniences caused by 
the site itself. The human activities involved in 
building fortifications disrupted the rhythm of life 
of both the townspeople and the rural inhabitants. 
It was primarily the inhabitants of Québec and its 
suburbs who had to put up with this inconven
ience. In 1710 Intendant Raudot promulgated an 
ordonnance charging the inhabitants of Lower 
Town to "porter ou faire voiturer toutes les ordu
res, vuidanges et démolitions" on the La Ches-

178. J. Letaconnoux, op. cit.. p. 57. 
179. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 39:196v, L'Hermitte to the President of 

the Council of the Marine, 30 October 1718. 
180. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 25:18-23. Louvigny to Pontchartrain, 

21 October 1706. 
181. RAPQ. 1939-40. p. 363, The King to Vaudreuil and Raudot, 

30 June 1707. 
182. AN. Colonies. C"G, 1:105, Memorandum from the King to 

Vaudreuil and Raudot, 21 June 1708. 
183. Sentinels were also authorized to kill stray pigs on the fortifica

tions. In addition to the fine, anyone caught stealing stakes 
would be forced to wear a wooden collar as punishment. 

ANQQ, NF-2, Cahier 2, Ordonnance dated 8 May 1708. Ibid., 
Cahier 6, Ordonnance dated 17 April 1713. Ibid., Ordonnance 
dated 20 April 1714. Ibid., Ordonnance dated 16 May 1716. 

184. Ibid., Cahier 6, Ordonnance dated 9 May 1720. 
185. Ibid., Cahier 36, Ordonnance dated 25 May 1749. 
186. The principle of delation was not new in New France; as of 

1673, police regulations encouraged the use of this procedure. 
Judging from the frequency with which ordonnances were 
issued, although much less often than that found by Sanfaçon 
for the royal road, this solution appears to have been 
ineffective. 
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Administrators seem to have been preoccupied by van
dalism and stray animals, as is confirmed by numerous 
ordonnances on these subjects. This legislation does not 
seem to have been as effective as the administrators antici

pated, however. Richard Short's engraving demonstrates the 
situation well. R. Short, 1761, Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada (C-358). 

naye site "dont on a tiré la terre pour faire des 
batteries" on pain of being fined ten livres.187 

The following year Raudot announced by 
means of a new ordonnance that no contractor or 
mason could exploit quarries within a distance of 
200 toises outside the enceinte; nor were they 
allowed to do so inside, except on the hill at the 
end of what is now Des Carrières Street. Those 
guilty of such offences would be liable to a fine of 
50 livres.188 This prohibition is quite understand
able when one considers that uneven ground in 
front of the fortifications provided the besiegers 
with cover. 

If quarriers had to operate outside Québec, a 
situation that increased fortification costs, other 
trades also suffered the consequences of the royal 
demands. In 1750 Bigot forbade, under pain of 
being fined 50 livres or twice as much for a sec
ond offence, the town's carters to transport the 
necessary materials to the fortifications.189 In 
1714 Bégon had ordered the masons to work only 
on the fortifications and on the reconstruction of 
the Intendant's Palace.190 The penalty inflicted 
was severe: 50 livres fine and imprisonment. All 

legislation issued when fortifications were being 
built subjected part of the town's population to 
the imposed reality of the fortifications. 

Were the rural inhabitants subjected to the 
inconveniences resulting from corvée si The offi
cial correspondence mentions none. Neverthe
less there is reason to ask a few questions about 
the activities carried on in the stone quarries and 
their repercussions on the lifestyle of those living 
nearby. The consequences that the rural popula
tion suffered when it refused to participate in cor
vées should also be considered. In France, for 
example , offenders were pursued by the 
maréchaussée* and brought back to the site by 
force. In the French provinces, maréchaussée 
officials even profited unduly from the situation 
to collect supplementary fines. Some parishes 
gave bribes to exempt themselves from corvée 
duty.191 These are only a few of the questions 
raised by our very meagre knowledge of rural 
society in New France. 

Administrators in New France, adhering to 
practices established in the mother country, 
awarded fortifications contracts to contractors. 

* Cavalry corps under the orders of a Provost Marshal and playing 
the role of a police force. 

187. ANQQ, NF-2. Cahier 4. Ordonnance dated 16 April 1710. 
188. Ibid.. Cahier 4. Ordonnance dated 27 February 1711. 
189. Ibid.. Cahier 38. Ordonnance dated 26 May 1750. 

190. Ibid.. Cahier 6, Ordonnance dated 23 December 1714. 
191. G. Habault, op. cit., pp. 35 and 40. 
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Even though Vauban had introduced measures to 
control the quality of work in France, it seems 
that these procedures were not followed by the 
colony's first two engineers. Only Levasseur de 
Neré and Chaussegros de Léry complied with 
these requirements. The control mechanisms 
were mainly related to management, and were the 
responsibility of the foreman at the site. The fore
man, who was appointed by the Intendant, had to 
see that daily records were kept on the materials 
used, as well as on the workers hired or called to 
the site. This step constituted a basic manage
ment procedure. 

When the state entrusted a contractor with 
all the masonry work, it relinquished a part of the 
site's organization and managerial responsibili
ties to him. For this reason, control mechanisms 
were necessary to manage public funds effi
ciently; they were even more important when 
contractors entered into an agreement for the 
entire project, that is, for both masonry work and 
earthworks. In the first case, it was a question of 
joint management, since the state took charge of 
the earthworks; in the second, business manage
ment, in which the contractor was responsible for 
both the organization and smooth operation of 
the site. 

Although in the last decade of the 17th cen
tury and during the first two decades of the 18th, 
all projects, except that of 1700, were entrusted 
to Quebec's most important masonry contract
ors, these contractors undertook only masonry 
work. The state was responsible for the earth
works. The contract awarded to Denys de Saint-
Simon in 1700 was a turning point and marked the 
advent of business management. Was this merely 
a chance occurrence? It was nothing of the sort, 
in spite of the Provost Marshal's unsuccessful 
venture. It should be remembered that his failure 
followed upon Governor Vaudreuil's decision to 
redirect the funds allocated for the fortifications 
so that he might pursue his diplomatic policies 
with the Indians. Henceforth, alliances took pre
cedence over the capital's defence. For this rea
son, work was resumed at a slower pace; the 
Governor and the Intendant were content to build 
only masonry structures, much to the despair of 
Fevasseur de Neré. It cannot be denied that 
Saint-Simon had tried his luck. He had had to 
admit defeat in the face of stronger motivations 
than his own: reasons of state and the need for fur 
supplies. 

The incident of 1700 enables one to see the 
brief awakening of a "merchant" class, which, 
caught unprepared by the beaver crisis, had 
designs on other sectors of economic activity. As 
soon as the crisis was over, this class disappeared 
from the construction market for several years, 
giving way to masonry contractors, in particular, 
Jean Maillou. Jean Maillou represents the last of 
the big masonry contractors. Because of his share 
of the market and the number of masons he hired, 
he was able to justify numerous contracts from 
the state and the religious institutions. Not only 
did Maillou obtain numerous military con
tracts, but he had them implemented by sub
contractors;192 this was quite an innovation com
pared with his predecessors Baillif and Lerouge, 
who merely hired masons and took on appren
tices. 

Those who succeeded Maillou in the 18lh 

century, such as Déguise dit Flamand or Janson 
Lapalme, could not count on a residential, monu
mental or religious architectural "boom"; it was 
a phenomenon of the past. Moreover, competi
tion was very keen and their share of the market 
was growing smaller. As a result they hired fewer 
labourers and worked on a craft basis. Thus no 
building contractors emerged as directors of pros
perous and growing enterprises, since no one 
could accumulate enough capital to diversify his 
operations. 

From this point of view, the merchant class 
and its chief syndic could not let the opportunity 
pass. Only a group that had taken advantage of 
the climate of economic prosperity could ensure 
that work went ahead smoothly in the climate of 
anxiety and obsessive fear that prevailed in 1745. 
It was the outcome of a process that had begun 
45 years earlier. The contract granted to Trottier 
Desauniers not only placed business management 
on a sure footing, but also symbolized a trend 
towards the greater accumulation of wealth. 

The state partially helped to realize this 
trend: both the state and contractors took advan
tage of the traditions established by corvées, 
which, although they provided pay, nevertheless 
constituted a form of taxation. Military corvées 
cannot be associated with militia duties, despite 
their direction by the infrastructure of the militia; 
in fact, the militia played more of an administra
tive role.193 

Of course the wages paid to corvéables must 
be considered in comparison with those of indi-

192. ANQQ, Greffe F. La Cetière, Agreement between Belleville 
and Gratis, 17 January 1713. 

193. Moreover, judging from experiences in both France and 
England, this personal "conscription" constituted by the mili
tia was a form of taxation in spite of the patriotic aspect atta

ched to it. A. Corvisier, L'armée française de la fui du XVII" 
siècle au ministère de Choiseul, le soldat, Paris, P.U.F., 1964, 
pp. 197-231; J.R. Western, The English Militia in the Eight
eenth Century; The Story of a Political Issue, 1660-1802, 
Toronto, U.T.P., 1965, p. 245. 

264 



viduals practising a similar trade. If corvéables 
received inferior pay, it must be admitted that 
profits were being maximized. Statements by 
Intendant Raudot confirm that the wages paid to 
corvéables in 1709 were less than those paid to 
soldiers. Soldier-workers received 12 sols a day 
in 1708 whereas corvéables (by definition, day-
labourers) received only 13 deniers the following 
year. Trottier Desauniers was not the only one to 
profit from these taxes in kind. His successor, 
Pierre Bélanger, also benefitted by this "lar
gesse ." Commercial capitalism had begun to 
develop. 

After the departure of Desauniers, mer
chants do not seem to have been involved in 
building. Neverthe'ess the fortifications contracts 
awarded in 1745 allowed sub-contractors, such as 
Jacques Déguise dit Flamand and Joseph Routier, 
to diversify their operations and even to widen 
their horizons. Jacques Déguise became inter
ested in land speculation: "il achète, vend, 
échange des terrains et des maisons" in a particu
lar sector of Upper Town.194 Joseph Routier 
purchased three quarries195 and a boat for trans
porting stones.196 Pierre Bélanger's activities 
had a decisive influence on his fellow contractors 
after he had benefitted from Trottier Desauniers' 
experience. 

This study of the manpower required for 
building fortifications in Québec partially reveals 
the dynamics of colonial society. It presents 
various social actors, namely, nobles, bourgeois, 
craftsmen and common people; the action takes 
place in both the town and the country. From this 
point of view the enceinte of 1745 marks an 
important stage in the evolution of social rela
tionships. 

The 18th century in the colonies was marked 
by a period of considerable social tension. To 
some extent the demands of Levasseur de Neré 
and Chaussegros de Léry were a reflection of 
this. But the main struggle was waged between 
the nobles and the bourgeoisie. The nobles 
occupied the positions of political command, the 
upper echelons of the social hierarchy, and there
fore had privileged status. Conversely, the bour
geoisie of New France aspired to noble ranks. To 
achieve their ends they used various methods,197 

including the building of fortifications. 
The contractor Jean Maillou's approach was 

a link be tween that of Saint -Simon and 

In addition to the masons and stone-cutters, there were 
carpenters among the craftsmen on the site; they took care 
of cutting and assembling wood for scaffolding and wooden 
ramps. There were also blacksmiths, who repaired tools, 
pulley makers, edge-tool makers, wheelwrights and harness 
makers. These skilled workers joined efforts with the 
corvéables in building the fortifications; their wages were 
paid by the contractors. Atlas de Masse, Bibliothèque du 
Génie, France. 

Desauniers. Maillou modified the way in which 
he operated and thus bore certain similarities to 
the other two contractors. Beginning as a simple 
masonry contractor, he became a businessman 
through the type of management he practised, 
despite his contract to do only masonry work. 
His approach also constituted a link in the evolu
tion of social relationships. Saint-Simon's 
venture initiated the process of upward social 
mobility, Maillou's supported this trend, and 
Desauniers' realized it. 

A look at family ties and commercial associa
tions makes it possible to support this point of 

194. M. Lacombe, op. cit., pp. 30-1. 
195. ANQQ, Greffe A.J. Saillant, Contract between Joseph Routier. 

Jean Robin dit Latouche and Yves Boivin, 15 November 1753. 

196. ANQQ, Greffe G. Boucault de Godefus. Contract between 
Thomas Briand and Guillaume Michel-Joseph Routier, 7 May 
1755. 

197. F. Ouellet, '"Officiers de milice et structure sociale au Québec 
(1660-1815)," Histoire sociale, vol. 12. no. 23. (May 1979), 
p. 46. 
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view. When Paul Denys de Saint-Simon signed 
his contract, he entered into a partnership with a 
merchant, whereas his family ties brought him 
into the group that held a certain amount of politi
cal power. Maillou's rise in society, which was 
symbolized by his third marriage in 1720, reflects 
the contractor's desire to climb the echelons of 
the various social groups so that he could get 
closer to the economic and political controls. 
Trottier Desauniers was already part of the group 
that controlled the economy; his partnership with 
La Fontaine provides evidence that the nobles 
and the bourgeoisie were finding it necessary to 
get closer to the world of production to control it 
more effectively. 

The Maillou stage marks a period of transi
tion in which the appearance of a new means of 
climbing to power was implicit. Denys de Saint-
Simon, through his commercial aspirations, and 
Desauniers, through his commercial activities, 
began a struggle whose stakes were not the con
quest or the "total" control of society, but rather 
a redistribution of power. This explains the 
intrigue stirred up against Saint-Simon by the 
Marquis de Crisafy and Ruette d'Auteuil. In fact, 
this conflict was intended more to thwart the 
Provost Marshal's ambitions than to settle a 
dispute over some amorous rivalry, which was a 
convenient pretext under the circumstances. The 
nobility had made its appearance on the scene 
and it was not indifferent to these new claims to 
power. 

This redistribution of power did not conflict 
with the maintenance of class domination, a dom
ination that was expressed at urban and rural lev
els. The circles of power, made up of nobles in 
the 17th century, were found in the towns. The 
bourgeoisie could prosper only in the towns, 
where trade offered the possibilities of increasing 
their wealth, a condition that was intrinsically 
related to their birth, their survival and their 
regeneration. Conversely, urban development 
was based on the economic surpluses generated 
by agriculture and therefore by the rural society 
dominated in the 17th century by the nobles. 

The trend towards social advancement is 
illustrated in a study of manpower, and two phe
nomena reflect it well: one urban and the other 
rural. In construction, a change took place in the 
relationships between masters and apprentices, 
particularly among the masons, at the same time 
that Maillou was active. This turnabout was the 
outgrowth of the general evolution of social rela
tionships. The emergence of a merchant class 
caused upheavals at all levels of society. The 

objective was nothing less than a redefinition of 
roles. 

Nevertheless it was in rural society that the 
repercussions were the most tangible. The cor
vées that the popula t ion had to provide 
intensified this urban control over the country
side. Although the ramparts were designed to 
protect the townspeople, they were largely built 
by the rural inhabitants. This (although it might 
be claimed that the ramparts also benefitted the 
rural population to some extent) originated in the 
wishes of political administrators; the militia cap
tains made it a reality. Although most of these 
captains were nobles or were ennobled during the 
17th century, they crossed to the bourgeoisie's 
side in the 18th century.198 The struggle that had 
been initiated resulted not only in the sharing of 
powers that the merchants claimed, but also in 
the increase of domination over rural society. 
Since neither of the two groups could claim 
exclusive rights to power, the ensuing interplay 
of "checks and balances" kept the bourgeoisie 
from hoping to eliminate the nobility from politi
cal circles. 

A fortification was a physical achievement 
that brought various social forces face to face. 
From this point of view, the study of the man
power used in building fortifications is a means of 
broaching the complexity of the relationships 
within a society and of underlining the interac
tions between the component groups of rural and 
urban milieus. 

198. Ibid., p. 45. 
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Chapter 8 Fortifications 
and manpower under the 
British Regime, 
1760-1871 

T HE change of administration that Canada 
experienced after the British victory on the 
heights of Abraham had little influence on 

the construction of fortifications at Québec; the 
town lost none of its strategic importance. Never
theless this reversal of political power affected 
the context in which constructions were erected. 
The physical appearance of the construction site 
was no different than it had been during the 
French regime, since the evolution of science and 
techniques does not undergo as abrupt changes of 
direction as political events do. Although the 
methods of organizing work changed little, 
important modifications resulted with respect to 
the way in which manpower was recruited. On 
the one hand, the British engineers constantly 
came up against budgetary constraints; on the 
other, they hesitated to levy corvées, not know
ing what reaction to expect from the Canadiens. 

Financial constraints forced military admin
istrators to recruit craftsmen and day-labourers 
directly from the garrison; as the most important 
town in the colony, Québec had a strong garrison. 
As a palliative, the measure proved to be simple 
and effective. The British engineers soon realized 
that this source of manpower was insufficient, 
however, and as of 1779, the year in which con
struction on the first citadel began, they hired 

civilian craftsmen and day-labourers. At the same 
time corvées were brought back into use to allevi
ate fiscal burdens. Moreover, Governor Fre
derick Haldimand achieved notoriety for the abu
sive way in which he resorted to corvéables. 
After the temporary citadel was completed, no 
other corvées would be levied for building defen
sive works in Québec. The priority given to using 
military manpower explains the absence of build
ing contractors up to the middle of the 19th 

century. 

Elaboration and Acceptance of Projects 
Without studying all the details of the com

plex and intricately confused structure of the 
bureaucratic machinery that constituted the Brit
ish Army, the broad outlines of how a fortifica
tion project was conceived should nevertheless 
be sketched. Any project, whether it came into 
being under French or British rule, originated 
from the engineer's pen. All the British engineers 
advocated building a citadel on the heights of 
Cape Diamond. Once the citadel was built, they 
tried to relocate the enceinte beyond its limits. 
Inspired by the engineers' topographical knowl
edge, these proposals were illustrated with carto
graphic evidence and, in several cases, supported 
by lengthy memoranda on the conditions of the 
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town's fortifications. Between the engineer's 
memorandum and royal approbation, which was 
an absolutely essential condition for starting con
struction, the presentation of a project was sub
jected to an impressive administrative procedure. 

Although the bureaucratic machinery in the 
mother country underwent major administrative 
reorganization in 1795 and 1850, it seems that the 
changes did not affect the way in which a fortifi
cation project was conceived in the colony.1 As a 
rule the British engineer wrote a memorandum on 
the defensive worth of existing fortifications. 
This text was usually accompanied by topograph
ical surveys, plans, sections and profiles. To 
these documents were added those of a financial 
nature: the engineer drew up a detailed estimate 
of the cost, which was calculated according to the 
price of materials and manpower.2 

Once this stage had been reached, the engi
neer submitted his project to the Governor and 
the Commander-in-Chief of the troops (at least 
until 1786).3 In England the project ended up in 
the impenetrable labyrinths of the government: 
before 1782 a project had to be submitted first to 
the Board of Trade and then to the Privy Council 
before being accepted by the King; and it was 
only after a royal decision had been made that the 
First Lord of Treasury loosened his pursestrings. 

Another example of this cumbersome bureau
cracy may be seen in the construction of the Cita
del in 1820. In Canada, after the War of 1812, the 
responsibility for building military works fell to 
the Commissariat;4 thus, this body acted as an 
intermediary for the Treasury. After the adminis
trative reforms of 1795, however, all military con
struction was, in principle, to be directed by the 
Board of Ordnance, to which the royal engineers 
were responsible. In the case of the Citadel, the 
plans were signed by the engineer E .W. 
Durnford, and construction began under his 
direction. A commentary written by Wellington, 

who was then Master-General of the Ordnance, 
explained that on the Citadel's construction site 
the engineers worked for the Commissariat, 
although they were responsible to the Ordnance. 
Furthermore, the funds allocated for this con
struction, although managed by the Commissa
riat, were drawn from the budget allotted to the 
Ordnance. Wellington concluded paradoxically, 
"For instance, I believe that to this moment this 
department (Ordnance) have no knowledge what
ever of the Citadel of Québec."5 

These examples bear witness to only a part 
of the British military organization's administra
tive complexity. It is clear, however, that spend
ing for military construction in Québec was gov
erned for all practical purposes by the Treasury, 
despite intervention at various other administra
tive levels.6 It was also possible, as Governor 
Craig has shown on his arrival in Québec, for a 
governor to decide unilaterally to begin work on 
certain constructions without notifying adminis
trators in London. By authorizing the construc
tion of the Martello towers, Craig hoped to pre
sent London with a fait accompli. Giving his 
commission as an excuse, the Governor avoided 
administrative imbroglios, hoping to obtain addi
tional funds when the next budget was drawn 
up.7 The events that followed proved him cor
rect, since obviously there could be no question 
of demolishing what had already been built. The 
Craig episode was the exception that proves the 
rule. 

The Engineer and his Staff 
The role of the British engineer differed very 

little from that of his French predecessor: he pre
pared plans, specifications and memoranda to 
support his recommendations. He nevertheless 
had more aid, since he had a stable support staff 
at his disposal in Québec. Two sub-engineers, a 
group of workers (skilled workers and day-
labourers) and an overseer, James Thompson,8 

1. Nevertheless, this reorganization had tangible repercussions in 
several spheres of military activity in Canada. The details of the 
matter do not come within the scope of this study, however. The 
reader may consult two theses that describe some of the implica
tions: Karl Raudzens, The British Ordnance Department in Can
ada. 1815-1855, Ph.D. thesis, Yale University, 1970. G.A. 
Steppler, A Duty Troublesome beyond Measure — Logistical 
Considerations in the Canadian War of 1812, M.A. thesis, McGill 
University, 1974. 

2. When John Marr presented his first citadel project in 1770, he 
indicated that the costs of materials were based on a memoran
dum written by Chaussegros de héry fils concerning the prices 
and quality of the different materials available. The British do not 
seem to have produced a document that might be considered 
equivalent to the toisé. University of Michigan, William Clements 
Library, Gage Papers, vol. 44, Marr to Gage, 27 September 1770. 

3. Only after 1786 were these two posts filled de facto by Carleton, 
who, by that time, had become Lord Dorchester. 

4. Under normal circumstances, the Commissariat was in charge of 
the garrison's upkeep and resupplying the troops. 

5. Wellington to Arbuthnot, 1 June 1821, in G.A. Steppler, Quebec, 
the Gibraltar of North America?, Ottawa, Parks Canada, Manu
script Report No. 224, 1976, pp. 92-3. 

6. Until now, a few researchers have studied the British military 
organization in Canada. They have analysed only a part of it, 
however, and often have dealt with only a very short period. 
Although recent research has made it possible to draw up an 
organizational chart including the various components of the mili
tary's administration and to establish the relationships that 
existed between the different levels of this hierarchy, very little is 
known about the interdependence of these components. 

7. I.J. Saunders, A History of Martello Towers in the Defence of 
British North America, 1796-1871, Ottawa, Parks Canada, Cana
dian Historic Collection, no. 15, 1976, pp. 29-31. 

8. BM, Add. MSS 21815, ff. 15,41, 57,4 May 1778, 6 January 1779 
and 1 April 1779. Thompson would be overseer until 1829. PRO, 
W.O. 55/866, ff. 96-96\ Byham to Mann, 7 December 1829. 

268 



worked for the engineer Marr. In addition it is 
plausible that there was at least one draftsman, 
since Twiss was assisted by three draftsmen 
when the temporary citadel was built.9 This team 
was also joined by a clerk, who was in charge of 
keeping the books, and by a conductor of stores, 
who was responsible for the supply of material.10 

Not only was this work team maintained, but the 
number of its members increased throughout the 
19th century." 

The role of the overseer Thompson on the 
construction site of the temporary citadel 
consisted of supervising the work's general prog
ress and especially the tasks of the miners and 
masons; in addition he had to order various build
ing materials, such as lime, stone and wood; he 
also checked the payrolls and hired civilian 
labour. He was respons ib le as well for 
supervising joinery and carpentry work in the 
garrison's various barracks, although he did not 
intervene in these fields when the temporary cita
del was under construction.12 

The British administrators adopted a differ
ent attitude towards fortifications construction 
than had their French predecessors. Having little 
inclination to go beyond their mandates, they 
waited for instructions from the mother country. 
In addition, undoubtedly because of their distrust 
of the local population, the British military 
preferred recruiting the necessary manpower 
from the soldiers in the garrison, at least until the 
end of the 18th century. The state assumed the 
responsibility of managing the construction site. 
The argument that the military was distrustful, 
however, cannot be invoked to explain the con
tinuation of this situation when the Citadel was 
constructed. Such action should be seen as 
demonstrating the military's mentality; its atti
tude was not new, but rather had been kept in the 
background since 1760. 

Military Manpower 
All the Governors and engineers who pro

posed the construction of a citadel at Québec 
counted on obtaining part of the manpower they 
required from the town garrison. It was viewed as 
a source of skilled and inexpensive labour, not 
only by Governors Murray, Carleton and 
Haldimand, but also by the engineers Marr, 
Twiss and Mann.13 Nevertheless the engineer 
Twiss, who was responsible for building the tem
porary citadel, soon became aware that the 
Québec garrison was insufficient, since part of its 
strength had been drained by war. As a result he 
called on the help of civilian craftsmen. As well, 
in 1778 Twiss drew up a special recruitment proj
ect to raise corps of workers. The idea was not 
new, since it had been put into practice at Gibral
tar a few years earlier.14 These soldiers (for the 
manpower in question was still to be recruited 
directly from the various regiments of garrisons 
throughout the colony) would be paid at twice the 
normal rate and would be clothed; as well, they 
would receive a recruitment bonus.15 Two years 
before, about 30 skilled workmen had arrived 
from England; but their number was very much 
lower than what Twiss had wanted.16 Since the 
engineer had received no reply to his proposal, he 
submit ted a second project to Governor 
Haldimand. This time his demands were more 
modest, since he asked for only 50 soldiers and 
seven non-commissioned officers. As to their 
wages, he would double them only on the condi
tion that the work undertaken involved perma
nent constructions. The engineer added that if 
civilian craftsmen were recruited in England it 
would cost nearly twice as much. According to 
Twiss, his proposal was the only way to ensure a 
good supply of manpower, considering that nei
ther corvées nor the garrison, whose numbers 
fluctuated with military circumstances, were to 
be relied upon.17 

9. Ibid., f. 15, 14 November 1782. Moreover. Twiss could also count 
on two engineers and three sub-engineers. 

10. ANQQ. AP-G/254, vol. I, J. Thompson's Journal. Given the 
quantity and quality of the information recorded in this journal, 
the description of the construction site has been drawn largely 
from this source. 

11. Orders and Regulations for the Outdance of the Corps of Royal 
Engineers and Royal Sappers and Miners at Home and Abroad, 
24th September 1831. 

12. The zeal with which Thompson administered and supervised the 
site would make him one of the most reliable advisors of the 
engineer Twiss and Governor Haldimand. In 1785 Thompson 
was placed in charge of building what would later become the 
Château Haldimand. 

13. The soldiers of the garrison provided skilled labour and day-
labourers and carters. In addition a part of the garrison was 
called upon to provide corvées, which the British military called 
fatigue duty. In France, soldiers also provided corvées, but no 
trace of such activity has been found in New France. This might 
be explained by the small French garrison stationed in Québec. 

14. A company similar to the one formed in Gibraltar in 1772 was 
also proposed at the end of the 17"' century by the engineer 
Villeneuve, who was in favour of having Limousins sent to the 
colony. Arthur S. Winson, A Register of the Regiments and 
Corps of the British Army, London. Archive Press. 1972. p. 288. 

15. These soldiers would be discharged from their regiment and 
would be responsible only to the engineers. In addition to rec
ommending that corps of military workers be hired. Twiss advo
cated hiring a master mason and about 20 stone-cutters, as well 
as an overseer and ten miners equipped with tools. The miners 
were to be English civilians. BM, Add. MSS 21814. ff. 80-1v. 
Twiss to Haldimand, 1 November 1778. 

16. Twiss considered that he would need many more skilled workers 
than the hundred or so recruited for Gibraltar. Moreover, the 
workers that he had been sent had been hired for only a two-year 
period, and several of them had returned to England. PRO, C O . 
42/35. ff. 153-153", Carleton to Germain, no. 11, 15 August 1776. 

17. BM, Add. MSS 21814, ff. 147-8. Twiss to Haldimand, 12 June 
1779. 
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With Haldimand's support,18 the principle 
of the project was approved by Secretary of State 
George Germain, although this approval was sub
ject to the assent of the Board of Ordnance.19 

Not knowing which approach to take, the Gov
ernor repeated his demands, insisting that 
London send miners as well to work on the 
Citadel.20 Since no reply came from the mother 
country, Twiss proposed a third solution to the 
Governor: a corps of workmen would be raised 
by recruiting about 85 men from the Loyalist regi
ments. In addition to receiving their regular pay, 
they would be clothed. These men would be 
under the engineering officers, and if they proved 
to be good workers they might be given a supple
ment with their pay.21 

As a last resort, Haldimand accepted the 
chief engineer's final proposal, and Twiss hired 
65 workers at the beginning of 1780.22 In the 
meantime, the Board of Ordnance had refused to 
subscribe to Twiss' first proposal. Therefore the 
engineer had to resign himself to using the 
resources offered by Quebec's garrison and the 
two companies he had formed. They included few 
miners or quarrymen, however. Haldimand com
plained about this and saw it as one of the main 
reasons for work delays.23 

/. Craftsmen and Day-Labourers of the 
Temporary Citadel 

On 13 October 1779, the day on which the 
construction of the temporary citadel began, 
about 50 German soldiers transferred from Trois-
Rivières were hard at work on the heights of Cape 
Diamond; three-quarters of them were miners.24 

The number of workers remained at this level 
until the summer season of work started at the 
beginning of May, when it was increased to 
approximately 100.2S By the end of July 1780 the 
military force working on Cape Diamond num
bered some 390 men.26 In August slightly more 
than 500 men were summoned to work.27 As of 
September the labour force was reduced by about 

This building " s u s p e n d e d " on the side of Cape Dia
mond was a powder magazine built during the const ruct ion 
of the t emporary ci tadel . The s t ruc tu re ' s location gives some 
idea of the difficult condi t ions under which the men had to 
work . S. S t re t ton , 1805. Pictures Division. Public Archives 
of Canada (C-14812). 

100 men28 and a similar cut was made in 
October.29 

A larger number of workmen was employed 
in 1781, when nearly 450 soldiers were to be 
found at work on different tasks as early as 
May.30 Thompson noted that in July the same 
proportion of craftsmen and day-labourers was 
working, not including carpenters and axemen;31 

their number was close to the 550 recorded for 
the month of August.32 In September the work 
force was reduced; the troops left for their winter 
quarters. Some 200 men remained to work on the 
construction site.33 There is every reason to 
believe that this reduced labour force was main
tained during the winter, since Thompson 
reported almost identical numbers from Novem
ber 1781 to March 1782.34 

1782 marked a truly collective effort to make 
the work progress; the number of men working 
increased from nearly 700 (500 of whom were sol
diers) in June35 to more than 900 in August.36 

18. PRO, C O . 42/39, ff. 184-I84V, Haldimand to Germain, no. 20, 18 
June 1779. 

19. BM, Add. MSS 21710. ff. 21-3, Germain to Haldimand. no. 20. 3 
August 1779. 

20. Ibid.. 21714. ff. 82-82T Haldimand to Townshend, 24 October 
1779. 

21. Ibid., 21814. ff. 163-4, Twiss to Haldimand, 22 November 1779. 
22. Ibid., 21815, ff. 61-2\ List of workers. 1 January 1780. These 

workmen were not hired to work exclusively on the citadel, but 
rather to meet general needs. 

23. BM. Add. MSS 21715, ff. 6-7. Haldimand to Townshend. 25 
October 1780. 

24. ANQQ, AP-G/254. vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 13 October 
1779. These soldiers belonged to the Prince Frederick Regiment 
and were under the supervision of four non-commissioned 
officers. 

25. Ibid.. 2 May 1780. 
26. Ibid.. 29 July 1780. 
27. Ibid., 1 and 23 August 1780. 
28. Ibid., 13 September 1780. 
29. Ibid., 21 October 1780. 
30. Ibid.. 17 and 30 May 1781. 
31. Ibid., 5 July 1781. 
32. Ibid.. 2 August 1781. 
33. Ibid., 8 September 1781. 
34. Moreover, it is highly probable that there were more than 200 

workmen on the site since the overseer wrote in his journal that 
this figure did not include soldiers doing piecework. 

35. Ibid., 12 June 1782. 
36. Ibid.. 1 August 1782. 
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This effort was continued into October, when the 
workmen on the construction site numbered 
nearly 800.37 In 1783, construction work on the 
citadel was interrupted; since peace had 
returned, some of the troops went back to 
England. Thompson nevertheless reported the 
presence of some 300 military workmen at 
Québec, a good number of whom were working 
on Cape Diamond.38 Thompson did not say when 
work on the temporary citadel was officially sus
pended; but he did note that some repairs were 
made on it in March 1784.39 

If the above figures appear astronomical, 
they seem even more so when one reads 
Haldimand's statements that the total garrison 
along the St. Lawrence in 1779 was only 2,191 
officers and soldiers, 174 of whom were at 
Québec.40 It becomes evident that British rein
forcements and newly arrived Loyalists had 
swollen the ranks of the Québec garrison. British 
troops in North America increased from some 
7,000 soldiers in 1775 to about 47,000 in 1782.41 

It remains to be determined whether this mil
itary manpower was qualified and competent. 
Thompson divided skilled workers into 12 catego
ries: foremen (who might be either sergeants or 
skilled craftsmen), carpenters, axemen, wheel
wrights, coopers, sawyers, blacksmiths, tile mak
ers, glazers, miners, masons and harness makers; 
labourers, mortar makers and carters provided 
unskilled labour.42 According to the overseer, a 
good number of the garrison's soldiers seem to 
have been skilled. 

In October 1779, 66 of 82 men under the engi
neering department were soldiers who had 
received training in a particular craft; among 
them were 39 miners and 17 carpenters.43 This 
proportion of skilled labour is high and does not 
reflect the actual situation when the construction 
site was in full operation. Of the 394 labourers on 
the site at the end of July 1780, only 75, or 19 per 
cent, were craftsmen.44 As implied by the notes 
that Thompson wrote at the beginning of August, 

this percentage of craftsmen to day-labourers 
fluctuated somewhat: of the 508 workers 
recorded, 35 per cent were craftsmen.45 In 
August 1781, of the 548 soldiers working on Cape 
Diamond, 92, or 17 per cent, were skilled 
workers.46 Conversely, a year later when nearly 
900 soldiers were to be found on the construction 
site, only 38 per cent were craftsmen.47 It there
fore seems plausible that a fifth, or at the most a 
third, of the military working on Cape Diamond 
were craftsmen, at least during the summer sea
son. When winter approached, many of the sol
diers were relieved of their duties, and they 
joined their respective camps. Since these sol
diers were primarily day-labourers, either by 
trade or because they were required to act in this 
capacity in performing fatigue duty, the majority 
of workers on the winter construction site were 
craftsmen (table l).48 

Establishing the existence of a large reserve 
of craftsmen within the garrison does not allow 
one to conclude that this manpower's size was 
matched by its competence. There are several 
indications to the contrary. Twiss' three projects 
for forming companies of workmen are clearly an 
indication of the poor quality of Quebec's availa
ble military manpower. Thompson reported that 
two days after work was begun some of the work
ers did not know how to handle the tools, and as a 
result, Twiss had to show them how the tools 
were used.49 

Thompson maintained that the Germans 
working as miners on Cape Diamond were slow, 
but he had no grounds for complaint about these 
foreign masons since "their work is much prefer
able to any done in this Country by the hands of a 
Canadian, besides they are constant and do not 
require much looking after, but they must have 
Profiles to work by."5 0 These German troops 
seem to have provided a large part of the labour 
force; and yet, according to Haldimand, the 
Anhalt Zerbs t Regiment was made up of 
recruits.51 It seems likely that at the end of the 

37. Ibid.. 1 October 1782. It should be noted that the last two figures 
represented the total work force; the number of soldiers should 
therefore be increased proportionally. 

38. Ibid., 5 May 1783. 
39. Ibid.. 26 March 1784. Thompson noted that 34 men had been 

assigned to the site to perform various tasks intended to reorgan
ize some sectors. 

40. PRO, C O . 42/39. ff. 371-6. Haldimand to Germain. 14 Septem
ber 1779. 

41. Philip Katcher. King George's Army, 1775-17X3, Osprey. Read
ing, 1973. p. 141. No other figure has been found indicating the 
actual number of troops stationed in Québec. 

42. ANQQ. AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal. 1 January 
1781. 

43. Ibid., 14 October 1779. The overseer noted the presence of four 
English workmen. They had once been members of the military 

and enjoyed the same status as the soldiers; that is, they lived in 
the barracks and were fed by the state. They will not be consid
ered members of the military, however. 

44. Ibid.. 29 July 1780. 
45. Ibid.. 1 August 1780. 
46. Ibid.. 2 August 1781. These figures do not include foremen. 
47. Ibid.. 1 August 1782. 
48. It should be noted that the totals do not always represent the 

entire work force, since in most cases foremen have not been 
included. 

49. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 15 October 
1779. 

50. Ibid., 29 July 1780. 
51. PRO. C O . 42/39. ff. 371-6. Haldimand to Germain. 14 Septem

ber 1779. 
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TABLE 1 

Date Total 

Number of workmen, 1779-83 

Craftsmen Day-Labourers 

% of total % military % civil % of total % military % civil 

14/10/1779 
02/05/1780 
06/06/1780 
29/07/1780 
01/08/1780 
13/09/1780 
21/10/1780 
18/11/1780 
01/02/1781 
17/05/1781 
30/05/1781 
11/06/1781 
05/07/1781 
02/08/1781 
01/11/1781 
04/12/1781 
04/01/1782 
01/02/1782 
05/03/1782 
06/04/1782 
01/05/1782 
31/05/1782 
15/06/1782 
01/08/1782 
01/10/1782 
18/11/1782 
05/05/1783 

82 
105 
162 
394 
508 
405 
336 
291 
350 
499 
492 
490 
478 
625 
327 
284 
287 
274 
289 
296 
552 
657 
645 
911 
795 
312 
324 

80.5 
66.6 
82.1 
21.3 
35.4 
16.8 
73.5 
74.2 
70.8 
21.8 
21.9 
21.2 
21.5 
17.1 
63.3 
57.0 
55.0 
60.9 
61.2 
56.7 
42.9 
35.8 
39.2 
30.4 
31.3 
57.4 
44.4 

86.4 
87.1 
93.2 
89.3 

75.9 

88.1 
87.0 
86.5 
87.3 
85.9 

70.2 
59.7 

13.6 
12.8 
6.7 

10.7 

24.0 

11.9 
13.0 
13.5 
12.6 
14.0 

28.9 
40.3 

7.3 
33.3 
11.1 
78.7 
64.6 
83.0 
21.4 
28.2 
25.1 
71.7 
75.6 
74.8 
70.5 
74.8 
27.8 
36.9 
39.3 
33.5 
33.2 
34.1 
51.8 
60.9 
57.7 
65.9 
64.8 
35.2 
49.1 

100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

93.9 

96.9 
97.5 
97.2 
97.3 
97.4 

94.0 
96.5 

6.1 

3.1 
2.4 
2.7 
2.6 
2.5 

6.0 
3.5 

Ethnic origins of the work force, 1779-83 

Date 

T 

14/10/1779 
02/05/1780 
06/06/1780 
29/07/1780 
01/09/1780 
18/11/1780 
17/05/1781 
30/05/1781 
11/06/1781 
31/05/1782 
15/06/1782 

Jtal Num 

66 
70 

133 
84 

216 
109* 
108* 
104* 
235 
253 

3er Milt 

% 
German 

77.2 
70.0 
82.7 
66.6 

49.5 
63.3 
61.1 
60.5 
42.9 
35.9 

Crafts 

tary 

% 
English 

9.0 
17.1 
10.5 
22.6 

20.3 
24.7 
25.9 
25.9 
27.6 
23.7 

men 

% 
English 

6.1 

3.7 

7.6 
2.5 

Civilian 

% 
Loyalist 

6.9 

5.1 
18.1 

% 
Canadian 

7.5 
12.8 
6.7 

10.7 

13.4 
11.9 
12.9 
13.4 
15.7 
14.6 

total Nurr 

6 
35 
18 

310 
404 

82 
358 
372 
367 
400 
372 

iber Mili 

% 
German 

83.3 

55.5 
84.5 
72.0 
30.4 
53.3 
53.2 
53.9 
45.5 
62.3 

Day-Laboui 

ary 

% 
English 

16.6 
100 
44.4 
15.4 
27.9 
63.4 
36.5 
36.8 
37.6 
48.5 
34.1 

ers 

% 
ïnglish 

1.2 

1.0 

Civilian 

% 
Loyalist 

2.4 

1.2 
0.2 

% 
Canadian 

2.4 
3.1 
2.4 
2.7 
3.7 
3.2 

* These figures include only masons and miners 
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18th century the British engineers had a skilled 
work force at their disposal, but that its experi
ence was limited, at least in the case of a good 
many of its members. 

The soldiers garrisoned in Québec during 
this period were not only British, but also Ger
man. Twiss drew a good part of his work force 
from German ranks. When work began, the Ger
man troops drawn from the Prince Frederick and 
Anhalt Zerbst regiments represented 77 per cent 
of the total work force.52 In July 1780, German 
workers supplied 45 per cent of this manpower.53 

In August 1781, 56 per cent of the skilled labour 
was drawn from the ranks of the German regi
ments.54 In May 1782 this proportion fell to 44 
per cent.55 Of the total work force on the con
struction site, however, German workmen 
amounted to 53 per cent.56 This proportion was 
maintained to the end of 1782,57 and even into 
May 1783.58 The Germans' contribution, as illus
trated by table 2, was therefore very important. 

Thompson preferred German to Canadian 
masons. It is clear, however, that civilian work
ers were engaged while the temporary citadel was 
being built. What proportion of the total labour 
force did they represent, and what sort of skilled 
workers were recruited among them? When work 
started, Thompson hired nine civilians, of whom 
five were Canadien and four, English; together 
they represented 12 per cent of the skilled 
labour.59 In June 1780, 9 of 133 craftsmen, or 
slightly over six per cent, were Canadien.60 At 
the end of May 1781, civilian manpower made up 
13 per cent of the skilled work force.61 A year 
later, English, Canadien and Loyalist civilians 
formed 29 per cent of this work force.62 This 
trend persisted until the end of 1782.63 In short, 
civilian manpower, whether British or Canadien, 
represented only a small part of the skilled 
labour: hardly 15 per cent for the 1779-83 period. 
Tables 1 and 2 show that few civilians were 
engaged as day-labourers (about 3 per cent); most 
of the civilian workers were in fact craftsmen. 
Civilian manpower, including both skilled work
men and day-labourers, corresponded to only 
about 12 per cent of the total labour force. 

GRAPH 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF CRAFTSMEN ACCORDING TO TRADE AND ORIGIN 

NOVEMBER 1780 

It is interesting to note the fields in which 
these civilians were hired. The engineer Twiss 
and Governor Haldimand had complained about 
the lack of miners and quarriers among the garri
son's soldiers. Following an appeal by the colo
nial administrators, London sent over about 20 
Cornish miners; this number, however, was not 
enough to meet construction needs.64 Conse
quently, Thompson called on Canadien miners 
and quarriers. Their number rose from two when 
the work began to nine a few months later.65 A 
tenth worker was hired during 1780.66 

The civilians hired by Thompson were also 
intended to meet labour needs in other fields for 
which the garrison's numbers were insufficient. 
This was the case for carpenters, axemen and 
blacksmiths (graphs 1 and 2).67 The absence of 
axemen among the soldiers is striking. On the 
other hand, no masons were recruited among the 
Canadiens; this observation is somewhat surpris
ing, even though Thompson had implied that the 
work of Canadien masons left something to be 
desired.68 However, Canadien miners provided 
nearly 15 per cent of the craftsmen hired in this 

52. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal. 14 October 
1779. 

53. Ibid., 29 July 1780. In addition to those just mentioned, the Ger
man regiments included the Hess Cassel and Hess Hanau 
regiments. 

54. Ibid., 2 August 1781. 
55. BM, Add. MSS 21815, f. 68, List of workmen. 31 May 1782. 
56. Ibid., f. 69, 8 June 1782. 
57. Ibid., f. 74, 9 November 1782. 
58. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1. J. Thompson's Journal. 5 May 1783. 
59. Ibid., 14 October 1779. 
60. Ibid., 6 June 1780. 
61. Ibid., 30 May 1781. 

62. BM, Add. MSS 21815, f. 68, 31 May 1782. 
63. Ibid., 21815, f. 74, 9 November 1782. 
64. The Cornish miners were sent by the Board of Ordnance. 
65. ANQQ. AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 7 January 

1780. 

66. PAC, MG13, W.O. 28/6, p. 22, "Return of Officers, Artificers & 
Labourers," 18 November 1780. 

67. These graphs were drawn up on the basis of the work force on 
the construction site in both summer and winter. 

68. Although not one Canadien was hired as a mason, there is rea
son to believe that a few miners did masonry work. This subject 
will be dealt with later in this chapter. 
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Graph 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF CRAFTSMEN ACCORDING TO 
TRADE AND ORIGIN 

LEGEND 
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H i Canadien Workers 
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field. At the end of May 1782, civilian craftsmen 
represented 29 per cent of the work force on the 
construction site; 64 per cent of these civilians 
were Canadiens.69 A few weeks later, with the 
arrival of several Loyalist axemen, the Cana
diens accounted for only 40 per cent.70 

Most of the craftsmen working on the con
struction site were German soldiers. In short, 
civilian manpower was not plentiful and was 
mainly concentrated in three groups of crafts
men: axemen, miners and blacksmiths. In fact, 
blacksmiths made up slightly over 20 per cent of 
the manpower in this field. Calculated according 
to trades, the percentage of skilled civilian labour 
was proportional to the percentage of civilians 
making up the total labour force. 

Civilian participation was also limited in the 
day-labourer category. Graphs 3 and 4 illustrate 
the distribution on the construction site in winter 
and in summer: the total number of unskilled 
labourers doubled in May; military corvéables 
should also be added to this total. Canadiens 
seem to have supplied only mortar makers (2.4 
per cent of the workers in winter and 7.5 per cent 
in summer), whereas the Loyalists and the British 
supplied only unskilled labourers and very few at 
that. 

It seems therefore that public works under 
British rule were not the source of enrichment 
that the same type of work had been during the 
French regime. All that the Canadiens and even 
the Loyalists and British civilians gained from 
them were wages and some supply contracts. 
What is the explanation for the absence of 
Canadiens, and even other civilians, from certain 

Graph 3 
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NOVEMBER 1780 

Graph 4 

69. BM, Add. MSS 21815, f. 68, ' -Return of Art i f icers . 
Labourers," 31 May 1782. 

70. Ibid., f. 72, "Morning Distribution," 15 June 1782. 
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sectors of activity on the construction site, partic
ularly masonry? Although some masons were of 
British origin, their number was small. Let us 
refrain from putting forward segregation as the 
cause, and search for explanations in the market 
structure. Soldiers made up more than 80 per cent 
of the labour force; it becomes clear that wages 
were the reason behind the absence of civilian 
workers from the construction site. 

2. The Corvée System at the Time of the 
Temporary Citadel's Construction 

During this period, wages were paid for mili
tary corvées as they had been under the French 
administration. Nevertheless, during the British 
regime in Québec, these corvées took on a new 
form: the corvéables did not work on the con
struction site, but rather were called upon to sup
ply and transport construction materials. It is not 
our intention to examine the legal aspect of cor
vées; that is a topic for study in itself. Never
theless it should be mentioned that although Arti
cle VI of the Militia Ordonnance of 1777 stipu
lated that militiamen between the ages of 16 and 
60 should "marcher de leur différentes paroisses 
à l'endroit qui leur sera commandé . . . quoique 
toujours comme Milice," the next article sug
gested a broader interpretation of the militia
man's duties: 

Tous habitans au dessus de soixante ans qui 
auront un domestique, ainsi que tous autres 
tenant terres en roture, et qui n'en sont point 
exemts par cette Ordonnance, fourniront 
chacun à leur tour, sur les ordres du Gouver
nement et à la réquisition des Capitaines de 
Milice, des charettes, traines ou autres voitu
res pour le service du Roi, qui seront paiées 
par jour aux prix qu'en fixera le Comman
dant en chef.71 

In short, although no rule governing corvées 
existed in the French regime, nothing defined 
them more precisely than this ordonnance under 
the British administration. 

Furthermore, three years earlier the Legisla
tive Council had promulgated that all new sei
gneurial concessions would from then on be sub
ject to a saving clause concerning landed 
property: 

His Majesty shall hereafter have occasion to 
make use of any part of the said lands for 
building thereon, or enclosing, Forts , 
Batteries, Parades, Places of Arms, Maga
zines, Store Houses or other Publick Works; 
it shall be lawful for his Majesty to take to 
himself and make use of any such lands and 
to cut down and carry away off the said lands 
any wood or timber fit for constructing the 
said Buildings or for Firewood for the Garri
sons of such forts.72 

This was a return to the French custom decreed 
by Intendant Raudot in his ordonnance of 1711. 
Thus it was a favourable context in which to call 
up corvéables to take part in the various military 
construction projects necessitated by the Ameri
can rebel troops' invasion. 

This legislation constituted a retroactive rati
fication of measures that the military had taken 
spontaneously a few years earlier. At Detroit in 
1766 the British had tried to apply the same meth
ods as their predecessors by forcing the inhabit
ants to supply stakes for repairing the fort's pali
sade, since the deeds of concession obliged them 
to do so.73 The military administration won its 
case.74 There is no indication that the same phe
nomenon occurred in Canada before the Ameri
can invasion. Nevertheless, following Carleton's 
ordonnance in 1775, which temporarily revived 
the militia,75 corvées were levied. James 
Thompson reported that he had suggested to 
Lieutenant Wade that he appeal to the militia cap
tain of Sainte-Foy to send "country carts" to col
lect the material left behind by the American 
rebels.76 A few days later the corvéables arrived 
on the heights of Abraham. 

There is no doubt that the legislation of 1774 
and the Militia Ordonnance of 1777 favoured the 
levying of corvées. As had been the case under 
the French administration, the militia infrastruc
ture served as the basis of the recruiting system. 
By means of a circular addressed to the militia 
captains of the neighbouring parishes, Haldimand 
demanded that at certain times they supply car
penters and pit-sawyers for building barracks, 
particularly at Sorel;72 at other times they 
were required to provide ship caulkers,78 and 

71. PAC Repori, 1940. pp. 20-1, "Ordonnance qui règle les Milices 
de la Province de Quebec et qui les rend d'une plus grande utilité 
pour la conservation et la sûreté d'icelle," 29 Match 1777. 

72. PAC. RG1. L. 3, L. vol. 16. f. 6356-8. 7 September 1774. 
73. BM. Add. MSS 21687. f. 291, "State of the Kings R igh t s . . . . " 

5 February 1774. Ibid., f. 71-4, Gage to Turnbull. 6 October 
1766. 

74. PRO. C O . 42/58. ff. 216-216C Dorchester to Sydney, no. 58, 27 
March 1788. 

75. According to J.M. Hitsman it was possible to resort to the militia 
immediately, since the militia captains "had been continued in 
their appointments by the British Governors." J.M. Hitsman. 
Safeguarding Canada, 1763-1871. p. 30. 

76. ANQQ. AP-G/254, vol. 5. J. Thompson's Journal. 4 July 1776. 
77. BM. Add. MSS 21722. ff. 75v-6, Haldimand to Tonnancour. 

29 September 1778. 

78. Ibid., f. 56. Circular addressed to the militia captain or the com
manding officer of Varennes parish. 1 October 1778. 
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sometimes horses and carts.79 There are many 
examples. 

Haldimand always mentioned, however, that 
craftsmen were paid either "un pris raisonnable 
pour leur travail," or a fixed daily rate; on the 
other hand, they had to provide their own 
tools.80 Day-labourers received no compen
sation.81 Haldimand wrote: 

I am to observe to you . . . concerning paying 
and not paying Canadians employed on cor
vée, that all labours performed by Canadians 
for the Kings service is upon the same foot
ing and not entitled to payment. The only 
line to be drawn in this respect is that when 
Artificers of any kind are employed, it is rea
sonable they should be paid as they get their 
living thereby, but people called upon from 
the parishes by corvée are bound to perform 
one labour as well as an other without 
distinction.82 

The corvée under the British administration dif
fered slightly from that of the French regime, 
since only the craftsmen were paid; the corvée 
imposed on the day-labourers was somewhat sim
ilar to the royal83 and seigneurial corvées in that 
it provided no wages and therefore represented a 
form of taxation. 

It is therefore not surprising to observe that 
the habitants deserted to escape this tax. Gov
ernor Haldimand's correspondence leaves no 
doubts on the matter: desertion was not a rare 
phenomenon.84 Yet Haldimand's secretary, 
Edward Foy, wrote that the government should 
not yield to the pressure exerted by the popula
tion and agree to pay them more for the work 
they were required to perform.85 The penalty for 
desertion varied from simply withdrawing rations 
for minor cases to legal action in extreme 
cases;86 the sentence then incurred was either 
detention87 or a fine.88 

Naturally it was not everyone's desire to 
provide corvée labour; but without resorting to 

desertion some people, especially the seigneurs, 
asked to be exempted from corvées. This was the 
case of the widow de Muy89 and of Jean-Baptiste 
Provençal, who identified himself first as a mer
chant and then as a seigneur, so as, it might be 
added without malice, to take no chances.90 

Whether permission was granted for these 
requests cannot be specified; nevertheless the 
tradition of claiming exemption continued. 

As during the French regime, there were cer
tain periods in the year that were unsuitable for 
levying corvées. At harvest time it was only in 
extreme need that corvées were to be resorted to; 
this was not only because of the harvest, but also 
because the state of the roads hindered communi
cations in the fall.91 "Il doit être entendu cepen
dant que cette indulgence ne s'étende pas aux 
Déserteurs, qui par leurs mauvaise conduite ont 
perdu tout droit au faveurs que Je suis toujours 
disposé d'accorder. . ,"92 

The corvéables were recruited, as they had 
been under the French administration, by the 
militia captains, who chose those required to pro
vide days of corvée work. The number of 
corvéables, as well as the corvée'1 s duration, how
ever, were determined by the Governor and his 
military assistants; corvées lasted from a few 
days to two weeks, with the corvéables from each 
parish taking over from one another in turn.93 As 
had been the case for royal corvées, it seems that 
the tax constituted by military corvées was set up 
to be proportional to an individual's property. 

It was the tasks to be done on the site that 
served as a criterion for selecting the corvéables, 
however: if barracks were to be built, carpenters 
and joiners from the surrounding parishes were 
called up; if transportation needs were to be met, 
each corvéable had to furnish his cart or horse. 
When horses were requisitioned, the habitants 
were also compensated for their trouble. But it 
seems that the sums granted were very small, at 
least according to the claims of some corvéables, 
who demanded more substantial allowances from 

79. Ibid., f. 62, Circular addressed to Captain St. Laurent or the 
commanding officers of the Saint Ours parish, 6 October 1778. 

80. Ibid., f. 51, Circular dated 8 September 1778. 

81. Ibid., f. 78, Circular addressed to the captains of St. Yacinthe 
and to the companies of the surrounding area, 1 October 1778. 

82. Ibid., 21699, ff. 166v-7, Haldimand to Marr, 18 August 1777. 
83. On the same day that the militia was brought back into use, Gov

ernor Carleton promulgated an ordonnance on the maintenance 
of the royal roads. According to instructions issued by the chief 
road officers, the.corvées tasks would be assigned in accordance 
with the corvéables' possessions. All the mechanisms governing 
the French royal corvée were adopted "suivant les anciens usa
ges et coutumes du pais." This means that the royal corvée was 
administered by the militia, since militia captains were 
appointed assistant road officers. PAC Report, 1914-15, pp. 
80-4. "Ordonnance pour réparer, réformer et entretenir les 
Grands Chemins publics et les Ponts dans la Province de Qué
bec," 29 March 1777. 

84. BM, Add. MSS 21699, ff. 159-60, Carleton to Longueuil, 
11 August 1777. 

85. Ibid., 21700, ff. 19-19v, #631, Foy to Maclean, 13 October 1777. 

86. Ibid., 21722, f. 64, Haldimand to Guay, 6 October 1778. 
87. Ibid., 21722, f. I l l , Haldimand to Pretorius, 3 December 1778. 
88. Ibid., 21733, f. 274, Sevestre to Haldimand, 21 December 1780. 
89. Ibid., 21734, f. 78, Widow de Muy Delisle to Haldimand, 1 April 

1781. 
90. Ibid., 21733, f. 7, Sevestre to Haldimand, 14 January 1780. 
91. Ibid., 21699, ff. 65-6, #236, Carleton to Philips, 20 November 

1777. 
92. Ibid., f. 159, #258, Carleton to Longueuil, 11 August 1777. 
93. Ibid., 21722, ff. 16, 32, 63, Circulars, 11 September 1778, 8 Sep

tember 1778, 6 October 1778. 
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the engineer Marr for the use of their horses. By 
way of reply, the engineer threatened to buy his 
own horses; then the habitants would no longer 
receive anything from the government.94 

Although these examples do not concern the 
fortifications of Québec, they nevertheless deal 
with the state of affairs on other military con
struction sites of the period and make it possible 
to evaluate the corvéables' efforts in the Québec 
region with respect to corvées as a whole at this 
time. Corvéables did not take part in building the 
temporary citadel, however; their tasks were lim
ited to supplying the site with materials, for 
which they were paid. 

The materials, that the corvéables were 
called upon to deliver consisted of fascines, all 
sorts of wood, stone and lime. It was almost 
exceptional, apart from when wood supplies 
were needed, to appeal to militiamen in parishes 
outside the district of Québec. When logs were 
sent from Nicolet to Québec, they were joined 
together to form cribs, and corvéables in the par
ishes along the St. Lawrence were recruited to 
float these timber rafts to Québec.95 In this case 
it seems that the type of wood requested justified 
having recourse to such means, since the wood 
needed for construction was supplied subse
quently by the corvéables of Pointe-Lévis, Saint-
Henri, Saint-Charles, Beaumont, Saint-Michel 
and Saint-Vallier. Each of these parishes had to 
cut down a specific number of trees and square 
them, whereas more distant parishes contributed 
carts and horses for transporting the wood to the 
river.96 The horses needed were requisitioned in 
parishes from Saint-Antoine de Tilly to Saint-
Jean Port-Joli; once again each parish was 
obliged to furnish a predetermined number.97 

Not only the parishes on the south shore 
were obliged to contribute. The habitants on the 
north shore from Saint-Augustin to Grondines 
also had to participate in the war effort. Cramahé 
demanded that these parishes supply cedar 
stakes, which were assembled into cribs and 
floated down to Québec.98 Some were able to 
perform this task without difficulty; others, as the 
militia captain of Cap Santé indicated, did not 
have cedar the required size on their land and 
were obliged to buy some. They would be reim

bursed, however, since the stakes were bought 
by the government.99 But it is very unlikely that 
these corvéables recovered all their expenses, 
since Twiss suggested that Thompson pay only 
half the market price.100 The same situation pre
vailed in the parishes that were called upon to 
supply fascines; although the corvéables earned 
one shilling for every hundred fascines, the fas
cines had to be made according to a specific 
model and transported to Cape Diamond.101 The 
corvéables thus lost out financially. Those from 
Saint-Augustin and Lorette were luckier, since 
their charcoal was purchased at the market price, 
according to Thompson.102 

The militia captain of Pointe-aux-Trembles, 
having made an agreement with the engineer 
Twiss, offered his corvéables five dollars (about 
1 pound, 2 shillings, sixpence sterling) per cubic 
toise for transporting the stone extracted from the 
quarries by the King's miners. If the offer was 
refused, Twiss threatened to demand that the 
work be done by unpaid corvées.103 Thus the 
corvée became a strong means of persuasion in 
the negotiation of "wages," since it seems that 
the decision to resort to using corvéables could 
be made arbitrarily. 

The bargaining phenomenon illustrated by 
the preceding case also occurred during the nego
tiations with the lime-burners of Beauport. 
Thompson reported that when the lime-burners 
refused the price offered by the government, it 
was ordered that lime-kilns be built and charcoal 
manufactured wherever the raw materials were 
found.109 The militia captain intervened with the 
lime-burners and as a result they lowered their 
prices; Captain Rainville was the first to accept 
the lower price and the others followed suit.105 

Cornered by the threat of losing the usufruct 
of their land, and thus their source of revenue, 
the corvéables of Beauport had no choice but to 
yield. When one of the lime-burners sold his lime 
to a town merchant (at, it goes without saying, a 
better price), he was brought before a justice of 
the peace; his sentence required that he deliver 
his material to the citadel construction site.106 

The Beauport lime-burners' obligation to supply 
the lime needed to construct the temporary cita-

94. Ibid., 21814, ff. 143-5, Marr to Haldimand, 30 May 1779. 

95. Ibid., 21722, ff. 20, 28, 41, Circulars, 14 September 1778, 18 Sep
tember 1778, 24 September 1778. 

96. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 22 February 
1780. 

97. Ibid., 27 and 29 February 1780. 
98. Ibid., 6 March 1780. 
99. Ibid., 6 and 10 March 1780. 

100. Ibid., 21 May 1780. Oronié Trotier dit Bernard of the parish of 
Grondines, who supplied 50 cedar stakes, was one of the ones 

who lost out financially. This "investment" cost him approxi
mately 9s 6'' sterling; however, he would receive only half this 
sum. Ibid., 11 June 1780. 

101. Ibid., 24 November 1779, 26 February 1780, 30 July 1780. 
102. Ibid., 10 March 1782. 
103. Ibid.. 8 January 1781. 
104. Ibid., 1 October 1780. 
105. Ibid., 3 and 8 October 1780. 
106. Ibid., 21 May 1781. 
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del affected other members of this village com
munity as well; at the same time the militia cap
tain also charged those living within three or four 
houses of the lime-burners not only to help set up 
the kilns but also to transport the lime.107 

Such practices could lead only to discontent 
within the population. When the militia captain of 
Beauport stood on the parish church steps after 
the Sunday mass and twice read out the orders he 
had been given, he began to be heckled by the 
militia. The fortuitous arrival of Thompson 
stopped the rowdiness. He took advantage of the 
occasion to remind the lime-burners that "if the 
King had no use for Lime, they would be Glad to 
get the very bold (sic) of what was now 
offered."108 A latent unrest persisted. In Febru
ary 1783 it was necessary for François Baby, the 
Commandant of the Militia, to intervene person
ally before the Beauport lime-burners would 
resume lime delivery.109 

These examples demonstrate the acuteness 
of the problems related to corvées during the con
struction of the temporary citadel. Although the 
Beauport lime-burners showed their discontent 
with the prices granted, they could not afford to 
lose a market as significant as the royal works. 
This was probably why they grudgingly accepted 
the prices offered. Thompson was partially cor
rect when he shared his thoughts on the matter 
with them; it is very likely that the prices they 
obtained in town were inflated by the scarcity of 
lime, which resulted from the large amounts 
being sent to Cape Diamond. However, the same 
did not hold true for the corvéables who had to 
supply cedar stakes or transport stones from 
Pointe-aux-Trembles; corvéables, whether from 
Beauport, Saint-Augustin or the south shore, saw 
a revival of the form of taxation to which they had 
been subjected under the previous adminis
tration. 

Military corvées under British rule differed 
only slightly from those of the French regime. In 
both cases they amounted to a tax; moreover, the 
mechanisms governing how corvéables were 
called up and the criteria for selecting them were 
identical. In the context of the Québec fortifica
tions, the only difference was the tasks imposed. 
Respecting the spirit of the Québec Act, the Brit
ish administrators tried to revive French tradition 
and at the same time to benefit from it; they 
wanted to reap the advantages directly rather 
than to provide others with the opportunity of 
doing so, since the state, having set itself up as a 
contractor, was attempting to reduce costs. Dur

ing the period marked by the American War of 
Independence, the francophones' sympathy for 
the American rebels assumed an almost dispro
portionate importance to the military. In this con
text, the military's distrust was bound to favour 
the use of soldiers as workmen on the fortifica
tions construction site; it was also the motivation 
for having no corvéables on the site. 

No evidence has been found to suggest that 
corvéables were active in the construction of the 
Québec fortifications after this period. The habit
ants of the Montréal region were asked to take 
part in military corvées during the War of 1812, 
however. The disappearance of military corvées 
was to a large extent one of the sequels to the pro
ceedings started against Haldimand by Pierre du 
Calvet in 1784. The subsequent political situation 
persuaded the civilian administrators to reject 
their military counterparts' demands concerning 
the levying of corvées. 

3. Craftsmen and Day-Labourers of the Citadel 
Between 1789 and 1812, Québec was the site 

of considerable repair work and some construc
tion (notably, the Martello towers, parts of the 
enceinte that had never been finished, powder 
magazines and the Saint-Louis Ravelin). Despite 
the importance of this work, existing documents 
are not complete enough to permit an analysis of 
the labour force assigned to such tasks. Although 
in 1807 the Commander of the troops, Major 
Isaac Brock, suggested that militiamen be called 
up to accomplish the work, it was simply as a 
result of strained relations between England and 
the United States. The garrison's strength was 
being drained by military operations. In this con
text, Brock requested 600 to 1,000 men for a 
period of six to eight weeks, but his request was 
refused by the administrator Dunn and the Exec
utive Council. To justify their refusal, the Council 
put forward as arguments the political climate in 
the province and a lack of financial resources.110 

Nevertheless, it would not be rash to claim that 
the garrison soldiers did most of the work in this 
period. 

The study of manpower on the construction 
site of Durnford's Citadel is just as difficult a task 
as it was for the 1789-1812 period. The lack of 
sources explains the non-existence of any serious 
monograph on the subject, despite the fact that 
the works of this period were those that made 
Québec into the Gibraltar of North America. It is 
possible to make out the broad outlines, how
ever. The Citadel was constructed between 1820 

107. Ibid.. 29 September 1781. 
108. Ibid., 9 June 1782. 

109. Ibid.. 7, 8 and 10 February 1783. 
110. PRO. C O . 42/134, ff. 113-6. Dunn to Castlereagh, 5 August 

1807. Militiamen received the same wages as the military. 
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TABLE 3 

Number of workers, May 1822-February 1823111 

Period: 

Foremen 
Carpenters 
Wheelwrights 
Blacksmiths 
Painters 
Masons 
Miners 
Sawyers 
Day-Labourers 
Carters 

Total 

1-31 
May 1822 

4 
9 
2 

10 
1 

35 
12 
2 

61 
4 

140 

1-30 
June 1822 

4 
19 
3 

11 
2 

48 
19 
2 

105 
4 

217 

1-31 
July 1822 

6 
33 

3 
15 

1 
49 
23 

2 
163 

8 

303 

25 Aug. 
24 Sept. 1822 

6 
22 

3 
11 
2 

56 
47 

2 
216 

6 

371 

25 Sept. 
24 Oct. 1822 

5 
12 
2 
9 
1 

53 
31 

2 
160 

6 

281 

25 Jan. 
24 Feb. 1823 

4 
7 
3 

14 
1 

35 
40 

2 
78 
18 

202 

and 1831. All that has been found concerning it 
are reports on the work's progress for 1822 and 
the beginning of 1823, and an abbreviated list of 
wages paid in July 1828. This is very little for 
such an imposing work. In the summer of 1822 it 
appears that there were some 370 craftsmen and 
day-labourers on the site; this number decreased 
to about 200 the following winter (table 3). 

The totals given above are not complete. No 
contracts were awarded to contractors for build
ing the Citadel. This means that the military 
counted on repeating the experience of 1779 and 
recruiting craftsmen from the garrison's soldiers. 
If it chose soldiers, the inevitable conclusion is 
that it also made use of part of the garrison 
through fatigue duty. Therefore the above figures 
do not reveal the total number of men working on 
the site. If, as noted for the period 1779-82, 
skilled labour accounted for only one-third of the 
entire work force during the summer, the figures 
for the summer of 1822 are far below the actual 
totals. Thus between the months of June and Sep
tember the number of day-labourers provided by 
military corvées must be increased by some 200 
workmen, regardless of whether they were civil
ian or military workers; the garrison stationed at 
Québec during this period comprised some 1,400 
soldiers.112 In addition, the sums allocated for 
the Citadel's construction doubled as of 1826.m 

Inevitably this measure had repercussions on 
manpower: a list of the wages paid out in July 

1828 indicates that there were 873 craftsmen and 
day-labourers on the site, approximately twice 
the total recorded for 1822.114 

But were there any civilians on the construc
tion site? Although military documents are silent 
on this subject, it seems that some of the work
men were civilian. At least, this is what Durnford 
implied when he tried to justify the difference 
between his initial estimates and the disburse
ments. If the statements made in the Quebec 
Mercury are relied on, when work on the Citadel 
was stopped in 1831 "not less than 150 of these 
persons were discharged, many of whom had 
been employed on the King's Works for the last 
fourteen or fifteen years." The few names and 
wages that have been found also confirm that 
craftsmen and day-labourers from the civilian 
sector were present on the site. The Mercury 
mentions that, above all, these included masons 
and carpenters, as well as a few day-labour
ers ." 5 It seems very likely that civilian man
power played a fairly important role. Neverthe
less, if the trend expressed by the totals of 1828 
continued until 1831, the 150 workers indicated 
by the Mercury would have represented only 17 
per cent of the total work force at the very most. 
It should be noted that even though part of the 
garrison might have been called upon temporarily 
to provide assistance during the construction of 
Fort Lennox,116 the military was present on all 
parts of the Citadel site. In fact, the presence of 

111. These figures were taken from PAC. RG8. I, vol. 412, 
pp. 140-1: 413, pp. 82-82a. I23-123b and 159-64; 415. p. 45. 

112. C. Lacelle. La garnison britannique dans la ville de Québec 
d'après les journaux de 1764 à 1840, Ottawa, Parcs Canada. 
1976, Travail inédit no. 183, p. 7. 

113. PRO. W.O. 55/865. f. 486, Funds provided for the Citadel, 
28 November 1828. 

114. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 433, pp. 144-8. "Paylist. . . ," 16-31 July 
1828. This list is not complete, however, since only the first and 
last pages were recopied. We have been unable to find the origi
nal copy. In addition, it is not known whether this list included 
military corvéables. 

1 15. The Québec Mercury, no. 76, 2 July 1832. 

116. C. Lacelle, op. cit.. p. 114, note 24. 
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As illustrated by this cartoon, which depicts the con
struction of Fort no. 1 at Pointe-Lévis, humour seems to 
have had its place in military circles at the end of the 19th 

century. Carlile and Martindale, Recollections of Canada, 
1873. 

civilian masons on the site might be explained by 
the soldiers having been called away to Fort 
Lennox and the number of troops in the garrison 
having been reduced by half in 1816 following 
budgetary restrictions.117 It is also very probable 
that the soldiers garrisoned in Québec were not 
all skilled, an argument that provides the most 
justification for the presence of civilian craftsmen 
on the construction site. 

4. The Forts at Levis 
Be that as it may, throughout the 19th cen

tury the British Army remained faithful to its pol
icy of using garrison troops as its major source of 
labour. Obviously some circumstances made it 
impossible to do so, notably, those that prevailed 
after the outbreak of the Crimean War. Neverthe
less at least one of the forts at Levis erected 
between 1865 and 1872 was built with military 

117. Ibid., p. 7. 
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This engraving illustrates the work performed by 
masons and stone-cutters during the construction of the Cit
adel; civilian and military workmen are shown using the 

same techniques as their predecessors in the 17th and 18th 

centuries. R.A. Sproule, [1830], Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada (C-1740). 



manpower; that is, Fort ncc 1. Forts nos. 2 and 3 
were built by contractors from Toronto, the 
Worthington brothers. The documents indicate 
that the three forts were not entirely built by the 
military, since there were not enough soldiers in 
the Québec garrison. 

Although the Québec garrison included some 
1,500 men118 during this period of political ten
sion, the work on the fort at Levis and the engi
neers' encampment occupied no more than one-
third of these soldiers, or approximately 530 men. 
Only 400 were able to work on the fortifications, 
however, since some had to attend to daily tasks 
and perform guard duty.119 These figures have 
little relation to the 1,100 soldiers announced by 
Le Canadien.120 Nevertheless, as Commander 
Gallwey indicated, there were not enough sol
diers for the work to be done: "We are badly off 
for builders at no 1 Fort. Would the Major Gen1-
sanction the detaching of such masons, stonecut
ters and bricklayers as may be found in the regi
ments at Montreal?"121 

The lack of skilled labour forced Gallwey to 
ask that masons and stone-cutters be sent from 
England. He was told that such requests were a 
waste of time and that he should hire civilians 
instead. A first attempt, made between 19 Sep
tember and 17 November 1866, failed when a 
conflict arose between the Worthingtons and the 
royal engineers. The contractors maintained that 
they alone could hire civilians. The dispute was 
settled by a court of arbitration, and three civilian 
masons resumed work on 20 August 1867.122 

Other civilian craftsmen would be hired later, but 
in very limited numbers and for short periods of 
time. The military was responsible for building 
Fort no. 1 ; could it be hoped that there would be a 
greater number of local craftsmen and day-
labourers on the other two sites? This is what Le 
Canadien implied at the beginning of the project: 
"Outre les soldats, un certain nombre de travail
leurs sont employés aux travaux; leur nombre 
sera augmenté graduellement, paraît-il, à mesure 
que l'ouvrage progressera."123 The Worthington 
contractors had hired their own craftsmen, how
ever, with the result that very few were called up 
from the Québec region. In short, the fortifica

tions of Pointe-Lévis made hardly any use of 
local craftsmen. 

The experience of the forts at Levis enabled 
the British military to study what it had suspected 
for the last century about the cost relationship 
between military and civilian labour. In his report 
on the progress of the work on Fort no. 1, Gall
wey wrote: 

I may state that the chief object in building 
one of the Forts by Mily Labour was to 
ascertain the comparative cost of the two 
systems — Contract and Mily Labour — and 
at the same time to encourage a wish to 
labour in the Army generally whereby the 
Soldier might become less of an Automaton 
and a more useful Member of Society.124 

The conclusion that the military reached was not 
new: the work done by the military cost less than 
that done by civilians. Gallwey noted that the 
masonry work performed by civilian labour on 
Fort no. 1 cost the government 30 per cent more. 
He also made a point of adding that the stone 
used by these masons had been cut previously by 
the military.125 According to the chief engineer, 
civilian labour was three times more expensive 
than military labour.126 One cannot help being 
surprised by this statement. Although it is true 
that civilian wages were higher, this engineer, 
like Durnford before him, seems to cast the entire 
blame on civilians, who worked in only limited 
numbers on major construction efforts. Not one 
of the British engineers criticized their own man
power: the troops. 

Work Conditions 
The conclusion reached by Commander 

Gallwey during the construction of the forts at 
Pointe-Lévis with respect to the wages paid to 
civilian labour was not completely unfounded. It 
emphasizes the importance that the British mili
tary authorities attached to reducing construction 
costs as much as possible. Work conditions, that 
is, wages, schedules and the organization of 
work, were a product of this modus operandi 
introduced by the British military during the 
construction of the temporary citadel. 

118. According to the returns on troop distribution, there were 1,523 
soldiers in Québec in June 1865, and the garrison totalled 1,841 
men (officers included). These figures correspond closely to 
those of the next month, when a small increase of 60 soldiers 
was noted. PRO, W.O. 17/1569. ff. 91 and 108, •'Distribution of 
Troops," 1 June and I July 1865. 

119. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 486, pp. 100-1, Gallwey to the Military Sec
retary, 11 August 1866. 

120. Le Canadien, vol. 35, no. 56, 14 August 1865. 
121. PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 1588 (2), p. 280, Memorandum by Gallwey, 

1 August 1866. 
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122. Y. Desloges, La construction du fort no I, Stunt-Joseph de la 
Pointe-Lévis, 1865-1872; Manuscript on file, Parks Canada, 
November 1971, p. 23. 

123. Le Canadien, vol. 35, no. 56, 14 August 1865. 
124. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1591, pp. 16-20, "New Works Point Levis 

Fort 1," 19 November 1867. 
125. Ibid., vol. 1589 (2). pp. 229-31. "Report on the cost of work 

performed by Military Labour et no 1 Fort Point Levis," 
7 December 1866. 

126. Ibid., vol. 1591, pp. 16-20, "New Works Point Levis Fort 1," 
19 November 1867. 



/ . Wages 
Although it is undeniable that the wages paid 

to military craftsmen were lower than those paid 
to their civilian counterparts, it was nevertheless 
true that their earnings were in addition to their 
pay and the other "advantages" to which they 
were entitled, such as food, clothing and 
lodgings.127 These considerations were not taken 
into account when the military compared the 
wages earned by its own craftsmen with those 
paid to civilians, however, since the two types of 
expenses were posted by different departments. 

On the average, civilian manpower supplied 
ten per cent of the total labour force between 
1779 and 1782, except during the last year when 
the proportion rose to 19 per cent. During the 
construction of the Citadel, Durnford claimed 
that the high wages paid to civilian craftsmen 
were partially responsible for the increased costs. 
To justify his claims, he stated that wages had 
risen by 50 per cent over the past 15 years and 
that the price of building materials had dou
bled.128 Although the initial estimate provided 
for total expenditures of 72,400 pounds sterling, 
the amount spent reached some 226,000 pounds. 
Durnford was correct in claiming that wages had 
increased considerably between 1804 and 1820; 
however, at first glance it seems that this was a 
questionable argument for justifying a threefold 
rise in costs. The matter could be clarified by 
comparing the wages of civilian craftsmen and 
day-labourers hired on construction sites with 
those of their military counterparts. 

It is easy to discover what wages were paid 
to military craftsmen and day-labourers, since 
these amounts were fixed by decree and varied 
only slightly. It is a little more difficult to follow 
the changes that civilian wages underwent. These 
wages varied according to the law of supply and 
demand; as a result they fluctuated considerably 
depending upon the stage the work had reached. 

Thus the wages paid to a carpenter hired in 1779, 
when few wooden structures were being built, 
were lower than those paid in 1782, when the 
wooden barracks were under construction. This 
was the pattern followed during the entire period. 

According to James Thompson, military 
craftsmen received, regardless of their trade, Is 

per day in addition to a ration of rum129 until the 
beginning of April 1781.13° From then until 1812, 
they received Is 3d a day, but Thompson indica
ted that they no longer received their ration of 
liquor.131 In 1812 the daily summer wage was 
increased by 5d to reach a total of Is 8d.132 

These were summer wages. Summer wages were 
higher than winter wages, since the craftsmen 
worked two additional hours, or a total of ten 
hours per day. Winter wages were fixed at Is 4d 

per day. Those paid during the winter prior to 
1812 are unknown. 

Military day-labourers were also paid on a 
daily basis for their services. A mortar maker 
received 9(1 per day in August 1780,133 as did 
military corvéables.134 The corvéables would 
earn only 6d in May 1781, but they would be enti
tled to a ration of rum.135 Subsequently, how
ever, corvéables would receive 9d in addition to 
their ration of supplies.136 In 1812 a military day-
labourer's wage was set at 10" during the summer 
and 8d in the winter; but the decree stipulated 
that these wages would no longer be applicable to 
corvéables.137 A private's pay was 6d per day in 
1792, and in 1829 he earned Is daily.138 His pay 
had doubled, but in 1816 he still received only Is 

8d for the skilled labour he performed.139 To our 
knowledge this rate remained the same while the 
Citadel was under construction. 

The engineer John Marr noted in August 
1770 that civilian craftsmen were paid 4s per day 
in Québec and that day-labourers received half 
this amount.140 He hastened to add, however, 
that carpenters had been hired to work for the 

127. Admittedly, the soldier's pay was not the most attractive, since 
part of it was deducted. Nevertheless it constituted an addi
tional revenue, a factor that should be taken into consideration. 
The British military seems to have been aware of this, since 
Thompson mentioned it in his journal. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 
1, J. Thompson's Journal, 16 February 1782. 

128. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 423, pp. 182-2, Durnford to Mann, 
17 November 1824. 

129. A "gill of rum" was equivalent to approximately four imperial 
ounces. 

130. ANQQ. AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal. 1 April 1781. 
131. Ibid. Many payrolls confirm that these were the wages paid to 

these craftsmen; however, it has been noted that a soldier of 
the Royal Artillery Regiment, a carpenter by trade, earned 3C| 

more per day, for a few months. Was this an administrative 
error, since very few of the soldiers in this somewhat elitist reg
iment provided skilled labour? 

132. Regulations and Orders for the Arms, 1812, New edition, 
F. Muller, 1970, p. 121. 

133. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 1 August 
1780. 

134. Ibid., 4 September 1780. 
135. Ibid., 15 May 1871. 
136. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1156, pp. 4-5, 15-6, Payroll, 24 December 

1802. Ibid., vol. 1160, pp. 20-1, 119,7-8. It has been determined 
that the cost of one ration was 2V2". 

137. Regulations and Orders for the Army. 1812, p. 121. 
138. PAC, MG24, A, 12, vol. 19, "Cavalry and Infantry Pay," 

[1829]. 
139. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 746, p. 6, De Watteville to Foster, 19 Febru

ary 1816. 
140. University of Michigan, W.L. Clements Library, Gage Papers, 

vol. 44, Marr to Gage, 1 August 1770. Note that these crafts
men, whose trades were not specified, received 4s (Halifax 
rate), or approximately 3s 6(i sterling. 
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royal engineers at 2s 3d (sterling) per day. Six 
years later, when work was being done on the for
tifications, Thompson maintained that civilian 
craftsmen received 2s 6d (Québec rate) for their 
services and that day-labourers earned a shilling 
less.141 How can this fluctuation in wages be 
explained? Obviously several explanations can 
be given for a six-year period. The price of wheat 
was 3.5 for the years 1770-74; it was 5.9 for the 
years 1775-79, which corresponded to an increase 
of 68.5 per cent in Québec.142 It seems that the 
wages paid to civilian craftsmen were not propor
tional to the cost of living, but were related 
instead to competition. Nevertheless they were 
higher than those paid to the military. 

According to Thompson there existed three 
wage levels for civilian craftsmen, according to 
whether they were good, average or poor.143 

This statement is surprising; however, the wages 
recorded by the overseer and by the various pay
rolls consulted confirm Thompson's assertion. 
How can the "poor" category be explained? One 
must reject the explanation that the military had 
an insatiable need for labour and that as a result it 
hired all of Quebec's craftsmen, regardless of 
their qualifications. 

This hypothesis could not stand up to an ana
lysis of the facts. Since military manpower provi
ded almost 80 per cent of the craftsmen, its use 
inevitably kept competition intense in the civilian 
job market. If this process had had a stabilizing 
influence on the wage increases that normally 
would have occurred in a market of free competi
tion,144 the military would have been able to 
recruit the most qualified craftsmen. Was 
Thompson referring to the guild system (master, 
journeyman, apprentice)? Although it seems 
unrealistic to have called upon apprentices to 
provide skilled labour, this explanation remains a 
possibility, as some of the wages paid to crafts
men seem to indicate, but it does not solve the 
problem and still raises the same question: how 
can one justify the presence of craftsmen whose 
output was inadequate? A final hypothesis 
remains: the military's wage policy was unattrac
tive to most craftsmen, and only those who were 
without work in the civilian job market were 
hired. 

Between 1776 and 1804 a civilian day-
labourer earned no more than 2s 6d (Québec rate) 
per day;145 this wage was his sole source of 
income, and it was all he had for dealing with the 
cost of living. On the other hand, although the 
military day-labourer received only 9(1 per day for 
his work, this wage was in addition to his pay, 
which provided him with 8s per week, not inclu
ding his other "benefits." His civilian counter
part could earn a maximum of 15s per week. On 
the surface, he received double the pay awarded 
to military day-labourers; however, these were 
the highest wages he received, and they were 
paid when the cost of living was on the increase. 
The wages granted to civilian day-labourers were 
lower than this during the latter part of the 18th 

century. In September 1778146 and June 1787,147 

civilian day-labourers earned only Is 6d, or 9s per 
week. Thus, in reality, the wages paid to this 
group were not all that high; some years they 
were even lower because of the rate of exchange. 
During the construction of the temporary citadel 
the military was paid in sterling, whereas the civi
lians were paid according to the Québec rate. 
Thus the actual value of civilian earnings fell. In 
fact, the amount granted to civilians might have 
represented barely a subsistence wage. It is 
because of this wage policy that civilian day-
labourers were absent from military construction 
sites (table 4). 

Since these civilian day-labourers provided 
only a fraction of the non-skilled labour on the 
construction site, it is important to determine the 
wages paid to the principal civilian craftsmen 
hired, namely, carpenters and masons. A civilian 
carpenter earned 10d more than his military coun
terpart in April 1778 and Is 9d more in May 1800 
(soldier's pay included). The same disparities 
existed with respect to masons, that is, 9d more 
in 1778 and Is 4d more in 1800. Nevertheless, 
although these wages appeared exorbitant to the 
military, they did not provide craftsmen with any 
greater incentive to work on crown construction 
sites. Even though civilian masons earned 9d 

more in 1778, when the rate of exchange is taken 
into account the difference in wages diminishes. 
Civilians received only 1 V2d more than the mili-

141. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 5, J. Thompson's Journal, 22 July 1776. 
According to the conversion tables of the period, this wage 
would have equalled Is IOV2" sterling. 

142. F. Ouellet, Histoire économique et sociale du Québec, 
1760-1850, Montréal, Fides, 1966, pp. 73 and 101. These figures 
are the prices of aminot of wheat expressed in livres tournois. 

143. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 9 September 
1783. 

144. Axemen were the exception to the rule during the construction 
of the temporary citadel, however. Although they were previ

ously identified as civilians, their "refugee" status and the few 
favours that they were granted would seem to make them mem
bers of the military. It is not known if this was really the case, 
despite the companies of Loyalists formed by the engineer 
Twiss. Moreover, it is not known what wages they received. 

145. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1156, p. 4, Payroll, 24 December 1802. 
146. PRO, W.O. 50/12, Payroll, 30 September 1778. 
147. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1163, p. 223, Payroll, 24 June 1787. 
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Carpenter 
Mason 
Day-Labourer 

1776 
-79 

2/7 
2/6 
1/6 

1780 
-84 

3/ 
3/6 
1/9 

1785 
-89 

4/ 
3/6 
1/7 

1790 
-94 

1795 
-99 

3/6 
3/6 
1/10 

1800 
-04 

3/6 
3/1 
1/11 

tary; moreover, this wage, which was one of the 
best paid to civil ian craf tsmen and day-
labourers,149 also had to cover their expenses for 
food, clothing and tools. 

TABLE 4 

Quinquennial average of the best daily salaries in Québec, 
1776-1804148 

In the absence of a study on housing con
struction in Québec at the end of the 18th cen
tury, this hypothesis that civilian craftsmen and 
day-labourers were poorly paid might explain 
their lack of participation. The military hired only 
those who could not find work on civilian sites, or 
rather those who were willing to offer their serv
ices as labourers. This reasoning is supported by 
the opinion of John Marr, who complained to 
Governor Haldimand in 1779 that the best crafts
men preferred working for private individuals to 
in the service of the King, since the wages and 
working conditions offered by the private individ
uals were more advantageous.150 

If this explanation justifies the absence of 
civilian workers on military sites from 1779 to 
1804, and most probably until the eve of the War 
of 1812, it is also valid for the period of the Cita
del's construction, despite Durnford's state
ments. Even though no complete payrolls have 

been found, it seems that the engineer used civil
ian craftsmen as scapegoats for his inability to 
administer and manage funds. If our estimates 
concerning the Citadel's workers are accurate, 
approximately one-fifth of them would have been 
recruited from the civilian sector. If the wages 
followed more or less the trends expressed by the 
fluctuations in wheat prices, there would have 
been a considerable increase in wages during the 
1805-19 period.151 Between 1820 and 1824, how
ever, the wheat market suffered deflationary set
backs, which provoked a price drop in the order 
of 45 to 76 per cent.152 This means that wages 
must have followed the same trends. A civilian 
carpenter hired by the Ordnance in October 1820 
received a wage of four shillings a day.153 This 
amount compares favourably to the average wage 
paid for the same trade during the years 1800-04; 
however, this is only an isolated case, and it 
would be premature to draw conclusions on the 
basis of this document. 

It is true that a strong demand for skilled 
labour could have helped to keep wages higher. 
Durnford could hope to maintain relatively low 
wages, however, since between 1805 and 1831 the 
labour pool increased considerably; in fact, it 
almost tripled in the three main building trades: 
carpentry, masonry and day-labour.154 On the 
other hand, it was a prosperous period in 
Quebec's house-building market. The number of 
houses increased by 23 per cent from 1805 to 
1819; this rate increased to 57 per cent between 
1819 and 1831.155 

Did these exterior pressures affect the wages 
paid to the civilian craftsmen working on Cape 

148. These wages have been determined on the basis of information 
provided by Thompson between 1779 and 1787 and by various 
archival series: PRO, W.O. 50/12, Payrolls from 30 September 
1776 to 30 September 1778. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 1163, pp. 223. 
229, 234, 236, Payrolls from 24 June 1787 to 24 October 1787. 
Ibid., vol. 1164. pp. 2-3. 20, 23, 45. 92. 95. 98, 207, 221. 235, 
Payrolls from 24 December 1787 to 24 January 1789. Ibid., vol. 
1165, pp. 48, 64. 68, 69, 74, 82. Payrolls from 1789. Ibid., vol. 
1166, pp. 188, 196, 202, 208, Payrolls from 1789. Ibid., vol. 
1147, pp. 96-7, 102, 106, 108, Payrolls from 1799. Ibid., vol. 
1149, pp. 119, 121, 122, Payrolls from 1800. Ibid., vol. 1151. 
p. 77. Payroll, 24 July 1800. Ibid., vol. 1150, pp. 90, 102. 
Payrolls from 1800. Ibid., vol. 1155. pp. 92. Payroll, 24 June 
1802. Ibid., vol. 1156, pp. 4, 15-6, Payroll, 24 December 1802. 
Ibid., vol. 1160, pp. 7, 20, 119, Payroll. 1804. The preceding do 
not comprise all the payrolls included in these collections; 
some, such as the payrolls concerning the Château Haldimand 
as of 1785, have not been taken into consideration because they 
do not deal with military constructions. Nevertheless these 
payrolls would have enabled us to provide additional support 
for the hypothesis on wages, since they reveal the same hiring 
procedures: the military directed and controlled the construc
tion site. We have decided to express wages in terms of five-
year periods to illustrate trends more effectively, for it is 
impossible to specify when wages adjusted themselves to mar
ket prices. Despite certain gaps in the documents, it appears 
that day-labourers' wages followed trends that were similar to 
those followed by the selling price of wheat in Québec during 

these same periods. It is impossible to measure the exact differ
ences, however. F. Ouellet. Histoire économique el sociale da 
Québec 1760-1850, Fides, Montréal, 1966, pp. 73, 101, 127, 152. 

149. If the fluctuations in craftsmen's wages are not identical, it is 
perhaps partially due to a lack of documents. This is not the 
only reason, however: another factor must be taken into con
sideration: that of more or less strong demands in one or other 
of these trades at a given period. For one thing is certain: wages 
in the building trades were dependent upon the law of supply 
and demand. 

150. BM. Add. MSS 21814, f. 132, Marr to Haldimand. 6 May 1779. 
Marr was opposed to increasing wages, however. 

151. An apprentice joiner, hired perhaps as ajourneyman, earned 3s 

per day in 1815, whereas civilian carpenters working for the 
military received 5s the following year. J.-P. Hardy and T.D. 
Ruddell, Les apprentis artisans à Québec. 1660-1815, Mont
réal, P.U.Q., 1977, p. 145. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 396, pp. 35-8, 
Payroll, 16 August 1816. This increase in wages was noted by 
G. Paquet and J.-P. Wallot. "Le Bas-Canada au début du XIX1' 
siècle: une hypothèse," RHAF, vol. 25, no. 1 (June 1971), 
pp. 39-61. 

152. F. Ouellet, op. cit.. p. 249. 
153. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 408, pp. 59-61. Payroll. 29 October 1820. 
154. F. Ouellet, Le Bas-Canada, 1791-1840; changements structu

raux et crise, Ottawa. P.U.O., 1976, p. 279. 
155. These percentages were compiled on the basis of figures con

tained in the 1805. 1819 and 1831 censuses. 
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Diamond? Perhaps the military agreed to increase 
wages somewhat; this is a possibility. Durnford 
would certainly not have been able to attract the 
best workers, notably miners and day-labourers, 
by making them do piecework, however.156 This 
method of payment, which would become gener
alized on military construction sites during the 
19th century for both civilian and military day-
labourers and craftsmen, played an important 
role in discouraging day-labourers from offering 
their services. The housing-construction boom 
would have instead encouraged civilian crafts
men and day-labourers not to enter into the mili
tary's service. If the figure suggested by the Mer
cury is reliable (150 civilian craftsmen and 
day-labourers), this total would have represented 
only 12 per cent of Quebec's construction work
ers in 1831.157 

Piecework was introduced by the British mil
itary during the construction of the temporary cit
adel. Thompson noted that it was the Cornish 
miners who had suggested that they be paid for 
every cubic yard of rock or earth they removed 
during the excavation of a reservoir.158 The 
overseer seems to have been pleased at having to 
pay these miners on a piecework basis, since Cor-
nishmen, Germans and Canadians alike would be 
paid in this way afterwards. Thompson stated 
that overall the military craftsmen benefitted by 
this method of payment.159 

Civilian craftsmen reaped fewer benefits 
from this method of payment than their military 
counterparts did; this explains why Twiss granted 
them a few extra advantages: 

The Canadian miners who Excavated the 
Smith's well and a Drain through Cape Dia
mond old Sally Port were at last paid for that 
service and were allowed three shillings and 
six pence per cubic yard in lieu of the two 
shillings intended by Lieut. Chilcott in con
sideration of the Difficulties they met in the 
execution of these Jobs . . . Besides this 
advantage the Commanding Engineer con
sidering that they were not allowed no more 
than the military men when at task on piece 
work, with a View to do them common just
ice agreed to allow all civilians employed in 
this manner for the future, Eight pence per 

day, that is to say for every day they are to 
work by the yard, which will put them on a 
footing with the Soldiers that has is (sic) Reg
imental pay and cloathing besides.160 

Miners were not the only workers to do 
piecework; masons did so as well. Thompson 
measured a masonry structure to prove to them 
that it was more profitable to do piecework than 
to be paid on a daily basis; in conclusion he 
wrote: 

found it produced 21 toises 12 feet of 
masonry which having but one face I calcula
ted at two thirds Work, making at 6s per 
toise £6, 8s. Their ordinary pay from the 
number of days they have been at it will 
amount to £3, 11,3 consequently they have 
lost £2, 16, 9 by refusing it as a Task.161 

Thus, despite the overseer's calculations, it 
seems that some workers preferred daily wages. 
It is impossible to say how many preferred piece
work rates to wages. Nevertheless it is clear that 
payment on a piecework basis was strongly dis
liked. It was undoubtedly out of necessity that 
civilian craftsmen resigned themselves to it. The 
disadvantages of this system are obvious: wages 
were low, and the craftsmen were propelled into 
a system based on output. Monetary rewards 
were no longer stable, but instead were subject to 
imponderable factors, such as the nature of the 
soil in the case of miners, or the quality of build
ing materials in the case of other craftsmen. At 
the end of the 18th century, civilian craftsmen 
and day-labourers hoped that they would not be 
subjected to this method of payment. There is no 
evidence that their successors on the Cape Dia
mond heights accepted it freely in 1820 while 
housing construction, which was undergoing 
rapid development, offered wages that were 
probably higher and more stable. Attention 
should be devoted not only to wages, however; 
schedules and the organization of labour also 
merit attention. 

2. Work Schedule 
Winter and summer alike, for piece rates or 

wages, both military and civilian craftsmen and 
day-labourers worked six days per week, and 

156. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 407, pp. 180-1, Durnford to Smith, 23 Sep
tember 1820. Note that payment on a piecework basis was 
introduced during the first season of work; it is therefore highly 
probable that other craftsmen were later subjected to this 
method of payment, although it is impossible to claim that daily 
wages did not exist. 

157. F. Ouellet, Le Bas-Canada, p. 279. This percentage has been 
reached by taking only carpenters, masons and day-labourers 
into account. 

158. ANQQ, AP-G/254, vol. 1, J. Thompson's Journal, 11 July 1781. 

159. Ibid.. 15 January 1782. Thompson noted that: "the twelve Ger
man miners who have performed a Task in the Ditch of Cape 
Diamond Redoubt have in nine whole Working days turned out 
161 Cubic yards of stone, at two shilling and six pence per yard, 
makes t20, 2, 6 currency which will give each man nearly three 
shillings, and eight pence, three farthings per day." 

160. Ibid.. 16 February 1782. 
161. Ibid.. 6 May 1783. 
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This watercolour is one of the few illustrations showing 
soldiers working in winter. Although the task to which the 
garrison's soldiers were most often assigned in winter was 
shovelling snow, this was not the only work imposed upon 
military and civilian workmen. Living conditions and there
fore working conditions improved in the British Army during 
the 19th century, however, with the result that soldiers hired 
to do construction work no longer had to work outside dur
ing the winter. J.P. Cockburn, 1830, Pictures Division. Pub
lic Archives of Canada (C-40001). 

seven when the situation demanded it. From the 
journal kept by the overseer Thompson, it is pos
sible to reconstitute the craftsmen's working day 
during the construction of the temporary citadel. 

The workmen's day began at five o'clock in 
the morning. A drum was beaten to summon 
them to the site, and the foremen took attend
ance. Once the administrative procedures were 
over, everyone worked until eight o'clock. Civil
ians and the military then had a half hour for 
breakfast, after which each returned to his work 
until noon. Between noon and two o'clock, the 
workers stopped for lunch; this was undoubtedly 
a hearty meal, since the men returned to the job 
after they had finished eating. Everyone worked 
until the evening gun sounded at seven o'clock. 
Apparently this was not the end of the day for all 
the workers, however; some miners were still 
busy up on Cape Diamond. They had decided to 
continue working because of the full moon, and 
were given lanterns for better lighting. These 
miners were doing piecework and had chosen to 
pursue their activities until ten o'clock; their 
night would be a short one. 

A few years later, near the end of 1782, some 
of the military ate and slept at the construction 
site. These were German troops who were sta
tioned in the newly built barracks. Meals were 

apparently eaten on the site, since Thompson 
made a note of the number of cooks: ten or so in 
May 1781 to feed approximately 450 soldiers; 
their number increased slightly subsequently 
when the labour force increased. Thompson 
made no comment on the quality of the food, 
however. The civilians provided their own food. 

During the spring and fall, the working day 
began and finished with the rising and setting of 
the sun. The winter work schedule was somewhat 
different from the summer one. The hours were 
shorter: workers began at eight o'clock and con
tinued until noon. During the first winter, they 
had two hours for lunch and then resumed work 
until sunset. Subsequently, however, they were 
entitled to only a one-hour lunch-break. 

One thing is certain: the men worked during 
the winter. The numerous references that 
Thompson made to this eliminate any doubts; the 
following statement makes one shudder: 

Two of the Six Canadians who refused a task 
they considered as reasonable come this day, 
and offered to undertake the task they before 
refused, rather than starve at this season of 
the year where no work can be got any where 
else, providing they will be assisted in keep
ing the snow and beating the well when the 
water comes fast upon them.162 

Of course, it was impossible to work every day 
during the winter; the cold and the snow pre
vented workers from reaching their place of 
work. It goes without saying that some were 
responsible for removing the snow; but this was 
only a temporary release from duty, for miners 
and masons got back to work as soon as the good 
weather returned. It was especially the miners 
who had to brave the bad weather; the masons 
could cut stone in shelters.163 Under climatic 
conditions such as these, it seems justified to 
conclude that craftsmen only rarely sought 
piecework. 

When it was impossible to work, and it 
seems that it had to be bitterly cold to keep the 
miners from their tasks ( — 32° on the Du Crest 
scale), the workers were not paid. Thompson 
even reported that the men worked until noon on 
24 December 1784 when the temperature dropped 
as low as -36°. Workers were also penalized dur
ing the summer when rain interrupted work for 
too long a period: 

A thick Fog in the morning with mezling rain 
which stopped work from 8 in the morning 

162. Ibid.. 9 January 1782. 
163. It was not new for stone-cutters to work during the winter in 

the colony. Employment contracts of the 17th century specified 

that a mason hired to do masonry work during the summer also 
cut stone during the winter, sometimes "by candlelight." 
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Foreman Foreman 

Masons Miners 

Mortar Makers and 
Day-Labourers Day-Labourers 

till half past one in the afternoon, yet they 
were allowed a whole day on the checques 
tho' they have an hour and a half of the Com
mon hours of Working but this will be bal
anced with them at next broken time accord
ing to custom.164 

There is no need to add that the workers were not 
often entitled to sick leave, according to the 
foreman: 

Such as are sick receive no pay during their 
illness, those that are learned in the works (if 
they are good men) are allowed one third of 
their Time and such as are absent without 
liberty or such excuses are checqued double 
and treble according to their character, 
absentees with leave are only checqued for 
the time they are absent and it is a saying 
amongst those While they are working out 
their checques, that they are working for the 
Queen.165 

It seems that the penalties for feigning illness had 
been made more severe, since in April 1780 
absentees lost only a quarter of a day and their 
ration of rum.166 Workers whose output was 
deemed inadequate by the foreman lost one or 
two days' wages. Latecomers were also subject 
to fines: those who were half an hour late lost half 
a day's wages; an absence of half a day meant the 
loss of one day's wages, and a worker who 
missed a whole day lost two days' pay.167 

As winter approached, regulations were pro
mulgated to prevent vandalism and abuses by the 
soldiers. A soldier caught burning wood to warm 
himself could lose up to three days' wages; if he 
left his post without advising his sergeant, he lost 

Foreman Foreman 

Carpenters Axemen 

Day-Labourers Day-Labourers 

two days. If a sergeant was absent, he also lost 
two days, and if he did not report absences, his 
pay was cut by four working days. For a second 
offence, he was barred from the construction site. 

On-site discipline was strict. The British mil
itary observed religious and legal holidays, how
ever, and allowed the workmen to stay home on 
these occasions. Public holidays comprised 
1 January; 18 January, or the Queen's birthday; 1 
March, or Saint David's Day; 17 March, or Saint-
Patrick's Day; 23 April, or Saint George's Day; 4 
June, the King's birthday; and 30 September, 
Saint Andrew's Day. Workers were paid only 
half a day's wages on these holidays. Although 
the religious holidays of both the Canadiens and 
Germans, such as Good Friday, were observed, 
the Canadiens were not paid. 

3. Organization and Specialization of Labour 
If Thompson's comments are anything to go 

by, the engineer Twiss had a cordial relationship 
with his staff; Twiss asked for the opinion of his 
subordinates and even his craftsmen before 
undertaking a piece of work. This testimony is 
hardly surprising, since the overseer and the sub-
engineer Chilcott had many arguments over the 
way in which various works should be built.168 

In most cases, Twiss sided with his overseer, 
thus acknowledging Thompson's vast experi
ence. This very probably explains why Thomp
son made the preceding remarks in his journal; in 
addition, although it may be merely coincidental, 
they appeared shortly after Thompson had a 
fairly heated discussion with the sub-engineer 
Chilcott. 

This was the relationship that existed 
between the overseer and the engineer; however, 

164. ANQQ. AP-G/254. vol. 1. J. Thompson's Journal. 13 June 
1782. 

165. Ibid., 11 February 1782. 
166. Ibid.. 5 April 1780. 

167. Ibid.. 30 March 1781. 
168. Ibid.. 23 November 1781. 27 May 1782. 30 September 1782 

5 October 1782. 
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what about that between the workers and the 
foremen? Before any light is shed on this aspect 
of labour relations, a chart should be drawn up to 
show how the site's administration was organ
ized, with the exception of the clerical staff. 

This chart might appear simple, but in fact the 
site's hierarchical organization was doubled at 
the foreman level when the presence of civilian 
labour made it necessary. Day-labourers , 
consisting primarily of soldiers from the garrison, 
were brought to the site and assigned work by 
their sergeants, who acted as their foremen. Mili
tary and civilian foremen enjoyed the same 
status. 

This chart also shows a considerable evolu
tion of the division of labour in comparison with 
the situation during the French regime. The over
seer delegated some of his responsibilities to the 
foremen. Unlike their counterparts under the 
French administration, British foremen were not 
posted to specific locations on the site. Although 
there were some similarities between their roles, 
there was an important difference: foremen dur
ing the British regime were specialists who super
vised men skilled in the same trade; their prede
cessors in the French regime were in charge of 
masons, carpenters and day-labourers alike. This 
division of labour, aimed at increasing output, 
was partly the result of paying on a piecework 
basis; it was part of the general framework in 
which the methods of capitalist production were 
evolving. 

All of the workers ' demands had to be 
channelled through the foreman, who repre
sented the first level of the administrative hier
archy. If he agreed that the demand was justified, 
he presented it to the overseer Thompson. Very 
often Thompson's decision was final; however, if 
he was unable to decide upon a matter, for exam
ple, what wage conditions should be offered to 
those doing piecework, he referred the question 
to the engineer. The assistant or sub-engineer's 
role on the site was simply to explain the various 
jobs that had to be done. He does not seem to 
have been in any way responsible for resolving 
problems involving labour relations. In short, 
most of these problems were set t led by 
Thompson. 

Although disciplinary rules were strict, they 
were often bent, notably, in cases involving a 
lack of diligence. Most of Thompson's com
plaints involved drunkenness. He fired anyone 
caught drinking on the site; if a worker was drunk 
when he arrived at the site he automatically lost a 
day's pay. Thompson dreaded payday and with 

good reason. The workmen were paid once a 
month, on a Saturday. Many soldiers took advan
tage of the opportunity to spend their earnings in 
the town's many inns and taverns. As a result, 
Thompson described Monday as a "Holy or 
rather a drunken day." 

There seems to have been greater tolerance 
towards the military than towards civilians; for 
example, there was the case of a Canadien miner 
who behaved in the same way as his military col
leagues after receiving his pay and failed to pre
sent himself for work. He was arrested immedi
ately and brought before a justice of the peace; 
Thompson was also called to testify before this 
official. Although this poor craftsman was only 
reprimanded, he nevertheless lost his job.169 On 
the other hand, accident victims could expect to 
receive a partial salary "if they are good men." It 
was perhaps the only compensation that work
men could hope for, their status being dependent 
on the foreman's valuation. 

Even though soldiers were allowed to move 
freely about the site in such large numbers 
(although admittedly under some supervision), 
this does not seem to have encouraged them to 
desert. Desertion, that scourge familiar to most 
armies, does not appear to have been a problem 
on fort if icat ion s i tes . Be that as it may, 
Thompson mentioned a case in which five Ger
man miners were tempted by such a venture; 
however, since they had problems communi
cating with the inhabitants (the miners spoke nei
ther English nor French), they were caught as 
soon as the garrison's soldiers followed in pur
suit. Their penalty was that normally imposed 
upon deserters; obviously they did not resume 
work on the heights of Cape Diamond. 

Overall, although military workmen had to 
abide by the same rules as their civilian col
leagues, they nevertheless enjoyed a certain priv
ileged status. Several other examples demon
strate this: notably, the German miners refused to 
work certain days during the winter; the 
Canadiens, on the other hand, had no choice, 
since they risked finding themselves unem
ployed. The military could count on the pliability 
of the foreman and the overseer; it constituted 
the primary labour reserve. In short, it may have 
been impossible for civilian craftsmen to demand 
better work conditions, except in cases of fla
grant injustice, such as that of the wages paid to 
miners working on a piecework basis. 

Before concluding this brief study, some 
light should be shed on the notion of skilled 
labour or at least on that of the craftsman. Skilled 
labour did exist; otherwise workers would not 

169. Ibid., 9 May 1781. 
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have been hired according to trades. Apart from 
the traditional ambiguity that existed on tasks 
(that is, there were carpenters who made both 
furniture and frameworks), another phenomenon 
was evident on construction sites of this size: ver
satility. This phenomenon, although also noted 
among the military, affected civilians in particu
lar. A miner could be "promoted" to mason or 
demoted to the subordinate position of mortar 
maker near the end of the summer season with 
equivalent wage adjustments. 

What were working conditions like in the 
19th century, either during the construction of the 
Citadel or between 1865 and 1872 when the three 
forts at Pointe-Lévis were being built? Despite 
the very uneven and limited information, some 
comparisons may be drawn. Working hours seem 
to have been the same for the period 1820-31, at 
least during the summer. As for the winter sched
ule, the site appears to have been closed; that is, 
no miners worked on it, or at least this is what 
Durnford implied as the winter of 1820-21 
approached.170 This does not mean that no one 
was summoned to work. As indicated by a requi
sition for firewood for the stoves in the stone
cutters' shelters,171 masons and stone-cutters 
were busy preparing their building materials for 
the next season. Durnford even asked in 1829 to 
anticipate a part of the next year's budget so that 
masons and stone-cutters could be put to 
work.172 Moreover, the report on the work's 
progress for February 1823 confirms that these 
craftsmen worked during the winter.173 

As far as winter work was concerned, the 
schedule had changed only slightly by 1865. Mili
tary masons and stone-cutters continued to work 
on Fort no. 1 during the winter. Their civilian 
counterparts working on Forts nos. 2 and 3 did 
the same.174 The military worked only 5 days a 
week, however, whereas civilians worked an 
additional day. This is not at all surprising, since 
many authors have noted that the military's living 
conditions became less harsh as the 19'" century 
progressed.175 

On the basis of the bits and pieces of infor
mation collected, the labour-organization model 
of 1779-83 was still followed during the construc

tion of the forts at Pointe-Lévis. Problems 
remained with respect to labour relations; how
ever, only very little information on this subject 
has been found. According to Le Canadien, 
desertion was a major temptation for military 
workers, although theft was also a favourite 
pastime.176 Nothing is known about wage or 
other demands. Nevertheless it would not be rash 
to claim that despite the military's easier living 
conditions and the few changes that ensued, the 
problems and the work remained basically the 
same. 

Contractors 
Of all those civilians who entertained hopes 

of becoming rich at the King's expense during the 
construction of military works, building contract
ors suffered the greatest disappointment. For if 
one thing was certain in fortifications construc
tion during the British administration, it was 
surely the absence of contractors from these 
sites, an absence that continued until the mid-
19'" century. 

Of course small repair-work and mainte
nance contracts were awarded to masons, espe
cially during the period of military regency, but 
only very few; for example, the contracts 
awarded to François Barbeau177 and Pierre 
Poulain178 to repair various guardhouses, and to 
Augustin Jourdain to reconstruct the Saint-Roch 
guardhouse in 1766.179 According to the chief 
engineer, Gother Mann, the explanation for the 
absence of contractors was very simple; there 
was not a single contractor in the colony who had 
the financial resources needed to deal with con
struction sites of this size at his disposal.180 The 
most prominent contractor-masons of the end of 
the French regime were either dead or had 
returned to France. 

It was not until the middle of the 19th cen
tury that the British Army called upon contract
ors to do large-scale construction work. In fact, it 
was in 1855 that a first contract was awarded to 
Hugh Hatch and William Hull for rebuilding the 
Montcalm Bastion on Remparts Street.181 This 
apparent turnabout by the military administrators 
is largely attributable to the Crimean War, since 

170. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 407. p. 179, Durnford to Smith. 23 December 
1820. 

171. Ibid., vol. 433. p. 213. Cole to Durnford. 16 December 1828. 
172. Ibid., vol. 437. pp. 100-1. Durnford to Couper, 16 November 

1829. The engineer requested a sum of 5,000 to 6.000 pounds 
for the work. Does this mean that only masons, stone-cutters, 
carpenters or blacksmiths would work? It is impossible to say. 

173. Ibid., vol. 415. p. 35, 24 February 1823. 
174. Ibid., vol. 1585. pp. 369-73, Akers to Hassard. 4 August 1865. 
175. See Correlli Barnett, Britain and Her Army. 1509-/970. A Mili

tary. Political and Social Survey. London, Pelican Books. 
1974. 

176. Le Canadien, vol. 35. nos. 64 and 69, 1 and 13 September 1865. 
177. ANQQ. Greffe J.C. Panet. Contract between F. Barbeau and 

Major Mills. 10 August 1763. 

178. Ibid.. Contract between P. Poulin and Major Mills, 10 August 
1763. 

179. PAC. RG1. El , Quebec Executive Council, vol. 21. Report by 
Dunn. 28 October 1789. 

180. PRO, W.O. 55/1551. "Report on the Defence of the City of 
Quebec." 1 August 1791. 

181. ANQQ. Greffe Henry Charles Austin. Contract between 
H. Hatch. W. Hull and T.W. Goldie. 26 June 1855. 
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The military's living conditions became easier during 
the 19th century. It is difficult to say, however, whether 
goats replaced the military corvéables who cut the grass or 
whether the British soldiers still faced the same problems 

their predecessors had, for not only did they have to build, 
but they also had to maintain what was built. J.P. Cockburn, 
1830, Séminaire de Québec. 

that same year London recalled some of the 
troops stationed in Québec; the garrison lost 17 
percent of its members. Since 1853 the number of 
soldiers in the garrison had fallen by 347 men, or 
nearly 29 per cent.182 This context very likely 
encouraged the military administrators to entrust 
work to contractors. 

It is interesting to note that of 40 contracts of 
all types (whether for masonry construction, 
painting, earthworks, or maintenance), not one 
was awarded to a francophone. Charles Côté, a 
master mason, received a subcontract to repair 
six of the chimneys on the Cape Diamond 
Redoubt.183 Only the Corporation of the City of 
Québec entered into an agreement with a 
francophone contractor when the new St. John's 
Gate was built in 1864.184 Since Louis Fournier 
dit Larose could not meet the requirements of his 
contract, it was finished by Thomas Pampa-
lon.185 Francophones were passed over when 
the British Army awarded its contracts, at least 
those involving the building sector. 

There were three main anglophone contract
ors, and they won many of the 40 contracts issued 
between 1855 and 1870. These contractors were 
Hugh Hatch, Joseph Archer, and brothers 
Bernard and Thomas Fahey. Hatch obtained 37.5 
per cent of these contracts, Archer, 25 per cent, 
and the Fahey brothers, individually or in part
nership, won 15 per cent of the market. These 
three contractors shared 77.5 per cent of all the 
contracts awarded by the British military for the 
repair, construction and maintenance of various 
military buildings and fortifications. If only the 
fortifications and the walls of the Citadel are 
taken into account, the work involved provided 
contractors with no more than six contracts; 
however, the contracts were always divided up 
among these three builders. Two of these con
tractors, Hatch and Fahey, usually worked in 
partnership. This perhaps gives some clue to their 
financial resources. It should be remembered that 
the contracts for the construction of Forts nos. 2 
and 3 at Pointe-Lévis were not awarded to local 

182. C. Lacelle. La garnison . . . de 1764 à 1840, p. 110. note 3. 
183. ANQQ, Greffe Joseph Petitclerc, Contract between C. Côté 

and T. O'Connell, 30 January 1856. 

184. ANQQ, Greffe A.B. Sirois, Contract between Louis Fournier 
dit Larose and the city of Québec, 29 December 1863 and 
8 October 1864. 

185. Ibid., Contract between Thomas Pampalon and the Corpora
tion of Québec, 3 October 1866. 
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contractors, but rather to the Worthington broth
ers of Toronto. Canada West was extending its 
market. 

The chief engineer, Gother Mann, was 
undoubtedly correct when he explained that there 
was not a single contractor in the colony with 
enough financial resources at his disposal to put a 
site into operation. Nevertheless this statement is 
misleading. Mann had no intention of placing 
contractors in charge of the task. The extensive 
defence plan that he put forward made it possible 
for him to entrust his plans to contractors. This 
policy was imposed upon Mann for both security 
and political reasons, since the military had not 
forgotten the experience of 1775; such memories 
became even more vivid during the first decade of 
the 19th century. It was because of the military's 
distrust that contractors were absent from fortifi
cations sites in Québec until the middle of the 
19th century; they were present during this 
period only because of the special circumstances 
arising from the Crimean War. Although Forts 
nos. 2 and 3 of Pointe-Lévis were entrusted to 
contractors, this solution was dictated, as a last 
resort, merely by a lack of military manpower. It 
was Quebec's strategic importance that ulti
mately governed this line of conduct. 

Contractors were not the only ones to be left 
on the sidelines; the role of civilian craftsmen and 
day-labourers was also limited. This was simply 
due to unfavourable working conditions; notably, 
the military authorities' wage policy and tight dis
ciplinary control. This wage policy even became 
coercion; the incident concerning the Beauport 
lime-burners bears witness to this. Military con
struction sites did not offer civilians the marked 
economic advantages they had during the French 
regime. 

In short, although the wages paid to civilians 
appeared to be higher than those paid to soldiers, 
the situation was in fact quite different. The 
example of day-labourers' earnings is revealing: 
some years they earned barely more than the real 
wages paid to their military counterparts, and 
most of the time they earned even less. Unlike 
military day-labourers (who only had to worry 
about fluctuations in the price of rum), civilian 
day-labourers had to face the rising cost of living. 
The same situation prevailed for craftsmen; how
ever, they were also subject to the changing for
tunes of the supply and demand system. 

Overall, civilians were victims of a phenome
non that was beyond their control: management. 
The wage policy was simply a reflection of this. 
Apart from security, of course, the engineers' pri
mary concern consisted of reducing costs ; 

Mann's and Durnford's comments attest to this. 
The state decided to manage the site directly. It 
had a large labour force at its disposal whose 
wages were fixed by decree; it was therefore also 
dealing with fixed costs. If the military tended to 
limit civilian wages, it was because it determined 
them on the basis of military sources of labour. 
There remained the problem of building materials 
and additional manpower. 

The offer made to civilians was not very 
tempting. Moreover, it was made only as a last 
resort, when troops were unable to meet labour 
demands. The same reasons motivated the 
levying of corvées. Piecework, that other facet of 
management, does not seem to have encouraged 
civilians to take advantage of job possibilities; it 
deterred craftsmen because it plunged them into a 
new production context: output. The will to intro
duce a new method of management clashed 
head-on with craft traditions. These factors 
explain why civilian workmen were absent from 
Quebec's military construction sites during the 
British regime. 

At first glance, it seems that this was sound 
management, but this should be qualified. 
Although the garrison provided most of the 
labour, there was an astounding number of sol
diers on the site. Even though no comparison can 
be made between the scope of the projects 
undertaken on construction sites during the 
French and British regimes, there was neverthe
less a considerable difference between the num
ber of craftsmen present. The number of masons 
during the French regime seems ludicrous in 
comparison with that at the end of the 18th cen
tury or even during the 19th century. The total 
number of carpenters, masons and blacksmiths in 
Québec in 1744 would not have been equal to the 
task. The figures for the first citadel, as well as 
for Durnford's Citadel, share a common charac
teristic: namely, a greater number of craftsmen 
per trade. 

That being the case, there is cause to have 
serious doubts about the quality and competence 
of military labour. Several indications of this 
already came to light in the study of the workmen 
employed for the temporary citadel. If the 
Québec garrison had few soldiers capable of pro
viding skilled labour at the end of the French 
regime, would the British troops have been any 
different? The British Army recruited its mem
bers among young people aged 17 to 22 years; it is 
not very likely that this group included master 
craftsmen. Apprenticeships in England lasted 
seven years, and as a rule apprentices had to train 
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until they were 21 years of age.186 Thus those 
apprentices who joined the ranks of the British 
Army would have had little practical knowledge, 
which might explain the presence of such a large 
number of craftsmen on military construction 
sites. 

But why was the British military content to 
have construction work done by workmen with 
such limited qualifications? Although strategic 
considerations and stable wages were two impor
tant aspects, there was a proportional increase in 
costs (clothing, food, injury compensations). 
Nevertheless, this factor did not daunt the mili
tary, since the solution that it adopted enabled it 
to occupy a labour force that would have other
wise been idle, and thereby to obviate one of the 
major problems facing all armies: desertion. At 
the same time, however, this policy illustrates the 
inability of civilian craftsmen and day-labourers 
to obtain better wage conditions. As far as possi
ble, the British Army at tempted to be self-
sufficient in the building sector. This underscores 
yet another facet of the military's attitude; it 
tended to hide behind a more obvious and less 
subtle screen: the garrison. 

186. J.-P. Hardy and D.T. Ruddell, op. cit., p. 87. According to 
Hardy and Ruddell, this situation had changed only slightly by 
the beginning of the 19th century. 
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Architecture 

Fort no. 1, Lauzon and Martello towers 
1. Front view of the caponier 
2. The ditch in front of the right flank 
3. Cannon mounted behind the parapet 
4. View of the interior of Martello tower no. 2 
5. Martello tower no. 1 

(Photographs by D. Chamard and R. Piette. 1977-78, Parks Canada) 

293 



294 

3 

1 



295 

2 

5 

4 



Chapter 9 The economic impact 
of the fortifications 
with respect to 
public finances 

W I T H O U T propos ing an analyt ica l 
framework for public expenditures and 
sources of revenue as a whole, it is 

nonetheless important to isolate one sector of this 
accounting operation and to measure its impact 
on the micro-scale of the Québec region. Before 
starting to analyse the cost of Quebec's fortifica
tions, however, a brief look should be taken at 
the public finances of New France; this entails 
dealing with budgetary estimates (the états dit 
roi) and the disbursements by the Treasurer of 
the Marine. The purpose of this initial step is to 
determine the portion of expenses allocated to 
military operations. Once these figures are 
obtained, the relative size of the disbursements 
incurred by fortifications construction may be 
evaluated with respect to military spending as a 
whole. The colony's upkeep became more and 
more expensive; as a result the mother country 
became increasingly reluctant to subsidize mili
tary constructions. Following Maurepas' insist
ence that the colony finance such undertakings, a 
tax was imposed on the population of Montréal to 
defray the cost of its enceinte. A similar tax was 
imposed in Québec in 1747, since its fortifications 
had considerable economic repercussions. 

Fortifications construction presented the 
various contractors with the opportunity of mak

ing attractive profits, which became all the more 
attractive when the engineer modified his project. 
This practice produced substantial differences 
between initial estimates and final expenditures, 
and resulted in increased revenues for the con
tractors. The engineer, who was obliged to justify 
such differences and who sought to avoid the 
blame, fell back on the argument that the con
struction of military works caused a general rise 
in wages. From this point of view, only a compar
ative analysis of the military-construction and 
house-building sectors would make it possible to 
accept or invalidate the engineer's version of the 
story. 

Under the British administration, as during 
the French regime, military expenses accounted 
for a good part of public spending. From a com
parative point of view, it is important that the 
cost of the military constructions erected by 
the British at Québec be placed in the context of 
public finances to isolate their economic 
repercussions. 

Public Spending: 1690-1711 
To reconstitute an accounting framework for 

the public finances of New France, two distinct 
branches of financial operations must be taken 
into account: the états du roi and the états du 
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Domaine d'Occident. These two types of budgets 
should not be confused. The first was charged to 
the Ministry of the Marine; the Domaine's budget 
was charged to the Domaine's own account. 
Expenses for the salaries of law officers and the 
staff of the three governments, as well as for sub
sidies to the religious orders, were charged to the 
Domaine; the états du roi had to look after mili
tary expenses, such as buying munitions, paying 
the troops, constructing fortifications and even 
providing certain gratuities. 

At the risk of repeating what has already 
been stated,1 it is important to specify that an 
analysis of the états du roi alone, or even of the 
expenditures made by the Treasurer of the 
Marine, can only be partial, despite the fact that 
they represented the largest portion of public 
spending. The Domaine d 'Occidenfs funds, 
which came from the sale of fur-trading licences, 
could vary from some 80,000 livres in 1701 to 
about 115,000 livres in 1750. In comparison, the 
funds provided by the états du roi varied from 
250,000 livres in 1690 to more than two million by 
the middle of the 18th century. In view of this 
study's primary concern, the budgets of the 
Domaine d'Occident have been deliberately left 
aside. Only the états du roi and the mother coun
try's total expenditures for the colony have been 
taken into consideration. 

Although public finances have already been 
studied by Guy Frégault, the figures he provides 
do not cover the important period bridging the 
War of the League of Augsburg and the War of 
the Spanish Succession. It is necessary to com
pensate for this by reconstituting the statements 
of estimate, or budgets,2 as well as the disburse
ments for the Québec fortifications.3 There is still 
the problem of colonial expenditures to be exam
ined. In the 1690-1711 period, only the disburse
ments for the year 1705 have been identified. By 
searching in the French national archives through 
volumes 113-9 of the series C ' A , which are 
those concerned with the colony 's general 
expenditures, it has been possible to find a few 
additional statements of the colony's receipts and 
expenses. These statements, which were drawn 
up in the colony, recorded expenditures made 

during the "fiscal" year and compared them with 
the total amount of funds received in the same 
year.4 

The task would have been easy, had all the 
statements been found. The lack of documents 
justified having recourse to indirect documenta
tion: the "projets de la dépense à faire." This 
document, drawn up by the Intendant, indicated 
what expenses were estimated for the year to 
come; however, it was compiled in terms of the 
total sums granted to the colony by the Ministry 
of the Marine for the preceding fiscal year. 
Drawn up in this way, the document was then 
sent off to France. Modified by the mother 
country's comptables and greatly reduced, the 
manuscript came back to Québec as the état 
du roi; that is, the budget granted. The état du 
roi. however, only indicated tendencies in gov
ernment spending; it did not identify actual 
disbursements. 

The "projet de la dépense à faire" may be 
summed up as follows: funds provided (fonds 
faits) for the year x, funds requested by the col
ony for the year y and the mother country's deci
sions for the year y. These decisions, which were 
not always indicated, rarely corresponded to the 
budgetary reality. Total expenditures for the 
period 1690-1711 are therefore reconstituted on 
the basis of data collected from the fonds faits. 
What can be learned from these fonds fait si 

According to the colonial statement of 
receipts and expenses that has been found for 
1691, expenditures amounted to 314,455 livres,5 

whereas the funds provided by the mother coun
try totalled 457,859 livres.* The difference was 
less than it seems at first sight, given that the 
statement of receipts and expenses was con
cerned with expenditures in Canada only, 
whereas the fonds faits included expenditures 
incurred at Rochefort, as well as additional funds 
drawn "sur ordonnance sur le Trésor royal." It is 
also necessary to specify that the actual expendi
tures in the colony totalled 341,615 livres, instead 
of 314,455, because some extra monies were paid 
out for convents, general officers' salaries and 
gratuities. The 27,260 livres difference between 
the statement of receipts and expenses and the 

1. Guy Frégault. Le XVIII'siècle canadien. Montréal. HMH. 1968. 
p. 295. 

2. According to Frégault. although the term "budget" was not used 
at the time, the word was nonetheless known: op. cit.. p. 297. 

3. To reconstruct the statements of estimate, or budgets, we have 
noted the funds allotted annually by the Ministry of the Marine in 
the series F'A. Fonds des colonies. The disbursement figures for 
the fortifications have been taken directly from official correspon
dence, either from the series C ' A . Correspondance générale. B, 
Lettres envoyées or F \ Collection Moreau de Saint-Méry. 

4. The funds received represented both the sum of the royal state
ments of estimate and what was given the name "special 
receipts." The special receipts revenues came from the annual 
sale of various products in the colony, such as gunpowder and 
salt, which were housed in the King's stores. Since this study is 
not concerned with public finances as a whole, we refer the 
reader to Frégault's book, which analyses the stablizing role 
played by special receipts in balancing tne budget during the 18"' 
century. G. Frégault. op. cit.. pp. 301-4. 

5. PAC. MG1. F1. 7:52. "Bordereau de la recepte et dépense faite 
en Canada pendant l'année 1691." 

6. Ibid., f. 226, "Canada et L'Acadie. 1691." 
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actual expenditures can be accounted for by the 
fact that the statement was drawn up before all 
the receipts and other supporting documents 
were available. An examination of colonial 
expenditures for the period 1744-51 reveals 
numerous similar examples.7 

1699 provides an example of this type. 
According to the statement of receipts and 
expenses, expenditures amounted to 384,109 
livres,8 and funds provided came to 409,302 
livres,9 exceeding the expenditures by nearly 
25,000 livres. The troops' pay and a few special 
gratuities not indicated in the statement seem to 
account for this deficit. Only in 1705 did the total 
expenditures shown on the statement of receipts 
and expenses exceed the total funds provided; 
the figure for expenditures was 376,875 livres,10 

compared with 367,735 livres for funds 
provided." 

The figures given for the funds provided in a 
certain year may differ by 300 to about 2,000 
livres, since there are sometimes two or three 
documents of the same type; it has been consid
ered preferable to use the highest figures. 1692 
affords an extreme example of such differences. 
When one document indicates that the Ministry 
paid out 472,188 livres12 for the colony's needs, 
what can be made of the 442,811 livres mentioned 
in a second document?13 Because the difference 
amounts to some 30,000 livres (or nearly 6 per 
cent) it has been necessary to verify and compare 
the documents. Fortunately, a third document 
corroborates the first of these two figures by giv
ing the sum of 473,348 livres as the amount 
spent.14 Overall, the fonds faits corresponded to 
a fact: the monies paid out for the colony's 
upkeep. 

One last point merits attention: the phenom
enon of the public debt. The problem is the fol
lowing: where should the deficit for a particular 
year appear? Should expenditures incurred for 
fortifications work in 1693, but still unsettled six 
years later, appear in the 1693 budget or that of 

1699? As well, should the sums carried forward 
into the following fiscal year be considered as 
amounts allotted for the year in which the monies 
were spent, or should they be included in the list 
of sums paid out by the Treasurer of the Marine 
in the year in which they appear as a budgetary 
excess? Even if Claude Baillif had to wait six 
years before being reimbursed a sum of 20,000 
livres, it will be considered that the money was 
actually allocated in 1693 (to take into account 
the costs of the work) and that the state had a 
debt for the same amount.15 This sum should fig
ure only in the budget of 1699, since the money 
was deducted directly from the funds provided 
for that year. That is to say, the budget of 1699 
was cut by a fictitious sum: the public debt. It is 
impossible to evaluate the annual amount of 
budgetary excess precisely, since it was rarely 
identified as such and was even camouflaged 
under the heading "war and fortifications." 

The Portion Allotted to Military Spending and 
Fortifications 

A number of historians have correctly main
tained that the army or the military accounted for 
a large part of the colony's expenses. The histo
rian Frégault has even drawn up a partial table 
illustrating this phenomenon for the period 
1744-51 ;16 however, the table lacks some impor
tant expenditures, such as the soldiers' pay and 
other "petty expenses" paid out for freight and' 
errands. 

At the end of the 17th century, the state
ments of receipts and expenses and the fonds 
faits, such as those of 1691, were divided into six 
sections: 

1°) War expenditure 
2°) Munitions and arms 
3°) Fortifications 
4°) Soldiers' pay 
5°) Churches and convents 
6°) Ordinary/extraordinary gratuities 

7. Our research, supported by that of Frégault for the same period, 
indicates that for the year 1744 alone, expenditures were 
absorbed by four different budgets and the deficit would not be 
paid until 1750. Guy Frégault, op. cit., pp. 338-9. AN, Colonies. 
C ' A , 116:82-6V, "Mémoire au sujet de la situation des finances 
du Canada de L'Année gL l l c quarante quatre." This document 
reveals several omissions in drawing up the statement of receipts 
and expenses for 1744. 

8. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 113:121-3, "Bordereau du compte de la 
Recette et de la dépense faites en la nouvelle France pendant l'an
née 1699." 

9. Ibid., ff. 143-4V, "Estât des fonds à faire pour les dépenses de la 
Nouvelle France pendant l'année 1700." 

10. Ibid., ff. 220-200v, "Bordereau . . . 1705." 
11. PAC, MG1. F ' . 13:59-6F, "Estât des fonds à fa i re . . . 1706." 
12. Ibid.. 7:225-8. "Fonds faits pour Canada et L'Acadie. 1692." 

13. Ibid., f. 225, Table of expenditures from 1687 to 1692. 
14. Ibid., f. 226. "Fonds pour Canada et 1'Acadie, 1691-1692." This 

amount has been retained since it is the highest and because it 
probably represents the last of the statements drawn up by the 
comptables of the Ministry of the Marine after all the supporting 
documents had been received. 

15. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 113:61v. "Estât de la dépense faite pour la 
guerre et les fortifications sur les fonds de l'année 1699." This 
sum should be considered as an expense (i.e.. for work done) for 
the year 1693, since Baillif had in the meantime paid for his 
labour and materials. It is important to remember that the term 
"expense." as used here, connotes an engagement of funds, 
whereas the term "disbursement" corresponds to the paying out 
of funds. 

16. G. Frégault. op. cit., p. 336. 
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TABLE I 

Budgetary estimates and disbursements 1690-1713 

YEAR 

1690 
1691 
1692 
1693 
1694 
1695 
1696 
1697 
1698 
1699 
1700 
1701 
1702 
1703 
1704 
1705 
1706 
1707 
1708 
1709 
1710 
1711 
1712 
1713 

État du roi 

Livres 

258.375 
341,615 
390,188 
326,906 
394,199 
398,952 
413,903 
398,392 
409,402 
367,902 
283,002 
287,000 
274,424 
303,982 
301,932 
326,255 
298,782 
299.082 
298,632 
298,632 
298.632 
388,632 
463.188 
391.188 

BUDGETARY ESTIMATES 

Military 

Livres 

217,175 
281,495 
286,705 
219,705 
309,181 
312,634 
328,084 
313,324 
3 11,434 
308,434 
236,342 

227.056 
255,064 
253,264 
293.787 
253,264 
253.264 
252.814 
252,814 
252.814 
252.814 
267.370 
267.370 

% 

(84.05) 
(82.40) 
(73.48) 
(67.21) 
(78.43) 
(78.36) 
(79.27) 
(78.65) 
(76.07) 
(83.84) 
(83.51) 

(82.74) 
(83.91) 
(83.88) 
(90.05) 
(84.77) 
(84.68) 
(84.66) 
(84.66) 
(84.66) 
(65.05) 
(57.73) 
(68.35) 

Civi 

Livres 

41,200 
44,120 
87,978 
83,818 
85,018 
86,318 
85,818 
85,068 
57,968 
59,468 
46,660 

47,368 
48,918 
48,668 
32,468 
45,518 
45,818 
45,818 
45,818 
45,818 
45,818 
45,818 
63,818 

ian 

% 

15.95) 
12.92) 
22.55) 
25.64) 
21.57) 
21.64) 
20.73) 
21.35) 
14.16) 
16.16) 
16.49) 

17.26) 
16.09) 
16.12) 
9.95) 

15.23) 
15.32) 
15.34) 
15.34) 
15.34) 
11.79) 
9.89) 

16.31) 

Debt 

Livres 

16,000 
15.505 
23.383 

40,000 

90.000 
150,000 
60,000 

% 

( 4.68) 
( 3.97) 
( 7.15) 

( 9.77) 

(23.16) 
(32.38) 
(15.34) 

Total 

Livres 

422.333 
452.549 
473.348 
502,443 
429,298 
445.011 
445,731 
472.225 
458,402 
409,302 

306.338 
303.192 
332.462 
330,212 
376,859 
326.762 

459,103 
452.149 
567,348 
445,455 

ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

Military 

Livres % 

341.415 (80.84) 
357.181 (78.93) 
369,865 (78.14) 
392.242 (78.07) 
346,180 (80.64) 
348,814 (78.38) 
349,880 (78.50) 
295.103 (62.49) 
309,858 (67.59) 
286,460 (69.99) 

252,336 (82.37) 
250.124 (82.50) 
277.744 (83.54) 
275,944 (83.57) 
283,422 (75.21) 
275,944 (84.45) 

Civ lian 

Livres % 

80,918 
79,368 
87.978 
86,818 
83.118 
96,197 
95,850 
85,068 
69,168 
63,068 

54,002 
53,068 
54.718 
54,268 
32,578 
50,818 

(19.16) 
(17.54) 
(18.59) 
(17.28) 
(19.36) 
(21.62) 
(21.50) 
(18.01) 
(15.09) 
(15.41) 

(17.63) 
(17.50) 
(16.46) 
(16.43) 
( 8.64) 
(15.55) 

Debt 

Livre 

16,000 
15,505 
23,383 

92.054 
79,376 
59,774 

60,859 

% 

( 3.53) 
( 3.27) 
( 4.65) 

(19.50) 
(17.32) 
(14.60) 

(16.15) 

Four of these sections dealt with military expend
itures. The statement of receipts and expenses for 
1717 included 15 sections: 

1°) Deficit 
2°) Fortifications and buildings 
3°) House rents 
4°) Construction, repairs, etc. 
5°) Daily wages for workers 
6°) Purchase of food 
7°) Purchase of merchandise 
8°) Freight and transportation 
9°) Hospitals 

10°) Wages and salaries of special 
employees 

11°) Errands and travel 
12°) Miscellaneous expenditures 
13°) Soldiers' pay 
14°) Salaries of (the) general officers 
15°) Ordinary gratuities 

Another heading of expenditure gives the funds 
allotted for the reconstruction of the Intendant's 
Palace. Three of these various headings cannot 

really have been connected with military expend
itures. During the War of the Austrian Succession 
a few other headings were added, such as pres
ents for the Indians, and the purchase of arms and 
munitions. It is essential that the colony 's 
expenditures for the periods 1690-1713, 1714-22 
and 1744-51 be determined, to see how important 
these military disbursements were, and whether 
there was a reduction in military expenditures 
during the period of peace between 1714 and 
1722.17 

Table 1 covers the years 1690-1713; that is, 
the period of the War of the League of Augsburg 
and the War of the Spanish Succession. It 
illustrates clearly the mother country's economic 
policy with respect to its colony and the reality of 
the North American military problems that it 
faced. France had not envisioned the repercus
sions that the war would have on America at the 
very beginning of the first conflict; it had to com
pensate for this error in the years that followed. 
In 1690 it granted the colony some 258,000 livres; 
throughout the First war and afterwards, this sum 

17. This period has been chosen in relation to the fortification con
text. It should be recalled that 1720 was the year in which 
Chaussegros de Léry undertook the construction of his first 
enceinte. The project did not succeed. Admittedly, it is impossi
ble to specify how much of the expenditure under the heading 
"hospitals" might have been connected with the military's pres
ence. On the other hand to what degree can an excursion into the 

pays d'en haul be dissociated from the diplomatic policy that 
was followed with respect to the Indians? Given the political and 
economic context, in which one of the highest stakes was the fur 
trade. Indian alliances could lead to military confrontation. 
Since the periods indicated were periods of war. we believe that 
most of these expenditures were caused by the war effort. 
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was increased to an average of about 370,000 
livres annually. To conduct a good war costs 
money. These are only budgetary estimates; in 
fact, the war would cost the Royal Treasury an 
average of nearly 456,000 livres annually from 
1691 to 1698. As astonishing as it may seem, the 
états du roi continued to climb after 1693-94, 
although in France the state reduced its war-
related spending as a result of the agricultural 
crisis.18 Nevertheless, this seems to have been 
only a means of catching up with debts, since to 
make up for it, disbursements fell appreciably, 
although not sufficiently in the eyes of the Court 
no doubt. 

Wishing to profit from a period of calm, the 
mother country reduced its grants to stabilize its 
finances. Cutbacks were extreme: the Inten
dants receipts were reduced by some 100,000 
livres annually. These measures were taken with
out regard for political circumstances, however. 
War resumed with more intensity than ever; this 
time the Court was less willing to answer its colo
ny's needs. Had it any choice? At the time, the 
French economy was struggling with serious dif
ficulties: agricultural crises, epidemics, weak
ening currency and military setbacks.19 It is 
therefore not surprising that Québec received lit
tle money, even in time of war. 

The resolution to restrain spending had to 
give way to the facts of the situation: the realities 
of war faced by the Intendant had not changed. 
His postponing of payment dates only increased 
the public debt. Military events in the colony at 
the end of the decade caused large disbursements 
to be made. The mother country took this into 
account. Encouraged by economic revival,20 

France sent extra funds to settle accounts in 
arrears. 

It is normal that in time of war a good part of 
the funds allocated be destined for military 
expenses. In fact, in the course of this period and 
even during the few years of peace (a very rela
tive peace since, although New France had noth
ing to fear from its British enemies, it was not 
until 1701 that the neutrality of the Iroquois 
nations was assured), the Court planned that, on 
the average, 78.3 per cent of expenses would be 
devoted to military purposes. 

The colony's actual disbursements more or 
less followed the trends forecast by the états du 

roi. Although the War of the League of Augsburg 
entailed considerable expenditures, the Intendant 
nevertheless saw to it that spending was reduced 
as much as possible at the beginning of the 18th 

century, at least until 1710.21 Furthermore, if the 
Court estimated that the colony would assign 78 
per cent of its budget to military expenses, the 
Intendant was obliged to keep within these gen
eral limits. And he did, although the sums paid 
out exceeded budgetary estimates: 77.28 per cent 
of the disbursements were in relation to the mili
tary situation, at least until 1706.22 

In fact, this proportion could have been even 
higher if the deficit had been included in military 
expenditures; most of the sums indicated as 
excess resulted from the war effort. In short, dis
bursements followed quite faithfully the general 
guidelines given by budgetary estimates for both 
military and civilian items. Though the figures 
indicated for the public debt do not seem to be 
corroborated by the colony's financial statements 
or by those of the mother country, this is simply 
the result of imprecise documentation. 

The economy of the 1744-51 period has been 
termed one of wartime finances by the historian 
Frégault (table 2). On the basis of the money paid 
out for provisions and merchandise and for forti
fications and artillery, which were only two (of no 
small importance) of the various headings for mil
itary disbursements, Frégault has established that 
the colony's economy was greatly influenced by 
the injection of this capital. The average percent
age of these disbursements in relation to total 
spending was in the order of 56.57 per cent,23 and 
yet these figures include neither the soldiers' pay 
nor other war-related expenditures. In fact, these 

TABLE 2 

Expenses for Canada 1744-51 

Military 

Livres 97 

Civilian 

Livres 97 
Debt Total 

Livres 97 

1744 822.225(79.87) 110.116(10.70) 97.056(9.43)1.029.404 
1745 1,224.616 (91.54) 113,105 ( 8.46) 1.337.722 
1746 2.-804.306 (95.24) 140.194 ( 4.76) 2.944.500 
1747 2.649.020 (92.25) 222.463 ( 7.75) 2.871.484 
1748 2,065.695 
1749 1.914.564(94.22) 117.426(5.78) 2.031.990 
1750 2.649.161 (95.76) 125.554 ( 4.24) 2.774.715 
1751 3.214.098(91.75) 86.239 ( 2.46)202,786(5.79)3.503.123 

18. F. Braudel, E. Labrousse et al.. Histoire économique et sociale 
de la France. 1660-1789. Paris. P.U.F.. 1970. tome IL p. 360. 

19. Ibid., pp. 361-2. 
20. Ibid., p. 362. 
21. We do not believe that the expenditures for the years 1707 to 

1709 attained the level of those for the years 1710-13. This has 
been verified by determining what was predicted by the états tin 
roi in relation to previous expenditures. 

22. Table 1 presents the detailed disbursements until 1706 only. We 
assume that the percentage for the subsequent years was similar, 
given that no indication to the contrary has been found in the 
official correspondence; exceptional circumstances, such as the 
reconstruction of the Intendant's Palace could have lowered this 
percentage. On the contrary, the proportion of military expendi
tures for this period must have been on the rise, since the total 
disbursements increased noticeably between 1706 and 1710. 

23. G. Frégault. op. cit.. p. 336. 
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military disbursements attained 95 per cent in 
1746 and 1750. They represented, on the average, 
93.65 per cent of the total disbursements. It 
should be stressed once more that some military 
expenditures were concealed in the public debt. 
It was already an accepted fact (as might be 
expected) that in periods of war, the major 

League of Augsburg. To repay the debts that had 
been incurred, this percentage was raised to 
nearly 3 per cent after the Treaty of Ryswick. 
During the subsequent war, as a result of 
increased debts around 1710, the percentage rose 
to an average of nearly 4 per cent and remained 
there until the peace treaty was signed.25 During 

TABLE 3 

Budgetary estimates and disbursements 1714-22 

YEAR BUDGETARY ESTIMATES ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

1714 
1715 
1716 
1717 
1718 
1719 
1720 
1721 
1722 

État du roi 

Livres 

375.372 
414.298 
318.292 
322 522 
281.763 
285,107 
295,205 
309,543 
314.114 

Military 

Livres % 

251.914 (67.11) 
285.838 (68.99) 
251.634 (79.06) 
256.134 (79.42) 
225.445 (80.37) 
227.080 (80.22) 
237.487 (80.45) 
251,985 (81.40) 
243.585 (77.55) 

Civilian 

Livres 97 

63.458 (16.91) 
63,458 (15.32) 
66.658 (20.94) 
66.388 (20.58) 
55.318 (19.63) 
55,986 (19.78) 
57.718 (19.55) 
57.558 (18.59) 
65.529 (20.86) 

Debt 

Livres 97 

60,000 (15.98) 
65.002 (15.69) 

Total 

Livres 

556.179 
548.243 
502,671 
583.125 
374.198 
430.804 
381,499 
577,932 
406.158 

Military 

Livres 97 

373,529 (67.16) 
369,031 (67.31) 
421,163 (83.79) 
456.174 (78.23) 

Civilian 

Livres 97 

48,658 ( 8.75) 
112,965 (20.61) 
81,508 (16.21) 
80.738 (13.85) 

Debt 

Livres 97 

133,992 (24.09) 
66,247 (12.08) 

46,213 ( 7.92) 

portion of expenditures was incurred by military 
operations. Moreover, during the short period of 
peace between 1697 and 1702, there was no 
change in the financial situation. It is possible, 
however, that the colonial administrators were 
influenced in their actions by the Iroquois 
problem. 

Table 3 illustrates quite clearly that in peace
time (that is, after the Peace of Utrecht) or war
time, spending remained the same. Although the 
états du roi provided for military expenses in the 
order of 76 per cent of total spending, military 
disbursements amounted to 74 per cent until 
1717.24 It was only when the Council of the 
Marine was created that budgetary estimates 
were reduced substantially, although military 
spending was not affected. The Council's policy 
was simply a reflection of France's need to stabil
ize its public finances after some 20 years of war; 
this was the task that fell to John Law. 

It is evident that the colony cost the mother 
country more and more money from the end of 
the 1600s to the mid-18th century. Nevertheless, 
Canada was a minor item in metropolitan 
accounting operations: the colony's maintenance 
accounted for only 1.65 per cent of the Ministry 
of the Marine's budget during the War of the 

Maurepas' term of office, Canada cost the Marine 
some 6.6 per cent of its budget from 1726 to 
1744.26 In short, these expenditures, considered 
one small part of the kingdom's total spending, 
represented an insignificant amount; they are also 
a good illustration of the realities of mercantilism 
in the colonial context. 

The increased cost of maintaining the colony 
was a direct consequence of the mother country's 
policies, for France drew its North American col
ony along in its wake. Since the end of the 17th 

century, New France had been constantly caught 
up in struggles with its English neighbours to the 
south and their Indian allies, as a result of events 
in Europe. Its enemies' goal, although political to 
some degree, was above all economic: to take 
possession of its colonial resources. From this 
point of view, even expenditures for the fur trade 
take on a military character. In this case, public 
finances were merely symptomatic of the stakes 
to be won or lost in North America. 

The amounts devoted to military disburse
ments were undoubtedly increased in periods of 
war; in peacetime, however, they still made up 
the major share. Guy Frégault has concluded that 
for the period 1744-51, public finances were in 
fact wartime finances. The figures found for the 

24. The statements of receipts and expenses for the years 1718-22 
have not been found. Although civilian expenditures seem high, 
the situation was a temporary one, since a large part of these 
sums was granted for the reconstruction of the Intendant's 
Palace. 

25. These figures come from a comparison of colonial expenditures, 
as set out in table 1. with the funds provided annually to the 
Ministry of the Marine. R. Lamontagne, Ministère de la Marine; 
Amérique et Canada d'après les documents Maurepas, Mont
réal, Leméac. 1966. p. 38. 

26. M. Filion, La pensée et l'action coloniales de Maurepas vis-à-
vis dit Canada, 1723-1749, Leméac. 1972. p. 394. 
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previous periods suggest that this state of affairs 
dated back to at least 1690. Military operations in 
New France represented one of the mainsprings 
of the economy, regardless of the context. 

Fortifications were naturally in the forefront 
of military activities; it is important to determine 
what sums of money were actually paid out for 
their construction at Québec and to establish 
what part these sums represented in the colony's 
military disbursements as a whole. By comparing 
disbursements for fortifications with the colony's 
total disbursements, it is possible to gather some 
idea of, and even to establish to a certain degree, 
the capital's importance in the colony's defensive 
strategy. 

It should be recalled that the word "fortifica
tions" implied all masonry enceintes, embanked 
palisades and sometimes other works, such as the 
Royal and Dauphine redoubts constructed in 
1712, and the Nouvelles Casernes built against 
the rampart in 1749. The Château St. Louis, 
although surrounded by a defensive wall, has not 
been included in these expenditures, nor has the 
Intendant's Palace. 

These figures bear witness to the capital's 
importance in the colony's defensive strategy 
(table 4). The only danger foreseen by Frontenac 
in 1690 was that of an Indian attack. At that time 
the palisade and the Provost and Saint-Simon 
redoubts cost a minimal amount: 4.69 per cent of 
military disbursements and 3.79 per cent of the 
total public disbursement for the same year. 
Phips' landing at Beauport led the colonial admin
istrators to identify a new aggressor who was 
capable of besieging Québec. Consequently, it 
was necessary that the embanked enceinte built 
by Beaucours in 1693 provide protection from 
such an eventuality. This brought about an appre
ciable increase in the amount spent on 
"European-style" military architecture; 18.24 
per cent of the colony's military disbursements 
were devoted to it, or 14.24 per cent of public 
finances for the same year. 

The project that was officially accepted by 
the Court in 1700 meant average annual disburse
ments amounting to 10.55 per cent of the military 
sector's annual spending, or 8.79 per cent of that 
of the state. The second project, accepted by the 
mother country in 1710, resulted in average 
annual disbursements in the order of 7.17 percent 
of the state's total spending, and the third, in 
1720, entailed disbursements representing 9.54 
per cent of public spending. As for the 1745 proj
ect, grudgingly accepted by Maurepas, the sums 
devoted to it between 1745 and 1751 came to 6.47 
per cent of the annual military disbursements and 

Year 

1690 
1691 
1693 
1697 
1701 
1702 
1703 
1706 
1707 
1708 
1709 
1711 
1712 
1713 
1720 
1744 
1745 
1746 
1747 
1748 
1749 
1750 
1751 

Amount 

16,000 
12,000 
71,539 
79,376 
20,000* 
39,011 
22,555* 
30.000 
37,800 
41,000 
30,171 
30,000* 
59,000 
25,000* 
36,396 
21.797 
84,297 

104.960 
54,064 

292,592 
232.900 
144,726 
74,086 

Military % 
disbursement 

341,415 
357,181 
392,242 
295,103 
252,336 
250,824 
277,744 
275,944 

822,225 
1.224,616 
2,804,306 
2,649,020 

1,914,564 
2,649,161 
3,214.098 

4.69 
3.36 

18.24 
26.90 
7.93 

15.55 
8.12 

10.87 

2.65 
6.88 

Total 
disbursement 

422,333 
452,549 
502,443 
472,225 
306,338 
303,192 
332,462 
326,762 

452,149 
567,348 
445,455 
381,499 

1,029,404 
1,337,722 

3.74 2,944,500 
2.04 

12.16 
5.46 

2,871,484 
2,065,695 
2,031,990 
2,744,715 

2.30 3,503,123 

Vc 

3.79 
2.65 

14.24 
16.81 
6.53 

12.87 
6.78 
9.18 

6.63 
10.4 
5.61 
9.54 
2.12 
6.30 
3.56 
1.88 

14.16 
11.46 
5.27 
2.11 

Estimated amount corresponding to the minimum given by the 
ctiits tin rot. 

5.64 per cent of the state's total disbursements for 
this period. 

The preceding figures make it clear that at 
the end of the 17th century and in the first two 
decades of the 18th, Québec was of the utmost 
importance in the colony's defence strategy. As 
the 18lh century progressed, however, the role 
played by the capital diminished gradually. 
Maurepas' decisions ensured that this would con
tinue. The same figures illustrate that it cost more 
in 1745 to construct a masonry enceinte than it 
had in 1693 to build a simple embanked palisade. 
The costs of fortifications construction also mir
ror the rising costs of maintaining the colony dur
ing the 18Ih century. 

Taxation Projects 
The disbursements for fortifications were 

considerable. The state was to pay the bill of 
course; but did it consent to settle the whole 
amount? In the case of Montréal, the government 
levied an annual tax to partially defray the cost of 
the fortifications. Since the residents of Montréal 
refused to pay, the Court had no choice but to 
absorb a large part of the costs, one-half, in fact, 
and the other portion had to be recovered by 
means of an annual tax that would last until the 
end of the French regime.27 This royal decision 

27. G. Frégault. op. cit.. p. 336. 
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dates from 1743. The Québec enceinte of 1745 
was constructed against Maurepas' wishes; but 
from that time on he had the upper hand. His 
position was clear: either the enceinte would be 
demolished or a tax would be levied. For the 
small shopkeepers attending the deliberations, 
there was no question of accepting the tax; but 
as a minority in an assembly dominated by the 
military, they had no choice but to go along with 
the outcome of the vote, by which it was decided 
to cont inue the work. After numerous 
discussions,28 it was agreed by all parties in 1748 
that a duty of three per cent should be imposed on 
all merchandise, whether imported or exported; 
this was to be added to increased import duties on 
liquor imposed by the Court in 1747 for a period 
of three years. The Council of State postponed 
implementing the three-per-cent duty until the 
end of the war, however. Frégault notes that in 
1747 the tax on liquor netted 24,291 livres and the 
following year, 33,907 livres, totalling 58,198 
livres. For these two years the fortifications cost 
the state 346,656 livres; if expenditures for 1745 
and 1746 are added to this amount, the total cost 
comes to 535,913 livres. The additional revenue 
from taxes in 1747 and 1748 corresponded to only 
16.7 per cent of the disbursements for the fortifi
cations during the same two years; it covered 
only 10.8 per cent of the expenses incurred from 
the time work began. In 1749, when the three-per
cent duty was levied, the sums collected 
amounted to 175,232 livres, or 75.2 per cent of the 
disbursements for the fortifications and barracks, 
which came to 232,900 livres.29 In 1750 the sums 
received from the tax amounted to some 140,760 
livres, or 97.5 per cent of the disbursements 
incurred, which had dropped to 144,726 livres. 
The following year the sums received apparently 
came to 81,145 livres and the expenditures for the 
fortifications amounted to only 74,086 livres. The 
statements after 1751 have not been found; never
theless it is possible to conclude that although 
Maurepas accepted the enceinte of 1745 more or 
less willingly, he knew how to have his decision 
respected. The inhabitants of New France, and 
Québec in particular, were made to contribute 
towards the cost of public works, for although the 
works had cost the state more than a million 
livres from 1745 to 1751, the inhabitants and mer
chants returned more than 455,000 livres to the 
state's coffers in five years. 

Frégault notes as well that the tax had been 
envisioned by the metropolitan government for a 
number of years. The administrators' corre
spondence supports this idea. Québec had been 
taxed previously for other fortifications projects. 
When Major Provost's enceinte was constructed 
in 1690, at a cost of some 16,000 livres, part of the 
expense was defrayed by the "deniers provenus 
d'Une taxe qui fut imposée sur les habitans l'an
née devant l'arrivée des Anglois."30 It is not 
known whether it was Frontenac or the mother 
country who decided on this tax. It was to have 
covered a quarter of the total cost. Given the 
"rate of exchange" of colonial currency, this tax 
earned the state only 1,659 livres. The principle of 
making taxes proportional to the inhabitants' rev
enues was one that had to be kept in mind. 

This procedure was repeated in 1693 when 
Beaucours' enceinte was constructed. The King 
did not intend to defray the total cost of 71,000 
livres. It was therefore necessary to invite the 
population to pay for part of the fortifications. On 
verifying the list of contributors (which has not 
been found), however, the Minister realized that 
only the habitants and craftsmen had been taxed. 
Seignelay was furious, and he demanded an 
explanation. Frontenac and Champigny replied 
that "cela provient de ce que les officiers de Jus
tice et les autres personnes qui auraient pu espé
rer quelque exemption ont esté employez à l'ins
pection sur les travaillans tant de la ville que de la 
campagne pendant tout l'esté sans leur payer 
aucune chose."31 The administrators' reasoning 
was paradoxical; if the tax levied corresponded 
only to a charge paid for exemption from fortifi
cation work, how is it that those who took part in 
the corvées were taxed as well? Since it was not 
"possible de charger davantage les habitans," 
the Treasury contented itself with the some 1,600 
livres collected (scarcely two per cent) and 
absorbed the entire construction costs. Habitants 
in rural areas and ordinary craftsmen were 
nonetheless subject to double taxation: in money 
and in kind. 

The Court did not require that a tax be levied 
on the colony's inhabitants for the projects of 
1700, 1710 and 1718, although the engineer 
Levasseur proposed his plan for financing public 
works in 1703. This means of financing, which 
could as a last resort be used like a taille or a capi
tation, provided for a tax on both urban and rural 

28. Ibid., pp. 337 ss. Since this author has studied the context in 
which the tax was decided upon, it is unnecessary to go over all 
the details here; only the general outlines of the episode will be 
given. 

29. Frégault speaks of 8.9 per cent of the disbursements, but dis
bursements for the colony or for the fortifications'? It seems to 
be those for the colony; however, the duties levied in this case 

were to pay for the fortifications rather than for colonial 
expenses as a whole. 

30. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C., pièce no. 355. "Mémoire du S1 de Vil
leneuve sur les fortifications de Québec ou il arriva en 1691." 

31. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 13:302V-5V, Frontenac and Champigny to 
the Minister. 10 November 1695. 
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holdings. Townspeople would have to pay a spe
cial tax as well on produce from the country, such 
as wheat and oats and even firewood. Liquor and 
other goods from France would also be taxed, as 
would beaver exports. Levasseur hoped that 
these taxes would provide more than 154,000 
livres, a good part of which would be paid solely 
by the inhabitants of the region governed from 
Québec.32 

This plan, which was given no more than an 
acknowledgement of receipt, would be taken up 
again by Levasseur five years later, after 
Beaucours had undertaken certain work in 1707. 
This time the Court took great interest in the plan 
and asked the Intendant and the Governor to 
study the means of financing proposed by the 
engineer.33 There is a good explanation for the 
Court's gesture: Levasseur promised to finish 
the works in two seasons. In addition, although 
the Royal Treasury would advance 170,000 livres, 
the actual cost was supposed to be only 40,000 
livres. Levasseur counted on obtaining some of 
the necessary manpower from corvées levied in 
the country and the town, but he expected that it 
would be supplied mainly by the soldiers (who 
would be granted extra pay and rations for their 
work).34 Underlying the engineer's reasoning 
was his desire to carry out more work than was 
normally accomplished in one season. Vaudreuil 
and Raudot rejected the plan for two reasons: 
first, the tax would yield far less profit than 
planned;35 and, since Levasseur wanted to use 
soldiers for most of his manpower, he was up 
against a major problem: the soldiers' limited 
numbers.36 Levasseur de Neré nevertheless 
refused to acknowledge defeat and returned to 
the charge in 1709,37 but his efforts were in vain. 

What can be learned from these taxes? 
Although the Court was clearly unwilling to 
defray the entire cost of the fortifications, it taxed 
the inhabitants according to their capacity to pay 
in money. Both Levasseur's plan and the 1745 tax 
show that this monetary taxation was also appli
cable to the habitants and merchants of Mont
réal. The three-per-cent tax of 1748 was paid on 
the colony's imports and exports; it meant that 
this part of Canada's population was subjected to 
two monetary taxes: one for its own fortifications 
and the other for the Québec enceinte. Despite 
Pontbriand's observations on the matter,38 the 

situation was not corrected. Montreal's inhabit
ants had thought that they would be favoured 
with a tax abatement. They underestimated the 
will and tenacity of Maurepas and the Court; for 
if the tax for Montreal's fortifications lasted until 
the end of the French regime, the same was true 
of the tax for Quebec's fortifications. Maurepas 
had won his case. 

Fortification Costs: Estimated and Real 
As the 18th century progressed, it became 

increasingly expensive to construct fortifications. 
There was an appreciable difference between 
original estimates and total disbursements. Cost 
increases can be explained by one main factor: 
mismanagement and poor planning by the engi
neers. Although it has not been possible to find all 
the documents, some pertinent examples suffice 
to illustrate this aspect of the fortifications 
projects. 

According to Levasseur de Neré's specifica
tion in 1700, the project that he submitted should 
have cost 100,000 livres. After seven years of 
work, nearly 120,000 livres had been invested 
(and not 220,000 as Raudot claimed) and no more 
than a third of the proposed enceinte had been 
completed. 

Chaussegros de Léry foresaw expenses 
amounting to 378,764 livres in 1716 (for the proj
ect accepted in 1718), but had to revise his esti
mate in 1720. Given the high cost of labour (he 
claimed) the project would now cost the King 
more than 529,000 livres. For the project of 1745 
the miscalculation was repeated. The first esti
mate amounted to 398,381 livres; the detailed 
account of disbursements provided a completely 
different result, since by 1751 (and work contin
ued until 1753) more than a million livres had 
been consumed in less than seven years. 

A comparison of Chaussegros' estimates of 
1716 and 1720 leads to a very different conclusion 
than the one put forward by the engineer with 
regard to manpower (table 5). Without rejecting 
Chaussegros' hypothesis outright (it will be dealt 
with later), another hypothesis appears much 
more convincing: Chaussegros de Léry changed 
his project's profile. 

There is every reason to believe that the differ
ence would have been even more considerable if 
the engineer had not reduced his estimates for the 

32. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 21:119-20. "Projet pour fournir les 
m o y e n s . . . . " 21 April 1703. 

33. Since the works built by Beaucours represented, for all practical 
purposes, additional disbursements unrelated to the enceinte 
undertaken by Levasseur. the Court showed signs of impatience 
at having to finance two enceintes for the same town. 

34. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 27:28-30. "Projet pour trouver les 
fonds. . . ." 18 October 1708. 

35. Ibid., 28:3-56, Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Minister, 14 Novem
ber 1708. 

36. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 28:65-6, Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Min
ister, 9 November 1708. 

37. Ibid.. 21:115-6"', Levasseur to the Minister, 28 April 1709. 
38. G. Frégault, op. cit., p. 338. 
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last five items; and it becomes greater still if the 
36,000 livres that had already been used up in the 
year 1720 are taken into account. 

TABLE 5 

Summary comparison of the 
estimates of 1716 and 1720 

Earth 

Excavation 
Masonry 

Cut stone 

Gates 

Guérites 

Posterns 

Palisades 

Barriers 

Estimates 

1716 

60,000 f 
121,704 

136,260 

included above 

24,000 (2 gates) 

6,400 (16 g uerites) 

15,000 (15 posterns 
5,400 

10,000 

378,764 

Estimates 
1720 

119,585 £ 

144,432 
187,878 

38,157 

18,000 (3 gates) 

3,600 (18guérites) 

I 8,000 (? posterns) 
5,400 

4.200 (28 barriers) 

529,252 

Difference 

+ 60,000 £ 

+ 22,000 
+ 51,000 

+ 38,157 

- 6,000 

- 2,800 

- 7.000 

- 5,800 

+ 149,500 

Increasing the revetment's height by 4 feet 
and its thickness by 6 inches along nearly 80 lin
ear toises of rampart was bound to inflate costs. 
The engineer was automatically obliged to add 
more counterforts, 70 in fact, and there was an 

Of the two " r e d o u b t s " and bar racks begun by 
Beaucours in 1712, only the Dauphine Barracks still exists. 
It was not completed until 1748. The Royal Barracks was 
demolished in 1810 to make room for the prison, which 
would become Morrin College later in the 19th century. 
[Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 1712], Archives nationales, 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

inevitable increase in the total volume of masonry 
for counterforts.39 This meant extra masonry 
work, which involved transportation and even 
labour problems. But fortifications were made of 
more than just masonry; the earthwork still had 
to be done. Given that the enceinte was made 
higher and longer, the volume of earth that it 
required doubled. This comparison reveals one of 
the principal factors affecting the rise in construc
tion costs. 

The same thing happened again in 1745, 
when Chaussegros modified his plan by adding a 
bastion, a gate and advanced works that had not 
been provided for in the original specification. 
Moreover, considering that the anticipated cost 
was 398,381 livres, these structural modifications 
appear to have played an important part in the 
increase in disbursements. It was futile to claim 
that labour was the cause of the difference in 
price, given that the estimate was calculated on 
the basis of the original contract rates. The engi
neer went so far as to congratulate himself after 
Trottier Desauniers ' departure for having 
awarded the work for a lower price.40 

Chaussegros de Léry was not the only engi
neer to modify his projects. Beaucours' project, 
which was estimated at some 90,000 livres in 
1710, corresponded very little to reality, since the 
project was considerably modified: the engineer 
added two new bastioned towers and made a few 
other major structural changes. It seems that it 
was a common occurrence for engineers to mod
ify the projects in progress and thus exceed the 
costs initially estimated. The fact that Vauban 

39. See Appendix 1 at the end of this chapter for a detailed compari
son of the two estimates. 

40. AN, Colonies, C'A, 96:201-2, Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister, 15 October 1750. 
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The Cavalier du Moulin was one of the masonry defen
sive works conceived by Chevalier de Beaucours in 1693. 
The remains of this impressive structure still exist; they are 
located at the western end of present-day Mont-Carmel 
Street. Boisberthelot de Beaucours, 1710, Copied by 
Baudoin, 1922, Public Archives of Canada. 

The Cape Diamond Redoubt was another large masonry 
defensive work conceived by Chevalier de Beaucours in 
1693. Although it has undergone considerable architectural 
modification, this structure still exists; it is located in the 
gorge of the King's Bastion in the Citadel. [Levasseur de 
Neré], 1694, Copied by Baudoin, 1920, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

TABLE 6 

Funds received by contractors42 

Claude Baillif 
H.B. de la Rivière 
F. de la Joue 
Jean Lerouge 
P. Janson Lapalme 
Denys de Saint-Simon 
J.B. Maillou 
P. Trottier Desauniers 
P. Bélanger 
G. Déguise Flamand 
J. Déguise Flamand 
D. Janson Lapalme 

1691-1693 
1693 

1693 

1701-1703 
1705-1720 
1745-1746 
1747-1751 
1749-1750 
1750 
1749-1750 

36,000 livres 
2,000 livres 

18,500 livres 

81,000 livre s 
139,000 livres 
189,000 livres 
300,000 livres 
114,000 livres 
57,000 livres 
67,000 livres 

considered that some difference was inevitable41 

was perhaps enough to reassure the Court; 
Maurepas certainly did not show the same leni
ency. With the aid of his advisors, he foresaw 
such pitfalls, despite the pleas of Chaussegros de 
Léry and Intendant Hocquart. 

Fortifications contractors no doubt took 
advantage of the changes made by the engineers. 
Since the total value of their contracts increased 
with these changes, the contractors saw the mod
ifications as an opportunity to improve their prof
its. Table 6 indicates the amounts received by the 
most significant contractors. 
Pierre Bélanger alone received at least three-
quarters of the amount originally planned when 
the 1745 estimate was made. Trottier Desauniers 
received half the sum foreseen by Chaussegros de 

Léry. Denys de Saint-Simon collected 80 per cent 
of the amount estimated by Levasseur de Neré 
when his project was conceived. The same phe
nomenon occurred with Beaucours' second proj
ect in 1710: Maillou had received two-thirds of 
the sum originally estimated when work on the 
project had just begun. 

Fortifications and Housing Construction: 
a Comparison of Costs 

Most of the engineers claimed that royal 
undertakings aroused the contractors' and crafts
men's greed, since the labour hired for fortifica
tions construction was more expensive43 than 
that used for pr iva te cons t ruc t ion . This 
accounted for the marked difference between 
estimated costs and disbursements. There was a 
point of reference available to engineers before 

41. Vauban, Mémoire de Monsieur de Vaitban, Ou les fonctions des 
differens Officiers employés dims les Fortifications, S.L., S.D., 
p. 3. Vauban was alluding only to the original estimate and not to 
modifications made once construction was underway. 

42. These figures, sometimes incomplete, as in the case of Pierre 
Bélanger and the other contractors for the enceinte of 1745, 
come from the colony's statements of receipts and expenses. 

AN, Colonies, C'A, 116: 75.129v-30v, 186. Ibid., 119:356*. 
Ibid., 38:97. Ibid., 113:61v-2. 

43. It would have been very interesting to determine what percent
age of these construction costs was allocated to labour and mate
rials. Unfortunately, we have been unable to find the attendance 
registers signed by the engineer. 
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Graph 1 

Average Price per Toise of Masonry 1683-1758 
(in French currency) 
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they worked out an estimate, however: current 
prices in the house-building sector. The costs 
anticipated by the engineers have not all been 
found; however, it does not seem that they 
underestimated costs in preparing their specifica
tions. On the contrary, in one case in 1716 an 
engineer provided for a higher price (600 sols) 
than that which had been awarded (500 sols). As 
for the enceinte of 1745, the estimated unit price 
was identical to that of the contract awarded 
(1,350 sols). In 1733, when Chaussegros de Léry 
made an estimate for his project, the price he set 
for masonry was 1,000 sols per cubic toise, which 
was about 300 per cent higher than the market 
price. 

The market price in graph 1 represents the 
unit price per toise of masonry in the house
building sector. Since fortifications contracts 
were awarded according to this standard, it 
seems essential that construction costs for fortifi
cations be compared with those for building stone 
houses; the fact that most of the contractors 
engaged for the fortifications also worked in the 
housing sector makes the comparison all the 
more pertinent. The cost curve for housing con
struction is based on 116 notarial contracts, 
which represent 37 per cent of the total number of 
contracts inventoried for this period. This sample 
obviously does not take into account contracts in 
which the owner furnished part of the materials, 
since such participation had a considerable effect 
on the price.44 As far as fortifications construc
tion costs are concerned, only the structures 
requiring little cut stone have been taken into 
consideration, for the simple reason that it 
required extra work and, consequently, was more 
expensive than rubble masonry. 

It cost 900 sols per toise to construct the 
Royal Battery in 1691. For civilian housing, the 
corresponding price was 337.5 sols in 1689 and 
465 sols in 1692. It would be an error to average 
these two prices. Trends reflected in the price of 
wheat are a better indication: in 1689 the price per 
minot was 49 sols; it rose the following year to 90 
sols, and in 1691 to about 105 sols, before falling 
in 1692 to 99 sols.45 These figures show that the 
price of wheat dropped temporarily in 1692. Thus 
there is reason to believe that the price of 
masonry for non-military construction in 1691 
would have been slightly higher than it was in 
1692. For lack of more precise information, the 
figure for 1692 may be retained. It follows that 

military construction cost at least 93.5 per cent 
more than house-building. 

It seems that such inflation struck all the for
tifications projects. There was a similar differ
ence in price in 1693. It cost 920 sols per toise to 
construct the Cavalier du Moulin, whereas the 
costs for house-building remained at 465 sols per 
toise;46 the potential difference between the two 
prices was 455 sols (22 livres, 15 sols) or about 98 
per cent. The discrepancy became even more 
marked at the beginning of the 18th century. For 
the contract awarded to Denys de Saint-Simon 
the rate came to 880 sols per toise, whereas for 
house-building in the same year (1701), the price 
was 330 sols per toise. The first price was 166.6 
per cent higher than the second. Jean Maillou, 
who was asked to take Saint-Simon's place in 
1705, obtained the contract at 940 sols per toise, 
although the price of wheat continued its down
ward trend. It is probable that with this contract 
the percentage difference in price was even 
greater than that of 1701. 

In 1719 Chaussegros de Léry awarded a con
tract to Jean Maillou at the rate of 500 sols per 
toise. House-building cost nearly 712 sols per 
toise, and Maillou would certainly not have let 
himself be swindled. Time was an important fac
tor in this instance. The adjudication took place 
at the end of October. There is every reason to 
believe that prices were falling or at least gave 
good signs of doing so. In 1720 it cost only 280 
sols per toise to construct a house in masonry. 
The contracts for the houses built at 712 sols per 
toise had been drawn up in the spring of 1719. It 
therefore seems just as logical to compare 
Maillou's contract with the prices for 1720, rather 
than with those for 1719.47 According to this cal
culation, the masonry work would have cost the 
King about 78 per cent more than the normal 
price. 

In 1745 Trottier Desauniers won the jackpot. 
He fixed the price for the construction of the 
town's enceinte at 1,350 sols per toise. Non-
military construction entailed disbursements of 
330 sols per toise in 1744 and 345 sols in 1746. On 
the other hand, the cost curve of wheat for this 
same period seems to have been stable. The price 
given by Desauniers' contract exceeded the aver
age cost for private buildings by 1,013 sols per 
toise, or 300 per cent. 

Chaussegros de Léry was delighted to tell 
Maurepas that the contract granted to Pierre 

44. These contracts concerned buildings constructed in Québec; 
that is. within the walls of the city as it exists today, as well as in 
Saint-Roch and Lower Town. At this stage of our research it is 
impossible to say how valid this sample is in relation to the 
actual number of houses constructed. 

45. J. Hamelin, op. cit., p. 61. 

46. This figure is based on the trend expressed by the cost curve of 
wheat. 

47. This spectacular drop in prices was also seen in the price of a 
minot of wheat; although the price amounted to ]80.v<)/.v in 1718, 
it dropped to 138 sols the following year, and fell to 49 sols in 
1720. 
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It took three adjudications and nearly seven years to 
construct Chaussegros de Léry ' s rampar t , and even then the 

Bélanger in 1747 was lower than that awarded to 
Desauniers. The new agreement provided for two 
prices: 1,240 sols per toise for the work south of 
St. Louis Gate and 1,140 sols per toise for that to 
the north.48 Ostensibly, the price of military con
structions had gone down; these two figures, nev
ertheless, exceeded the market rate for house
building by 313 per cent and 280 per cent 
respectively. However, Chaussegros de Léry 
was careful not to mention that prices had 
decreased in the housing sector. In fact, the 
degree by which the bids surpassed house
building rates was not appreciably different from 
what it had been in 1745 (296 per cent), so that the 
saving made, although real as far as bills to be 
paid were concerned, was in effect fictitious in 
relation to local market prices. 

Three years later, one last contract was 
drawn up between Intendant Bigot and Jacques 
Déguise dit Flamand. In this case, it cost 1,176.5 
sols per toise for work done to the south of St. 
Louis Gate; this rate exceeded that for similar 
work in the civilian sector by 194 per cent.49 It 
was not really until 1750 that construction costs 

fortification was not entirely finished. G. Mann. 1784. Public 
Archives of Canada . 

for the fortifications decreased, both in the net 
price, and, more important, in comparison with 
the local market price. The Intendant no doubt 
had a hand in this change. As early as 1748 he had 
denounced the way in which expenses for earth 
for the rampart were entered in the accounts by 
the engineer.50 

There was a pronounced difference between 
the prices for civilian and military construction. 
Considering that the contractor had to hire a 
larger number of labourers and buy more materi
als and tools to construct fortifications, it was 
normal that additional charges resulted. But was 
the cost of these extras proportional to the differ
ence in price between military construction and 
house-building? It seems, rather, that contractors 
viewed fortifications construction as an opportu
nity to make undreamt-of profits. An illustration 
of this attitude was given by the Swedish travel
ler, Pehr Kalm, when he described an incident in 
which some English soldiers burned down sev
eral of their own forts; fascinated, Kalm asked his 
companions from Albany "pourquoi les Anglais 
avaient dressé à si grands frais de telles forteres-

48. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 94:59-64. Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister, 8 October 1749. The difference between the two prices was 
probably due to the cost of transporting material. 

49. ANQQ, Greffe N. Lanouiller des Granges, Transfer of con
t rac t . . . , 8 September 1750. In fact, this deed informs us that 

Déguise dit Flamand ceded his contract to his predecessor, 
Pierre Bélanger, at the same rate. 

50. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 92:176-9, Bigot to the Minister. 3 Novem
ber 1748. 
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Mortar 3534 Cart-loads à 2£. 10? 
Mortar 180 Cart-loads à 2. 2? 6" 
Sand 1447 Trips à 15? 
Sand 300 Trips à 10? 
Sandstone 1091. 5'6" à 34. 
Black stone 310 t. 1' à 13. 15? 
Lime 65 casks à 1.15? 
Black stone 
from the quarries l i l t . 4'6" à 9. 
Sandstone from 
the Palace shore 91. 3' à 22. 

If these unweighted figures are studied, it is evi
dent that the materials cost much more than 
labour; it even seems that they cost more than the 
contract awarded. According to the materials 
listed, there appear to have been two qualities of 
mortar and sand; it is possible that the mortar 
prices were related to the composition of two dif
ferent types. For stone, one price probably 
included delivery to the construction site, and the 
other did not. 

What was the cost per toise of laid masonry? 
It obviously required less than a toise of mortar to 
bind a toise of masonry;56 the cost of mortar for 
such items should therefore be reduced. The 
same holds true for toises of stone, whether deliv
ered or not, since a toise of stone yielded three 
toises of masonry.57 Given the various uses to 
which the materials might be put, it seems that 
the unit price per toise of masonry could vary 
from 344 sols to 411 sols, 6 deniers.™ 

It therefore would have cost between 705 
and 771.5 sols for the labour and principal materi
als needed to lay one toise of masonry; this figure 
does not include the cost of wood for scaffolding, 
of engaging miners to level the rock, or of the 
various tools to be furnished and repaired. What 
did these other expenses amount to in terms of 
unit price? The share of the contractor's associ
ate, Belcourt de la Fontaine, should also be 
deducted; his share was fixed at one-twelfth. 
Based on the lowest unit price (705 sols) the 
councillor's portion came to 54 sols per toise. By 
keeping this same figure and adding to it the 
highest price (771.5 sols), it is possible to estab
lish Desauniers' maximum and minimum costs as 
being 825 and 760 sols per toise respectively. In 
short, the syndic's profit would vary from 44 to 
39 per cent for each toise of masonry. 

The purpose of this mathematical exercise is 
not simply to demonstrate that Desauniers' asser
tion may be seriously doubted. His profits were 
well above the 17,000 livres declared: according 
to the preceding margins of profit, Desauniers 

51. J. Rousseau, Voyage de Pehr Kalm tin Canada en 1749. Mont
réal, C L . F . , 1977. pp. 62-3 (ff. 582-3). 

52. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 86:283-6. Desauniers to the Minister, 
11 November 1746. 

53. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 88:259-68, "Toisé des ouvrages de maçon
neries," 16 September 1746. 

54. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 86:246-8, Cugnet to the Minister, 31 Octo
ber 1746. 

55. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 88:267, Recapitulation of building materi
als. 

56. The prices indicated for sand and lime lead us to believe that the 
cost was given in cart loads of one toise. 

57. PRO, C O . 42/97, ff. 46-7, "Memorandum showing the general 
principles on which the calculations as to price (particularly in 
regard to Masonry) in the several Estimates. . . for Works and 
Repairs of Fortifications of Québec are made, 1 August 1791." 
Although this document dates later than the French regime, the 

various measurements used are French. It should not be forgot
ten that Chaussegros de Léry fits wrote a memorandum on 
prices and materials for the use of the British military in 1769. 

58. If the difference in mortar prices was related to there being two 
mixes intended for two distinct uses, let us compare the various 
possibilities; that is, the costs per toise of masonry that would 
result from using the most expensive mix only, from using no 
more than a half toise of mortar (in the case that it was bought in 
cart loads of one toise). or from using the whole measure (in the 
case that the cart loads in question contained one-half toise). 

Mortar 
Mortar 
Sandstone 
Black stone 

Hypothesis 
1 

25s 

227s 

92 s 

344s 

Hypothesis 
2 

25s 

21s3" 
227s 

92 s 

365s3" 

Hypothesis 
3 
50s 

227s 

92 s 

369s 

Hypothesis 
4 

50s 

42s 6" 
227s 

92 s 

4 1 1 s 6 " 
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ses, pour les incendier ensuite sans grande 
réflexion. Ils me répondirent dans leur simplicité 
que le seul but était de pouvoir bénéficier, une 
fois de plus, des fonds de la Couronne."51 Mili
tary construction seems therefore to have pre
sented the English, as well as the French, with 
interesting opportunities to make a profit. 

It is impossible to evaluate the contractors' 
profits with precision. The reason for not 
flaunting them is easily guessed. The only infor
mation that allows a glimpse is from Trottier 
Desauniers' procedures; he was obliged to justify 
himself. He claimed to have realized a profit of 
only 17,000 livres52 (in two seasons of work), 
although he had received nearly 189,000 livres for 
the work done and the materials purchased.53 At 
this rate, his profit came to about 9 per cent, a 
normal amount according to the testimony of 
Cugnet, who assessed the profit of a Québec mer
chant at around 8 per cent on most merchandise 
offered to the public.54 This version of the facts 
is disputable. Desauniers paid only 360 sols per 
toise for the skilled labour that he recruited by 
subcontract, and the subcontractors were respon
sible for hiring the manpower needed for the 
work, with the exception of miners. There was 
nothing more for Desauniers to purchase except 
building materials and implements (scaffolding, 
etcetera). 

How much did building materials cost him? 
An inventory of materials purchased but not used 
by Trottier Desauniers provides the following 
figures:55 



may have gained three times that amount.59 

Although this demonstration makes it possible to 
penetrate the obscurity that usually clouds 
accounting operations, it also illustrates another 
fact: the contractors' net profits were not directly 
proportional to the costs billed, but rather were 
directly affected by the subcontractors' demands. 
While Trottier Desauniers had to pay the subcon
tractor 360 sols per toise for labour, in the civilian 
sector the total cost of labour and materials was 
only about 337 sols per toise. The fortifications 
were a source of profit for everyone, from the 
quarryman to the habitant who provided materi
als. It is impossible to say whether the wages of 
the hired masons or the day-labourers followed 
the same trend, however. When Chaussegros de 
Léry claimed that increases in cost were attribu
table to the price of labour, he was quite correct. 
But he could not justify the difference between 
his estimates and the total disbursements by 
increases in the price of labour, given that this 
factor was already anticipated in the estimate. 
With this subtle solution, the engineer was able to 
get off lightly; the same situation had probably 
prevailed before his arrival in the colony. The 
above calculations, however, deal only with the 
cost of masonry. In the case of earthworks built 
by corvées, it might be advanced that the profits 
reaped by the contractor were even greater. The 
corvéables provided carts and horses, and as day-
labourers they received only meagre wages. The 
material cost nothing: it was there for the taking. 
The contractors had only the wages and the costs 
of the tools to defray. 

The Economic Impact of the Fortifications 
The sums paid out by the state for military 

constructions were considerable, given the peri
ods in which such disbursements occurred and 
the scale of the work undertaken. The three proj
ects officially accepted by the Court in 1700, 1710 
and 1718, respectively, came into being in times 
of economic difficulty. By accepting them, the 
Court was attempting to stimulate the local 
economy; this goal was not, however, a priority 
or even part of an intentional decision, at least 
not to the degree implied by Intendant Hocquart 
in 1732.60 

The first of these projects was justified by 
Vauban's approval and the political context. The 
acceptance of Chaussegros de Léry's project in 
1718 followed upon the Council of the Marine's 

59. The potential margin of profit comes to 67,800 livres, if 44 per 
cent is used as the percentage, and 60,000 livres, if 39 per cent is 
used. Charges not accounted for in the unit price should be 
deducted from these figures. 

60. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 58:126-126v, Hocquart to Maurepas, 
30 October 1732. 

61. In fact, the funds accumulated to pay for the works of 1720 
amounted to 50.041 livres or 16.9 per cent of the budget for the 
year. 

62. For further information on Law's system, see F. Braudel, 
E. Labrousse et al., op. cit., pp. 276-301. 

6.3. G. Frégault, op. cit., pp. 317-20. 
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taking charge of colonial destinies; Renau had 
proposed some fortifications for Québec and his 
recommendations had led to the engineer's being 
sent to the colony. Moreover, since Québec had 
been designated the capital of New France and 
was strategically located as well, the town and its 
inhabitants deserved to be protected by an 
enceinte. These two factors, among others, were 
justification for accepting the three projects. 

Nevertheless, a glance at the colony's eco
nomic context reveals a paradox arising from the 
projects of 1700 and 1718. The Court accepted 
these fortifications projects in a period when the 
mother country decided to reduce the colonial 
budget. In 1700 the King deducted about 25 per 
cent from the budget, and in 1718 it was reduced 
by a similar proportion. When the estimates are 
compared with actual construction costs, this 
method of trying to restrain public spending 
seems very strange. In 1702 an attempt was made 
to respect financial commitments and the budget 
by limiting the expenses planned for fortifications 
to 7 percent of the colony's total budget. In addi
tion, the project, which was begun in 1720, could 
benefit from funds accumulated during the previ
ous years; the average sum allotted annually was 
25,000 livres or 8 per cent of the budget.61 

Although approval for Chaussegros de 
Léry's project in 1718 resulted in part from the 
favourable economic context that prevailed in the 
mother country at the time, the collapse of John 
Law's financial system was responsible for the 
work coming to a halt in 1720. Without dwelling 
on Law's system, some attention might be given 
to the events that occurred in these years: 
whereas in 1718 the Scotsman's program showed 
signs of succeeding, 1720 marked the financial 
system's collapse and was characterized by "la 
disparition progressive du numéraire métalli
que."6 2 At this time, the Governor and the 
Intendant bought back all the card money circula
ting in the colony. When the Court prohibited 
issuing new card money, the fortification project 
had to be interrupted for want of money.63 

The project of 1700 was also brought into 
being under difficult circumstances. Lacking hard 
cash, the administrators of Canada issued card 
money. This palliative, which was intended only 
to cover disbursements until funds arrived from 
France, had been used since 1685. The Court, 
however, forced the Intendant to buy back the 



card money in 1699.64 From then on the colony 
could rely only on the funds that were sent from 
France. Furthermore, beaver, that favourite 
export commodity, was no longer selling well: 
stockpiling became unavoidable. This situation 
foreshadowed the economic stagnation that 
would eventually cause the colonial company to 
go bankrupt. 

As for the project of 1710, it was undoubt
edly born of the jurisdictional dispute between 
Intendant Raudot and Levasseur de Neré. But it 
is difficult to explain why the Court agreed once 
more to invest considerable sums in the fortifica
tions when a project accepted ten years before 
had not even been completed, and particularly 
when the French Treasury had been emptied by 
the interminable war. It is true that at first sight 
Beaucours' proposal seemed less costly for the 
Royal Treasury; but this was only an illusion, as 
Galliffet pointed out. Another not insignificant 
factor was that Intendant Raudot was related by 
marriage to Minister Pontchartrain. 

The acceptance of these fortifications proj
ects should be viewed as an attempt by the 
mother country to revive the local economy. 
None of the documents consulted pointed this out 
at the time. Nevertheless the fact that the Court 
did not demand any taxation is a further sign that 
economic stimulation was a factor in the deci
sion. The tax of 1745 is revealing: the construc
tion of the enceinte was a self-financing under
taking. Fortifications construct ion may be 
considered a productive activity, since it was 
integrated into activities in the building sector as 
a whole. 

Yet it should not be claimed that fortifica
tions construction hindered the progress of pri
vate enterprise; the opposite was closer to the 
truth. Although the ordonnances of 1709 and 1715 
prohibited individuals from hiring masons,6S 

such regulations were the exception. The sums 
injected into the regional economy seem to have 
compensated for these temporary inconven
iences. Apart from money spent on annual 
repairs, the sums paid out by the state for fortifi
cations construction in Québec totalled nearly 
1,600,000 livres between 1690 and 1751. 

A much more revealing finding, however, is 
that during periods of royal construction the num
ber of new houses built did not fall drastically; at 
the very most there was a slight decline at certain 
times. In fact for the 1700-18 period, during which 
the Court accepted the only three projects offi

cially sponsored, only 32 masonry contracts have 
been inventoried for Québec.66 In the 1686-1700 
period, 72 contracts were signed. The same phe
nomenon occurred between 1719 and 1734 when 
69 masonry contracts were recorded in the notar
ial greffes. If the state had not intervened, stagna
tion would have lasted for a longer period of time. 
Furthermore, if state enterprises had monopo
lized the available manpower, there would have 
been repercussions on house-building costs. Such 
a price trend does not seem to have occurred, if 
the effects of building the 1745 enceinte are any 
indication. Although house-building prices 
increased from 1750, the same was true of wheat 
prices. It seems to have been the cost of living 
that rose, and not just building costs. During the 
French regime, the Québec fortifications were an 
important factor in stimulating the economy, not 
only for the contractor who saw building them as 
a chance for extraordinary profits, but also for 
subcontractors living in the region. Although the 
economic repercussions of the fortifications 
favoured the urban milieu, they also affected 
part of the rural population; however, this is 
not to claim that the phenomenon can be explain
ed as being an outgrowth of the corvéables' 
contribution. 

The Economic Impact during the British 
Administration 

Under British rule, the task of building forti
fications did not fall to contractors until the mid
dle of the 19th century; the military authorities 
sought as much as possible to reduce the cost of 
building fortifications. Thus comparisons with 
data from the French regime can only be brief. 

If under the French regime military disburse
ments fluctuated between 75 and 90 per cent of 
public spending for the colony, the same seems to 
have held true under the British administration. 
The total expenditures for Lower Canada in 1794 
may be calculated as some 144,977 pounds ster
ling; they increased to 401,988 pounds in 1812.67 

In fact, for this period the military sector 
accounted for 81 per cent of total disbursements. 
It is true that these dates corresponded to periods 
of tension and crisis. Nevertheless, on the basis 
of the military's traditional fears and the fact that 
it had a long border to defend, a plausible sugges
tion is that the importance of military spending 
remained fundamentally unchanged. Conse
quently, military expenses claimed the largest 
part of the budget regardless of political circum
stances, just as they had in the French regime. 

64. Ibid., pp. 306-9. 
65. J. Hamelin. op. cit.. p. I 15. 
66. For the same period, we have found only 14 contracts for frame 

buildings. 

67. G. Paquet and J.-P. Wallot, Patronage et pouvoir dans le Bas 
Canada (1794-1812): an essai d'économie historique, Montréal, 
P.U.Q., 1973. pp. 21 and 25. tables IV and V. These authors 
specify that the military disbursements are only minimal 
estimates. 
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The Citadel not only had to protect the town from a 
siege conducted from the heights of Abraham; it had to pro
tect the port as well. Work was begun on it in 1820, only to 

be suspended in 1831. M.M. Chaplin, 1840, Pictures Divi
sion, Public Archives of Canada (C-812). 

Of the three forts constructed on the Pointe-Lévis 
heights by the British engineers between 1865 and 1872, only 
Fort no. 1 still exists. Fort no. 3, represented in the above 

model, now houses a concrete factory. Musée du Royal 22e 

Régiment, The Citadel.Photograph, Parks Canada. 

The 1794-1812 period was marked by the 
construction of defensive works at Québec; nota
bly, repair work on Chaussegros de Léry's ram
part and the construction of the St. Louis Ravelin 
and its tenailles, six powder magazines, the 
Martello towers and the rampart between the 
Côte du Palais and what is now Dufferin Terrace. 
Although these constructions were important 
ones, available data on their costs are fragmen
tary (table 7). 

The Québec fortifications did not represent a 
major item of public spending during these six 
years; they accounted for only 3.7 per cent of the 
total expenditure and consumed only 4.6 per cent 
of the military budget. The average amount spent 
solely on the army's "extraordinary" expendi
tures, which included the sums paid out for the 
fortifications and the barracks' upkeep (among 
other things), came to approximately 7.8 per cent 
in the same period. There is no point in sug
gesting that the capital was not considered to 
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These elevations show Fort no. 1 at Pointe-Lévis as it 
was in 1872 when it had just been finished. The upper eleva
tion presents a view from the south, and the lower one 
illustrates the fort as it was seen from the river. This con

struction covered as large an area of land as did the Citadel; 
however, there were fewer structures set up on it, since the 
casemates to house the garrison were considered sufficient. 
J. Snelling, 1872, Public Archives of Canada. 
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have strategic importance. The administrators 
ceaselessly proclaimed that it did. Québec 
already possessed a rampart and a temporary cit
adel; thus protecting the border became a prior
ity, without, however, causing the capital to be 
neglected. 

TABLE 7 

Cost of the Québec fortifications 1804-0968 

Year 

1804 
1805 
1806 
1807 
1808 
1809 

Cost 

4,137 
4,123 
5,868 
6,586 

13,577 
14,109 

Military 
Expenditure 

132,285 (3.1%) 
127,956 (3.2%) 
125,303 (4.7%) 
175,648 (3.7%) 
237,686 (5.7%) 
254,517 (5.5%) 

Total 
Expenditure 

167,690 (2.5%) 
165,896 (2.5%) 
163,861 (3.6%) 
223,047 (2.9%) 
285,440 (4.8%) 
300,981 (4.7%) 

The War of 1812 allowed the British military 
to realize how fragile its defensive situation was. 
As a result it began to construct the Citadel in 
1820; work was interrupted in 1831. In the mean
time, the following sums had been paid out:69 

TABLE 8 

Annual disbursements for the construction 
of the Citadel 1820-31 

1820— 8,000 
1821 — 10,000 
1822— 15,000 
1823 — 15,000 
1824— 10,000 
1825 — 14,399 

1826 — 30,000 
1827 — 30,000 
1828 — 30,000 
1829 — 30,000 
1830 — 20,000 
1831 — 14,141 

It is impossible to interpret these figures unless 
both military disbursements and public spending 
for the period are known. If in 1809, 14,000 
pounds represented about 4.7 per cent of the col
ony's total expenditures, did the same amount 
correspond to an equal percentage 16 years later? 
It is possible that several factors were at variance 
with such an equation. As of 1816 Great Britain 
had reduced military spending, and Lower Can
ada was not excepted from the austerity mea

sures that resulted. The Québec garrison was 
reduced by one-half. On the other hand, 1819-20 
marked the launching of a vast program of mili
tary construct ion, including the Citadel of 
Québec. 

It was only on the eve of Canadian Confeder
ation that other important defensive works were 
set up by Great Britain. The three forts at Pointe-
Lévis required total disbursements of 249,546 
pounds sterling. This sum represented 82.7 per 
cent of all the expenditures incurred for fortifica
tions construction between 1865 and 1871; how
ever, it amounted to only 6.5 per cent of total mil
itary expenditures for the same period.70 

Except for the Citadel, the fortifications con
structed at Québec do not seem to have had a 
great impact on the local economy. The prece
ding costs represented only a fraction of the mili
tary budget; not only were they quite low, but 
their direct and indirect repercussions were of 
limited importance as well. If the figures for civil
ian workers on these construction sites are accu
rate, only a small portion of the total wages ended 
up in their pockets. The only other major expense 
was the provision of construction materials. This 
sector also seemed likely to slip from the suppli
ers' grasp, if not completely, at least to some 
degree, and perhaps a considerable degree. 

The works in question were constructed in 
masonry, and the military had appropriated a few 
quarries, a phenomenon that did not date from 
the beginning of the 19th century, but from 
1779 and perhaps even earlier. The overseer 
Thompson alluded to this ownership during the 
construct ion of the temporary citadel;7 1 

Durnford confirmed it in 1828. The engineer nev
ertheless explained that contracts to supply stone 
were awarded to quarriers in the Québec region 
and even in Montréal.72 Stone was obviously not 
the only building material; there was also lime, 
brick and wood, to mention only the most impor
tant. Although the context in which the military 
bargained for the purchase of these materials was 
not that of 1779-83, the authorities nevertheless 
remained true to their former policy and sought to 

68. PAC, RG8. Series 1, vol. 1216, p. 208, Expenditures for the engi
neering department for the years 1804-09. 1 June 1810. The 
amounts are given in pounds sterling. It should be noted that 
what was very likely a minimal portion was concerned with 
expenditures made for the post of Amherstburg in Upper Can
ada in 1808. Almost all the expenditures indicated were directly 
concerned with Québec and its fortifications. The figures for 
1809 are approximations, since the statement reported expendi
tures for only half the year. Since, in June, two months of work 
had been done and four more were possible if the season contin
ued to the end of October, the figure given has been multiplied 
by three. The figures for total expenditures come from G. Paquet 
and J.-P. Wallot, op. cit., pp. 21 and 25. 

69. PRO, W.O. 55/865, f. 486, Statement of disbursements for the 
Citadel, 28 November 1828. These figures, given in pounds ster

ling, always include the price of materials and wages. The fig
ures for 1829 and 1830 were calculated approximately, by taking 
into account the total sums paid out, that is, 226,540 pounds, and 
the final estimate for 1831. which was 14,141 pounds. C.P. 
Stacey. "A Note on the Citadel of Québec," CHR, vol. 29, 
no. 4, (December 1948). p. 391. 

70. Expenditures for the fortifications amounted to 301,726 pounds, 
whereas the sums allotted to military activities as a whole came 
to 3.852,954 pounds. These figures included expenditures in 
Ontario and Québec after Confederation, however. J.M. 
Hitsman, Safeguarding Canada, 1763-1871, p. 213. 

71. ANQQ, AP-G/254. J. Thompson's Journal, 8 January 1781. 
72. PRO, W.O. 55/865, ff. 489v-90, Durnford to Couper, 21 Novem

ber 1828. 
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combat price increases. When the forts at Pointe-
Lévis were constructed, contracts for supplying 
brick, cement and wood went to suppliers outside 
the Québec region, notably that for brick, which 
went to Trois-Rivières. But since the delivery 
times and even the quality of materials left much 
to be desired, the British engineers had to fall 
back on regional suppliers. During this period, 
however, they purchased stone locally.73 

It might be claimed that the aggregate remu
neration allocated to military labourers was put 
back into circulation in the economy; since the 
Québec garrison was a large one, this money, 
which nearly doubled when the soldiers added 
their normal pay to it, represented an appreciable 
economic factor. At the risk of caricaturing the 
military of the period, however, it seems appro
priate to speak of its weakness for alcohol. The 
soldiers drank their pay; and if a little was left 
over, they would cross the threshold of some lady 
of easy virtue. The truth of this can hardly be 
doubted when Thompson spoke of it on several 
occasions and even went so far as to call the day 
two days after payday "Holy or rather a drunken 
d a y . " Most of the commanding officers at 
Québec complained of this epidemic problem. 
Around 1830, between 400 and 500 liquor shops 
existed in Québec, serving a population of 
scarcely 30,000 inhabitants, military included. 
These figures do not take houses of prostitution 
into account.74 The economic repercussions of 
the soldiers' spending were therefore not wide
spread. Although a few soldiers took advantage 
of the chance to vary their menu by buying fresh 
food such as fish or summer vegetables, the sol
diers' foremost preoccupation was to escape 
from the feelings of anxiety that preyed upon 
them. To claim that the money spent on fortifica
tions had limited repercussions would not be very 
realistic; to read the economy's pulse it is neces
sary only to observe the proliferation of inns and 
taverns. 

Although it cannot be denied that the fortifi
cations helped to stimulate regional economy, the 
assertion that the Québec fortifications were an 
important factor in economic stimulation under 
the British administration should be qualified; the 
fortifications did play this role, but probably to a 
lesser degree than anticipated. Food supplies, 
both for the soldiers and their animals, repre
sented the only sector of the local economy on 
which the army depended a great deal. In short, 
the British military sought to provide for its own 

needs in construction, both in labour and materi
als. Consequently, the economic repercussions 
that could be counted on were reduced; the fact 
that part of the contracts for supplying materials 
did not go to local tradesmen aggravated the 
situation. 

The lack of available data on expenditures 
for fortifications under the British administration 
makes all comparison with expenditures during 
the French regime hazardous and even specula
tive. It is certain, however, that after 1760 the 
repercussions of such expenditures were less 
than they had been under the French regime; this 
was not because they were much lower as a per
centage of total spending, but rather because the 
British Army sought a degree of self-sufficiency. 

On a regional scale, civilians, with the excep
tion of a few suppliers, profited only indirectly 
from such public spending under British rule. 
Under the French regime, on the other hand, for
tifications construction emphasized the impor
tance of the state as provider; royal funds had 
direct repercussions on all levels: purchase of 
materials, wages and profits. 

Fortifications construction was seen by 
some as an opportunity to make considerable 
profits. There existed a wide gap, however, 
between dreams and reality. There is convincing 
evidence of this in the preceding analysis of the 
profits that Trottier Desauniers probably made on 
masonry construction: the margin between the 
price recorded in the contract and the unit price 
was hardly as extraordinary as might have been 
expected by some. Furthermore, the subcontract 
for recruiting skilled labour alone cost more than 
the average overall price (including wages and 
materials) for house-building. The same must 
have been true for those supplying materials, if 
the reaction of the Beauport lime-burners in 
1779-83 may be taken as evidence. In short, 
although such construction had considerable eco
nomic repercussions, the profits went to a minor
ity: the contractors, craftsmen and suppliers. 

The phenomenon of the 1747-48 taxation was 
a concrete expression of the repercussions that 
disbursements for the fortifications could have, 
although the prosperity of this period should not 
be attributed solely to this factor. Nevertheless, 
within five years the population of Québec and 
the colony repaid half the amount that had been 
devoted to construction. This episode was not 
fortuitous; it had a precedent that dated from 
1690. The state taxed the population only in pro-

73. Y. Desloges. La construction du fort no. I. Saint-Joseph de la 
Pointe-Lévis, 1865-1872. pp. 26-38. We cannot specify what hap
pened in the meantime to the quarries of the Ordnance; but as 
the 19th century progressed, the army became more liberal. 

Prior to the construction of the forts at Pointe-Lévis. however, 
some of the materials, and even the tools, came from England. 

74. C. Lacelle, La Garnison britannique . . .. pp. 36-8. 
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portion to its capacity to pay, as was confirmed 
by the rejection of Levasseur de Neré's various 
proposals at the beginning of the 18lh century. 

To compare the fortifications' economic 
repercussions before and after 1760 is also to 
compare two different types of management; this 
comparison automatically means contrasting two 
different policies, which were inspired by Euro
pean models yet shaped by colonial circum
stances. Under the French regime, the fortifica
tions played a role in stimulating the local and 
regional economy; they in no way thwarted the 
progress of private enterprise , but rather 
favoured it, unlike the shipbuilding sector, over 
which the state practically exercised a monopoly. 
In fact, at certain crucial times, had it not been 
for this approach to fortifications construction, 
the building industry would have experienced 
longer periods of stagnation. Conversely, the 
British, who were struggling with serious eco
nomic constraints, strove to do what they could 
while limiting spending. 

Between 1690 and 1745, joint management 
was gradually replaced by business management. 
Whereas in the 17th century the state took charge 
of building earthworks, two of the four 18lh-
century fortifications projects were awarded in 
their entirety to contractors. The British military 
administration, on the other hand, acted as a con
tractor. Hampered by economic constraints and 
already distrustful of the population, it inter
preted the Canadiens' sympathetic reaction 
towards the American rebels as a portent that 
augured no good. Consequently, it appeared 
risky to entrust the task to local contractors, 
whose lack of necessary capital represented an 
additional drawback. 

In Québec, during the French regime, the 
state did business with only a few contractors, 
but it did a large amount of business with those 
few. It is hardly necessary to add that the mem
bers of this select group were the builders who 
had proved themselves and displayed a certain 
solvency. Resorting to contractors had an 
implicit corollary: the lure of profit. This conse
quence proved to be not without significance for 
the British military administration. To restrain 
climbing costs, it adopted various measures, the 
most important of which was certainly the mas
sive use of the garrison's soldiers as labourers. 
The solution was well suited to Canada, and it 
offered the military leaders a bonus: it kept the 
soldiers busy and thus helped to curb desertion. 

When the temporary citadel was being built, 
the British Army did not hesitate to adopt princi
ples borrowed from a type of management like 
that of private enterprise. During this period of 
industrial revolution and growing commercial 

capitalism, the army used the methods of capital
ist management in an attempt to halt rising costs. 
The wages paid to civilians were hardly attract
ive; they were the same as the soldiers' wages. 
Furthermore, at the request of the Cornish min
ers, piece rates were introduced, a method of 
payment that was little appreciated by the 
Canadiens; the prices established for each task 
were undervalued, as even the overseer admit
ted. In this context, appropriating quarries and 
resorting to corvées were continuations of the 
same conduct. The state took advantage of the 
absolute powers that were its traditional legacy to 
have the old rules work in its favour in a new per
spective. If the corvéables were no longer sum
moned for work on the fortifications after 1783, it 
was simply a matter of political imperatives. The 
British military nevertheless remained faithful to 
its initial management concept until the middle of 
the 19th century. 

The conclusion that may be drawn from a 
comparison of this form of management and that 
in use during the French regime is that two nearly 
identical methods gave quite opposite results. 
The contractor sought to profit as much as possi
ble from his contract; when the state gave him the 
right to take advantage of military labour and to 
call upon corvéables, production costs were 
reduced proportionally, since these labourers' 
wages were lower than the market rate. 

The transition from joint management to 
business management in the 18th century coin
cided with the period in which the merchants 
Denys de Saint-Simon and Trottier Desauniers 
appeared. Although Saint-Simon's attempts were 
unsuccessful, he nevertheless paved the way for 
his successors. The syndic's undertaking, accom
plished on the sly and with some conniving, was 
quite a feat in commercial capitalism. Conse
quent developments in forms of management for 
dealing with fortifications in the French regime 
led to the elimination of the contractor-craftsman 
from contracts in favour of the commercial con
tractor. 

This was no doubt a sign of social change, in 
relation not only to the weakening of the craft 
structure, but also to the rise of the bourgeoisie in 
the social system of New France. The contractor-
craftsmen, who perpetuated the traditions 
handed down from the trade-guilds, bore the 
brunt of this change. The subsequent actions of 
men such as Pierre Bélanger, Joseph Routier or 
Jacques Déguise dit Flamand bear witness to this, 
and their actions constituted further steps in this 
new direction. As well, Trottier Desauniers, as 
syndic of the merchants of Québec, took part in 
the deliberative assembly that was to take a stand 
concerning the town's rampart; he therefore 
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joined the ranks of the circle that presided over 
political destinies. This status is evidence of the 
bourgeoisie's ascent in 18th century society. 

A study of fortifications and the manpower 
they required make it possible to some degree to 
draw a portrait of society in New France. The 
corvée, in its various forms, military, royal or 
even seigneurial, may be considered a type of 
taxation. Military corvées affected both the urban 
day-labourer and the rural habitant. This means 
that a large portion of the urban and rural popula
tion was subjected to such imposition, and con
sidering the number of types of corvées was 
affected by it frequently. This phenomenon, 
along with the fact that members of the nobility 
were most often chosen for the office of militia 
captain in the 17th century and that they, like the 
religious communities, were exempted from all 
forms of taxation in kind, indicates that the 
nobles directed both the colony's political destiny 
and the socio-economic destiny of a wide stratum 
of colonial society. 

In a society rife with feudal concepts, it is 
not really surprising to observe that the bourgeoi
sie aspired to move to the upper levels of the 
social hierarchy. The merchants' upward mobil
ity, evidenced by a strong trend to appropriate 
seigneuries and the offices of militia captain, was 
patterned on the steps taken by the nobles in the 
1600s. Although in the 17lh century the nobles 
leapt at the opportunity that the military phenom
enon offered them to lay the foundations of their 
power both in urban political circles and over the 
rural society, in the 18th century it was the mer
chants' turn. The fortification contract of 1745 
illustrates the social advances of the merchants; 
but more important it represents a redistribution 
of power. Trottier Desauniers profited from the 
same privileges as the nobles had previously. 
From this perspective, the military phenomenon, 
and particularly the fortifications, remained for 
the nobles and the bourgeoisie a means of social 
advancement and domination. 

To compare French and British fortifications 
construction is therefore not only to observe two 
different policies, it is also to draw attention to 
two characteristic mentalities: one open to the 
civilian world, and the other closed. It appears 
from the backstage intrigues in which the nobles 
and bourgeoisie engaged that the military phe
nomenon was inseparable from French colonial 
society; the situation to some extent parallels that 
of New France's public finances. The political 
break of 1760 no doubt accentuated the barrier 
between civilians and the military noted in 
analysing fortifications construction under Brit
ish rule. But it only accelerated a trend that had 
begun during the 18th century both in France and 

in England; a military society was emerging, 
formed of staff officers and professional soldiers 
who were governed by special legislation and 
subject to special living conditions. From the 
middle of the 18th century, military and civilian 
societies became increasingly distant in their rela
tionship. This development would have serious 
repercussions on the physical milieu represented 
by the city and on its population. 

319 



APPENDIX 1 

Comparison of the specifications of 1716 and 
1720 

320 

Measurements 1716 1720 

1) Revetment 
Length: 866'"* 1156'°** 
Height: 2 2' 3 
Thickness: 0 5' 6" 
Total: 1683 5' 4" 3162 3' 

2) Escarp along the Cliff 
Length: 215'" 
Height: 1 5' 
Thickness: 5' 
Total: 328 2' 10" 

3) Exterior of Parapet and Cheeks 
Length: 900'" 1050 "):;::i=:i: 

Height: 1 1 
Thickness: 0 3' 0 3' 
Total: 450 525 

4) Interior of Parapet 
Length: 820 '" 1000 "> 
Height: 1 1 3' 
Thickness: 0 2' 3' 6" 
Total: 273 2' (625)**** 875 

5) Number of Counterforts 
145 215 

Height: 2 '" 3 "* 
Width: 5' 1 1' 
Thickness: 4' 4' 
Total: 161 0' 8" 501 4' 

6) Parapet of the Covered Way 
Length: 740 <" 740 , 0 

Height: 1 2 ' 1 4 ' 
Thickness: 2' 4' 
Total: 238 5' 4" 565 1' 8" 

7) Earth 20,000 "'3 39,861 ">3 4'3 

8) Excavationl5,606 ,o3 16,048 lo3 

9) Cost 398,764£ 529,252£ 

* toise 
** Including escarps 1 and 2; therefore the total 

in linear measurement was 866 + 215 = 
1,081 toises 

*** Not including the cheeks of the embrasures 
**** Error made by Chaussegros de Léry, 

amounting to 250 cubic toises 



Chapter 10 Military urbanisai and 
the founding 
of Québec1 

FOR several centuries the basic principle of 
urban defence consisted of merely sur
rounding the inhabited sector with a contin

uous line of walls. These walls, while protecting 
the settlements they enclosed, also exerted a con
siderable influence on urban life. Their impact 
was such that for a long time, and even during the 
18th century, fortifications and towns were 
inseparable.2 Atlases of the 17th and 18th centu
ries, such as the ones drawn up by Merian,3 dem
onstrate that fortifications dominated the urban 
landscape. The accounts of numerous itineraries 
or travel guides show that fortifications were not 
only the object of civic pride, but were often 
indicative of a town's wealth and power. Further
more, the fortifications defined urban limits and 
particularly the limits of municipal jurisdiction if 
need be. Enceintes also concentrated the town's 

major activities within their limits and controlled 
its physical growth. 

The concept that towns and fortifications 
were inseparable was strengthened from the 16th 

century onward as defence systems became more 
elaborate and fortifications occupied more urban 
territory. As a result, a need was felt to plan the 
layout and physical growth of a town in relation 
to defence. Engineers and architects had to con
sider how the network of streets, public squares 
and residential blocks could better serve the 
defensive needs of the fortress. On the other 
hand, they had to be careful to adapt the fortifica
tion to the town plan to minimize the inconven
ience to the population.4 To what extent could 
defence requirements be sacrified to urban utili
tarianism? This question was already pertinent at 
the time of the great discoveries and the first col-

1. The term urbanism did not exist during the 17,h and I8 ,h centu
ries. The study of urban living conditions in relation to man's 
needs was not developed to such an extent. In this study, the term 
refers especially to the physical planning of a town, but important 
social and economic implications are also involved. 

2. At the end of the 17"' century, the Furetière dictionary defined 
town in the following way: "Habitation d'un peuple assez nom
breux, qui est ordinairement fermée de murailles." Etymologic-
ally, the English word town comes from Old Saxon and means 
enclosed place. Charles James, An Universal Military Dictionarv, 
p. 922. 

3. The atlases of Caspar Merian, in particular, the Topographia 
Gernumiae and the Topographia Galliae, published between 1642 
and 1661. were part of a kind of lexicographical handbook of the 
world. The editions on Germany and France were re-edited in 
facsimile by the Barenreiter-Verlag Editions, Kassel und Basel. 
1959-70. 

4. See Hoist de la Croix, Military Considerations in City Planning:: 
Fortifications. George Braziller, New York. 1972. 
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The city of Paris was successively provided with three 
enceintes , by Philippe Auguste in 1180. Charles V in 1370 
and Louis XIII in 1633, as its urban terri tory increased. 
When no longer useful for defence, the last enceinte was 
transformed into a tree-lined boulevard under Louis XIV, a 
few years before the first enceinte was built in Québec . Later 
the city was again fortified with a cont inuous ence in te , built 
by the Farmers-Genera l be tween 1784 and 1791. and by Gen
eral de la Brunerie in the middle of the 19"' cen tury . This 
final enceinte , comprising 94 bas t ions , was reinforced by 
building 17 detached forts. N . de Fer, L'Atlas Curieux. . .. 
1705 and 1717. 

onization efforts in America, since the period 
offered a unique opportunity for creating new 
towns. Indeed, the conditions under which towns 
were founded in the New World determined that 
defence requirements could not be ignored. 
Québec was no exception. 

European Antecedents in Military Urbanism 
Before examining urban planning in Québec, 

it is important to outline European antecedents in 
this field to understand better the traditions that 
preceded the city's founding. In the case of the 
Roman castrum, whose raison d'être was purely 
military, the town and the enceinte were planned 
together on the model plan of a military camp. 
The rigid symmetry of the plan was a realization 
of military concepts of discipline and uniformity. 
This tradition persisted for several centuries and 
was evident during the 14th and 15th centuries in 
several small towns that served as bases of mili
tary operations. The bastides of southwest 
France and northern Spain clearly illustrate this 
functional type of plan with their very regular 
grids and their closed-in central squares, reminis
cent of Roman forums. Similar plans were also 

As the town of Dijon grew, the primitive ence in te , 
which was linked to the Palais Royal , was sur rounded at the 
dawn of modern t imes by a new medieval ence in te , which 
enclosed the entire town. As a result of the advent of artil
lery, more modern works such as bas t ions , "bou leva rds" ' 
and glacis were incorporated into this work . N . de Fer , 
L'Atlas Curieux .. ., 1705 and 1717. 

found in Germany and Italy; the Florentine terre 
nttove of the 14lh century are good examples.5 

Several of these towns already had apomoerium, 
an open space within which construction was 
prohibited and that was parallel and adjacent to 
the interior base of the walls. The po/noerimn, 
forerunner of the rampart road, made it easier to 
reach and arm medieval fortifications.6 During 
the Middle Ages the safety offered by fortifica
tions was normally fairly easy to ensure and did 
not hamper a town's expansion to any great 
extent. In fact, medieval fortifications were sim
ply vertical walls with towers, fronted by a ditch. 
A prosperous, rapidly expanding town needed 
only to move its walls. Thus Florence, which 
expanded considerably during the 12th and 13th 

centuries, was provided with a second enceinte in 
1175 and a third in 1284. Conver se ly , in 
Barcelona the blocks of houses did not extend to 
the ramparts built in 1359 until 15507 when the 
development of artillery had rendered the 
enceinte obsolete. 

It was not easy to formulate a rule that would 
provide for a town's growth while taking into 
account its defensive needs. Although military 
constraints on towns were already considerable 
at the end of the Middle Ages, they increased 
greatly with the advent of artillery in the 15th cen
tury and gradually intensified the problem of 
urban planning. Cannons presented the defenders 

5. Jacques Heers, L'occident aux XIV et XV siècles, aspects éco
nomiques et sociaux. Nouvelle Clio no. 23, Paris, P.U.F., 1970. 
pp. 156-8 and pp. 161-5. 

6. During the 17"' century, the authorities still undertook to pre
serve the old pomoerium of medieval fortifications. According to 
a decree of 1696, a space 9 feet wide inside the medieval fortifica

tions was considered an integral part of the wall. A.M. Augoyat. 
Aperçu historique sur les fortifications, les ingénieurs, le corps du 
génie en France, tome I, pp. 216-7. 

7. Fernand Braudel. Civilisation matérielle et capitalisme, tome I, 
Collection Destins du Monde, Armand Colin, 1967, pp. 377-80. 
Braudel also gives the examples of Poitiers, Prague and Toulouse. 
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Philippeville, c rea ted in Flanders in 1555 on the orders 
of Philip II, was a significant improvement in town plans . In 
compar ison with the plan of Vil lefranche-sur-Meuse, that of 
Philippeville innovatively in t roduced annular s t ree ts , which 
reproduced the polygonal t race of the encein te . N . de Fer , 
Introduction à la Fortification . . ., 1696. 

of medieval fortresses with two major problems: 
the poor resistance of high stone walls to enemy 
fire and the difficulty of adapting the medieval 
walls to the needs of artillery operations within 
the fortress. Bastioned fortification was the solu
tion adopted, and among other changes it 
involved increasing the depth of the fortification. 
This new system, which comprised a rampart, a 
ditch, a covered way and a glacis, affected the 
town considerably and particularly its expansion, 
for the fortification took up a much greater part of 
the urban territory.8 Moreover, inside the fortifi
cation a rampart road, measuring 30 to 60 feet 
wide and intended to permit manoeuvres and to 
facilitate the provision of men and war equipment 
to the enceinte, separated the defence zone from 
the houses. 

At the same time as the military was 
investigating the problem of defence against can
nons, interest in town plans was rekindled by the 
Renaissance. From the middle of the 15th cen
tury, architects such as Alberti and Filarete in 
Italy followed the example of the Roman 
Vitruvius by trying to integrate the art of con
struction into the larger entity of the town.9 Their 
interest in towns prompted architects to study the 
problems of defending them, and urban defence 

Pa lmanova , I taly, created in 1593, was the culmination 
of Italian military urbanism: a defensive hexagon encom
passing a radio-concentr ic town plan. Although military 
requi rements were a major concern , the engineer had to 
humanize his town plan by aligning some radial s treets with 
the gates to facilitate communica t ion with the outs ide. 

came to take up several chapters of significant 
architectural treatises. Similarly, military engi
neers, such as Martini, did not overlook the prob
lems arising from adapting the new system of for
tification to towns.10 

One of the primary concerns of the engineers 
of this period was to adapt town plans to the 
defensive systems of fortress towns. Because 
large amounts of artillery equipment had to be 
manoeuvred rapidly from one bastion to another 
during a siege, it was necessary to lay out wide, 
straight approaches with gentle slopes. The old 
pomoerium was inadequate. There also had to be 
more efficient means of communication between 
the fortifications and the centre of fortress towns 
to facilitate the supply of war materials and rein
forcements to the bastions. The first experiments 
were conducted on medieval castles or fortified 
towns; however, developing new solutions on 
such old works often proved difficult. Therefore 
fortification theorists turned to new towns and 
proposed numerous ideal urban plans in their for
tification treatises.11 

8. The width of the simple medieval fortification (ditch, curtain 
walls, towers, and pomoerium) was normally not greater than 30 
metres. Bastioned fortification had to be at least 100 metres wide; 
Neuf-Brisach attained a width of 217 metres. Lewis Mumford, 
The City in History, New York, Harcourt, Brace and World. 
1961, pp. 360-1. 

9. W.A. Eden, "S tud ie s in Urban Theory — I The De Re 
Aedificatoria of Leon Battista Alberti," The Town Planning 
Review, vol. 19, no. 1 (Autumn 1943), pp. 10-28. 

10. Francesco di Giorgio Martini, one of the most important military 
engineers of the 15"' century, published the first major work on 
the art of fortification in 1480; it included 28 sketches of ideal 
town plans. On Martini, see Bertrand Gille, Les ingénieurs de la 
Renaissance, Paris, Hermann, 1964, pp. 107-28. 

11. Most of the theorists of the 16"1 century published plans of ideal 
towns. Francesco di Marchi published 129 model plans of for
tress towns in 1599 in a treatise of military architecture. Most of 
them indicated the layout of streets, squares and blocks of 
houses inside various fortification systems. 
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One of the most significant theorists of the 
16th century was Girolamo Maggi. In his treatise 
Delia fortifieatione délie città, published in 
Venice in 1564, he advocated a square plan with a 
central square or place of arms and streets 
radiating towards the periphery. Cannons could 
be fired down every street from the middle of the 
square, and the enceinte could be provided with 
supplies rapidly. This fortress plan, which is 
known as the "radial" plan, was used by the 
engineer Girolamo Marini at Villefranche-sur-
Meuse in 1544. About ten years later another sig
nificant achievement, Philippeville, Belgium, 
marked a major step forward from Villefranche-
sur-Meuse, according to theorists of the period, 
because of its form, which was pentagonal 
instead of square, and its plan, which was radio-
concentric instead of radial.12 The wide, straight 
streets of Philippeville afforded better communi
cation between the key points of the fortress. 
Each bastion was connected directly to the main 
place of arms. The plans of these two towns were 
applied elsewhere as well: for example, the radial 
plan was used at Mariembourg, Belgium, and the 
radio-concentric at Rocroi.13 

By fusing bastioned fortification and a radial 
or radio-concentric urban plan, military engineers 
developed a functional plan that also expressed 
all the aspirations of Renaissance town planning. 
The example of Palmanova (1593) is one of the 
most revealing. As originally designed, the plan 
of Palmanova favoured the military ideal. The 
nine primary streets (radiating from a nine-sided 
place of arms) led to the gorges of the bastions. 
The secondary streets, which served the popula
tion, were separated from the gates and the cen
tral square by blocks of houses. Military require
ments were the first concern of the engineer who 
prepared the plan: the street network was 
directed from the central square towards the bas
tions for military purposes. Palmanova would not 
be built according to this plan, however; some 
military considerations would be left aside. Nev
ertheless this fortress is one of the masterpieces 
of military urbanism of the 16th century.14 

Following the Italians' important achieve
ments in Italy and elsewhere in Europe15 and the 

MODEL PLAN OF A TOWN 
ERRARD DE BAR-LE-DUC 

Errard de Bar- le-Duc, Henry IV ' s French engineer , 
studied the problem of creating new fortified towns around 
former castles or adjacent to ci tadels . In this model plan, 
which could have been applied easily to Québec , a demi-
octagonal radio-concentr ic plan and a cast le or a citadel were 
jux taposed . The two e lements were linked by a large place of 
a rms laid out in front of the cast le . 

wide distribution of their treatises on fortifica
tion, the Italian initiative was gradually adopted 
by the Dutch and the French. In France, Errard 
de Bar-le-Duc proposed several town plans laid 
out in various sized polygons; however, he was 
especially innovative when he presented a project 
in which a castle or a citadel and a demi-
octagonal plan with a symmetrical square were 
juxtaposed. In Holland, Adam Fritach advocated 
an urban plan in L'Architecture militaire in which 
the town and fortification were perfectly symmet
rical. Once the shape of the perimeter was cho
sen, the design of the town plan (a radio-
concentric pentagon) followed automatically 
because all streets had to be parallel to the curtain 
walls and the radiais aligned with the gates and 
the capitals of the bastions. The plan was not 
traced from the place of arms outwards, but from 
the rampart road towards the interior. This road, 
which was parallel to the curtain wall, was drawn 
before the rest of the town was organized.16 

12. The radial plan is characterized by the principle of the conver
gence of main arteries on a central point or place of arms. The 
radio-concentric plan is similar except that rings of streets con
nect the radial arteries. For a discussion of these town plans, see 
Horst de la Croix, "Military Architecture and the Radial City 
Plan in Sixteenth Century Italy" ART Bulletin, vol. 42 (1960), 
pp. 263-90. 

13. Fora discussion of the Italian school's experiments in bastioned 
fortification and town planning, see Pierre Lavedan, Histoire de 
l'urbanisme, Renaissance et Temps Modernes, pp. 13-30 and 
pp. 76-92; John R. Hale, "The Early Development of the Bas
tion, an Italian Chronology, C 1450-C 1534," in Europe in the 

Late Middle Apes, edited by J.R. Hale, London, 1965, pp. 466-9; 
Horst de la Croix, "The Literature on Fortification in Renais
sance Italy." Technology and Culture, vol. 4 (Winter 1963), pp. 
30-80. 

14. Horst de la Croix, Military Considerations in City Planning: 
Fortifications, pp. 49-51. 

15. Many of the engineers in the service of the kings of France 
between 1530 and 1580 were Italian. A.M. Augoyat, Aperçu his
torique sur les fortifications, les ingénieurs, le corps du génie en 
France, tome 1, pp. 9-13. 

16. Adam Fritach, L'Architecture militaire . . ., pp. 49-50. 
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In the radio-concentric model plan proposed by the 
Dutchman Adam Fritach, the town and fortification were 
perfectly symmetrical. This plan undoubtedly inspired 
Vauban in the layout he chose for the citadel of Lille. In both 
cases, the pentagonal trace of the enceinte dictated the 
alignment of the annular roads and the sides of the large 
place of arms. Vauban differed from Fritach by introducing 
places of arms in front of the gates. This layout, in which the 
trace of the fortification and the street network were perfectly 
symmetrical, would be adopted by the theorist Mallet in his 
radio-concentric plan for a six-sided polygon. A. Fritach, 
L'Architecture militaire . . . . 1635. 

Although fortification treatises contained a 
large number of proposals for ideal towns with 
radio-concentric plans, and despite the renown of 
towns such as Palmanova, Italy, and Coevorden, 
Holland (1597), this design was not unchallenged. 
It had some drawbacks, including too many acute 
and obtuse angles for building houses. Moreover, 
the checkerboard plan still had its advocates. The 
first major achievement in military town planning 
of the 16lh century, Vitry-le-François (1545), had 
been designed as a checkerboard of 16 large 
blocks separated by three main streets in each 
direction. Vitry was also innovative with its 
secondary residential streets and the layout of its 
place of arms, which was formed by appro
priating a quarter of each of the four surrounding 
residential blocks.17 Although the principle of 

The creation of Vitry-le-François in 1545 marked a 
return to the checkerboard plan, which then was adapted to 
bastioned fortification. The principle of laying out conver
ging streets to facilitate access to the bastions was disre
garded. The streets were parallel and perpendicular to one 
another. Vauban would perfect the checkerboard for 
fortified towns by creating a rampart road parallel to the cur
tain walls. N. Tassin, Les Plans et Profils de Toutes les Prin
cipales Villes et Lieux Considérables de France, 1634, 
Library of Congress, Washington. 

converging roads was omitted, Vitry's plan still 
offered easy access to the ramparts from the 
place of arms. 

Amidst this profusion of ideas, projects and 
achievements in military town planning during 
the 16th century, the outlines of some major prin
ciples emerged definitively at the time that 
America began to be colonized. In Europe the 
idea was generally accepted that programs of 
urban planning or predetermined plans be drawn 
up in relation to a town's system of defence. 
There was also a preference for plans in which 
the town's layout and the perimeter of the fortifi
cation were symmetrical, and for a fundamental 
link, based on defence requirements, between the 
various parts of the town. From this point of 
view, the principle of converging roads was of 
prime importance because of the easy access it 
provided to the bastions. It thus subordinated the 
town to the perimeter of the fortification and to a 
centre laid out in relation to the perimeter. This 
explains the importance of the rampart road and 
the place of arms. The place of arms took on an 
imposing military appearance, and the roads lead
ing into it were inevitably wider. Although the 
radio-concentric plan had the greatest number of 
advocates, the checkerboard was not forgotten; it 
had evolved considerably since the time of 
Roman camps and bastide towns to answer the 
needs of bastioned fortification. 

17. R. Crozet. "Une Ville neuve du XVI1' siècle: Vitry-le-
François," La vie urbaine, no. 18 (August-October 1923). 
pp. 291-310. 
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Santo Domingo, one of the first towns created in 
America (1496), was not founded according to the L a w s of 
the Indies, but its checkerboard plan with a central square 
was very regular. The primitive medieval- type ence in te , 
which still existed in 1671, had to be replaced by a bast ioned 
enceinte . Although the new enceinte was not integrated with 
the town ' s street ne twork , it at least allowed the town some 
expansion. J. Ogilby, America, being the latest and most 
accurate description of the New World, 1671. S. Bellin, Le 
petit atlas maritime . . . . 1764. 

Transition in America 
As the historian Fernand Braudel remarked, 

it is true that almost all the towns in the New 
World were built according to pre-established 
plans;18 however, this statement should be quali
fied. The discovery of America provided an ideal 
opportunity to create new towns, especially 
according to the major principles of military town 
planning then popular in Europe. On the other 
hand, it also brought about very large-scale com
mercial exploitation, which at the beginning of 
the colonial period did not provide the stability 
needed to establish well-ordered towns. It was 
only when the security of commercial establish
ments was ensured and when the colonization 
effort began to show results that the metropolitan 
authorities seriously considered the question of 
founding towns. At this time the contribution of 
military town planning often became essential. 
The colonial town planning efforts of the various 
mother countries involved in America differed in 
several ways. On the other hand, all the colonies 
seem to have experienced periods of experimen

tation and adaptation before being able to con
duct their town planning efforts according to 
clearly defined criteria.19 

In Spanish America, the first colonial inter
vention was limited to simply conquering the land 
and monopolizing its wealth. The Laws of the 
Indies, which was a code governing the founding 
of towns, did not appear until 1573, about 80 
years after Columbus discovered America. In the 
meantime, Spain's interests in America had 
changed gradually, and the idea of populating its 
territory had assumed more importance.20 As for 
the English colonies, although the trading 
companies issued general instructions in 1606 for 
the plan of Jamestown, it was not until 1662 that 
precise instructions for Virginian towns were 
specified in the "Act for Building a Town."21 At 
a very early date , the Dutch colonies had 
standard plans and instructions for founding 
towns; however, as shown by the example of 
New Amsterdam, they were very difficult to 
apply.22 

18. Fernand Braudel, Civilisation matérielle et capitalisme, p. 380. 
19. For a general assessment of urban efforts in the North American 

colonies, see John W. Reps, The Making of Urban America, 
passim. On the subject of Spanish and Portuguese colonial 
towns, see Robert C. Smith, "Colonial Towns of Spanish and 
Portuguese America," Journal of the Society of Architectural 
Historians, vol. 14, no. 4 (December 1955), pp. 3-12; and Dan 
Stanislawski, "Early Spanish Town Planning in the New 

World." Geographical Review, vol. 37 (January 1947), 
pp. 94-105. 

20. Dan Stanislawski, op. cit., pp. 94-105. Stanislawski gives an 
English translation of the codified instructions of Philip II (Laws 
of the Indies) and compares them with passages by Vitruvius. 

21. John W. Reps, op. cit., pp. 88-99. 
22. Ibid., pp. 147-50. 
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No comparable code or instructions have 
been found for New France, apart from Vauban's 
recommendations to Maurepas at the end of the 
17th century in some of his letters,23 in his mem
orandum of 169924 and in the model plans that he 
sent to New France.25 All these recommenda
tions reached the colony only indirectly and sev
eral years after the founding of the first towns. It 
was not until the end of the 17th century that the 
metropolitan authorities gave serious thought to 
the physical layout of towns. Major achievements 
such as Louisbourg and New Orleans date from 
the 18th century. The efforts made at the colo-

walls and easy communicat ion with the bast ions . In 1565 
Fort Caroline was a t tacked and captured by Spaniards from 
St. August ine . J. Ogilby. America, being the latest and most 
accurate description of the New World, 1671. 

ny ' s beginnings , whether by Champlain , 
Maisonneuve, Dollier de Casson, Montmagny or 
Jean Bourdon, were to a much greater extent the 
result of individual determination than of precise 
instructions from the mother country. 

Although there was not a great number of 
instructions on the founding and laying-out of 
towns in America at the beginning of the colonial 
period, it is obvious that European knowledge 
and experience had reached the New World. 
There is evidence of this in some of the first colo
nization attempts; for example, former military 
men were often chosen to lead expeditions, and 

23. Louise Dechène, La correspondance de Vaahan relative ait 
Canada, pp. 2.3-30. Vauban to Maurepas, 7 January 1699. 

24. Archives du Service historique de l'Armée (ASHA). série A1. 
article 2.327. Vauban's seventh memorandum. 28 April 1699. 

25. Mention is often made of Vauban's model plans. In most cases 
these were probably only simple drawings of fortifications; how
ever, in at least one case, that of Fort Frontenac, urban elements 
seem to have been incorporated. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 8:133-4, 
Dcnonville to the Minister. 10 November 1686. 
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Despite the brevity of French colonization in Florida, it 
made possible the const ruct ion of one of the first posts with 
bast ioned fortification in Nor th America . At Fort Caroline 
significant effort was made to integrate fortification require
ments into the urban plan: houses parallel to the curtain 



they included individuals such as Roberval who 
were recognized for their " t a l e n t de la 
fortification."26 Some, such as Ralph Lane, 
Governor of Roanoke,27 the first English colony 
in America, acted as engineers; others, as evi
denced by their plans for new settlements,28 

showed some knowledge of bastioned fortifica
tion. Obviously the embryos of the first towns 
were usually forts. Moreover, the commissions of 
explorers and colonizers provided for the con
struction of forts or fortifications, associating 
them with the concept of a town. Roberval's 
commission of 1541 recommended that "villes et 
forts, temples et églises" be erected.29 Sieur de 
Monts's commission in 1603 elaborated on the 
subject of founding towns and included "forts, 
places, villes et toutes autres maisons, demeures 
et habitat ions, por ts , havres, retraites et 
logements."30 

With the means and knowledge available, it 
follows that at the time of Quebec's founding 
some of the major elements of military town 
planning then advocated in Europe were inte
grated into the layouts of the first small forts or 
colonial posts. Some of these showed only a few 
urban elements. Tadoussac, a very rudimentary 
post, consisted merely of a large house sur
rounded by palisades and a ditch. Champlain dis
paragingly descr ibed it as a " m a i s o n de 
plaisance."31 At the post of Charlesbourg Royal 
it is difficult to find any evidence of urban ele
ments because the descriptions of the site are too 
brief and illustrations non-existent. But in other 
cases urban elements are well defined and their 
integration with the fortification illustrates some 
of the concepts accepted at the time. At Fort Car
oline, the Huguenots' short-lived colony in 
Florida, considerable effort was made to incorpo
rate defence requirements into the urban plan, 
and many elements of military town planning are 
evident. A strictly military sector was laid out 
inside the enceinte to serve as a last réduit. The 
soldiers lived in this sector, which also served as 
a store for provisions. To facilitate communica
tion between the bastions, private houses were 

parallel to the curtain walls and were well aligned 
on one side with the place of arms and on the 
other with a street that followed the curtain walls. 
In addition, a street running between the two 
rows of houses made it possible to reach the cur
tain walls from the place of arms, which was bor
dered on its two other sides by the Governor's 
house and the soldiers' réduit. Thus the main 
streets led either to the curtain walls or the bas
tions, and not to the fort's gate. The gate could be 
reached only indirectly.32 

The plan of the trading post erected at Sainte 
Croix in 1604 is elaborate. It contains defensive 
elements such as a palisade and two batteries on 
the north and south ends of the island. Military 
planning norms were of lesser importance, how
ever, since the island afforded some natural 
defences. Urban concepts took precedence over 
those of defence. A quite regular plan is evident, 
comprising gardens and blocks of houses and a 
central square with streets leading into it. One of 
the blocks was devoted to public and military 
purposes with its store and "maison publique." 
The gardens were located inside the palisade. 
When one considers that this place was meant to 
serve primarily as a temporary settlement, the 
urban planning concepts applied seem very elab
orate. The post had too many drawbacks to 
become a permanent settlement, but it was pri
marily the problem of providing provisions in 
winter that led the colonists to abandon it.33 

A site was chosen for Port Royal in 1605 in 
relation to the ease with which it could be pro
vided with supplies; the trading post-fortress 
model was chosen for its defence. This model 
was similar to the medieval fortified castle with a 
residence-refuge and stores inside and gardens 
outside. Less sprawling than Sainte Croix, Port 
Royal was a closed-in quadrilateral of buildings, 
36 toises in perimeter, with a ditch, a military 
gate, rudimentary loopholes and projecting can
non platforms.34 For security reasons, urban life 
was completely subordinated to defence require
ments on this site, which was devoid of natural 
defences. 

26. Marcel Trudel. Histoire de la Nouvelle-France, les vaines tenta
tives. 1524-1603. Montréal, Fides. 1963, p. 128. Trudel also men
tions that Villegaignon, founder of the French Fort Coligny in 
Brazil, was an expert in fortification (p. 192). 

27. John Winton. Sir Walter Raleigh, London, Michael Joseph. 
1975, p. 52. Winton mentions that, at the request of Raleigh. 
Queen Elizabeth engaged the services of Lane, her expert on 
fortifications in Ireland, for the first colony at Roanoke. 

28. In particular, mention should be made of Fort Caroline, the 
French colony in Florida founded by Laudonnière in 1564, and 
Fort St. George, an English colony in Maine founded by Gilbert 
and Popham in 1607. On this subject, see the drawings repro
duced in William P. Cumming, R.A. Skelton and David B. 
Quinn, La découverte de l'Amérique dit Nord. Paris, Albin 
Michel. 1972, pp. 158. 165'and 258. 

29. Marcel Trudel, op. cit.. p. 128. 
30. PAC. MG5, B, 1, vol. 4, p. 7. Commission conferred upon Sieur 

de Monts by the King. 8 November 1603. 

31. Marcel Trudel. op. cit.. p. 240. 
32. On this subject, see the Jacques Lemoyne de Morgues' account 

and plan in William P. Cumming et al., op. cit., pp. 164-5. 
33. On the subject of Sainte Croix, see Champlain's account in The 

Works of Samuel de Champlain. H.P. Biggar (éd.). vol. 1, 
pp. 270-80 and Marcel Trudel, Histoire de la Nouvelle-France, 
le comptoir 1604-1627. pp. 30-9. 

34. Champlain, op. cit.. pp. 368-73; Marcel Trudel. op. cit., 
pp. 46-50. 
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A Logis du (leur de Mons. 
B Maifon publique où l'on 

palî'oii le temps durant la 
pluie. 

C Le magafin. 
D Logement des fuifles. 
£ La forge. 
F Logement des charpentiers. 
G Le puis. 
H Le four où l'on faifoit le pain. 

I La cuiline. 
L lardinages. 
M Autres Iardins. 
N La place où au milieu y a 

vn arbre. 
O PalifVade. 
P Logis des fleurs d'OruilIc, 

Champlain & Chandoré. 
Q_ Logis du fleur Boulay, Si 

autres artisans. 

R Logis où logeoien: les fleurs 
de Genrltou, Sourin Si 
autres aitilâns. 

T Logis des ficurs de Beau-
mont, la Motte Bourioli 
& Fougeray. 

V Logement de nollrc euic. 
X Autres jardinages. 
Y La riuiere qui entoure l'idc. 

p. 176. 

The settlements of Sainte Croix and Port Royal present 
two alternatives in colonial posts whose plans differed con
siderably because of the sites chosen for them. At Sainte 
Croix the natural defence provided by the river made it pos
sible to prepare a regular checkerboard plan that emphasized 

the comforts of life. Since the site of Port Royal was more 
exposed, attention had to be focused on defensive aspects; a 
trading post-fortress plan was adopted that incorporated sev
eral elements of the layout of medieval fortified castles. C.H. 
Laverdière, Oeuvres de Champlain. 

The Founding of Québec, 1608-1664 
The trading post-fortress plan adopted at 

Port Royal was also chosen for Québec, despite 
its selection as a permanent post, unlike Sainte 
Croix and Port Royal. The Québec Habitation 
fulfilled three objectives: housing, storage and 
defence, but the instability in the country made 
defence the priority. If Champlain had contem
plated founding a town at Québec, the Habitation 
was probably a poor expression of his intentions 
and knowledge. Indeed it seems obvious that dur
ing its first years the Québec post was primarily a 
trading post and did not foreshadow the begin
nings of a town. 

Québec grew very slowly. In 1615 a house 
and chapel were built for the Récollets on the 
shore not far from the Habitation; in 1620, work
men built houses nearby for the locksmith and the 
baker. Louis Hébert and his family settled on the 
plateau in 1617. These constructions were done 
without any definite planning. The approval of 
the granting of a vast tract of land in fief and 
seigneury to Louis Hébert on the Québec plateau 
in 1626 seems to indicate that there was no inten
tion of erecting a town in that area. The Québec 
plateau was intended for agricultural purposes, 
and the river bank remained a trading post. When 

Fort St. Louis was built on top of the cliff in 1620, 
the sole objective was to protect the trading post 
and the few inhabitants scattered about in the 
area. The fort was not seen as the nucleus of a 
town.35 

It was no doubt deceptive to plan a town 
without a program for populating the site. The 
trading companies' lack of interest in this matter 
was flagrant; however, settling New France 
became a priority for Champlain and the Récol
lets. Around 1617-18, Champlain proposed an 
impressive colonization program in which he pro
vided for the founding of a town — Ludovica. 
This town probably would have been located in 
the valley of the St. Charles River near Québec. 
All that can be gleaned from the town plan is 
some idea of its dimensions — "de la grandeur 
presque de celle de Saint-Denis"36 — and of its 
central square or place of arms, which was proba
bly bordered on one side by a church dedicated to 
the Redeemer and a cloister for the Récollets. As 
to Ludovica's initial population, the town might 
have received a large percentage of the 1,200 col
onists needed to begin the colony's settlement. 
Champlain planned to lodge 15 Récollets in the 
cloister to serve the town and the colony. If the 
town he wanted to found was imposing, so were 
the forts he proposed to build for its defence and 

35. For a discussion of the founding of Québec and its early years of 
growth, see Marcel Trudel. op. cit., passim. 

36. Champlain was probably referring to the little town of Saint-
Denis north of Paris, whose abbey houses the tombs of the kings 
of France. 
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A Logcmcns des artilJns. 
1Î Plate forme où citoit lc ca-

C Le magafin, 
D Logement du ficur de Pont-

graué o; Champlain. 
E La forge. 

F Paluladc de pîctiv. 
G Lc four. 
H La cuiline. 
O Petite maifonnette où l'on 

rctiroii les vtan files de nos 
barques ; que depuis le 
heur de Puitrincourt fit 

rebaltir, N v logea le ficui 
Boulay quand le heur dt 
Pont s'en reuint en France 

P (1) La porte de l'abitation. 
Q_(z) Le ccmetierc. 
R (3) La nuicrc. 

f l ) Cette lettre manque dans le dessin; mais la porte est bien reconnaissablc tant par sa figure que p 
l'avenue qui y aboutit. — i^a, K, dans le dessin. — ( j ) L, dans le dessin. 



entity isolated in an unfamiliar environment, playing the 
triple role of a house, store and réduit, like the fortified cas
tle of the Middle Ages. C.H. Laverdière, Oeuvres de 
Champkiin, 

rain were recommended equally, but valleys were 
favoured rarely because they were too easily 
commanded. The forts proposed by Champlain 
protected Ludovica poorly against an attack from 
downstream." 

Although the Ludovica project was never 
realized, some initial steps seem to have been 
taken. The King supported Champlain's pro
gram, at least through his recommendations to 
the trading company and the steps he took to 
have more Récollets sent to the colony. As a 
result, the associates drew up a program for 
populating the town, but their proposal to send 
80 new colonists during the first year was far 
below the 300 four-person families Champlain 
had requested. When the new Viceroy took 
office, Champlain's command was renewed, and 
he was ordered to fortify Québec. The results 
were in no way substantial, however: few new 
inhabitants, a small number of Récollets and a 
small wooden fort, which was a far cry from his 
proposed five-bastioned fortress. The Récollets 

37. On the subject of the Ludovica project, see Marcel Trudel, op. 
cit.. pp. 248-69. 
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for blocking access to the interior of the colony, 
simply because each consisted of five bastions. 
Champlain requested 300 soldiers to garrison 
these forts and another fort at Tadoussac. In the 
long term, Champlain envisioned founding four 
major towns along the St. Lawrence, in addition 
to boroughs and villages. 

Within the framework of the creation of new 
towns in America at the beginning of the 17th 

century, the Ludovica project clearly demon
strates some important concepts of urban 
planning. It is clear that the town's dimensions 
were predetermined and that it was subordinated 
to a central square, whose monumental appear
ance was highlighted; these elements were com
mon to the planning of all new towns during this 
period. But military requirements were poorly 
served, since Champlain planned to protect the 
population not with an enceinte, but with forts 
consisting of five bastions. This was a serious 
weakness considering the site chosen for 
Ludovica. During this period, hilly and flat ter-

The site that Champlain chose was fundamentally 
important to his decision to erect a trading post-fortress at 
Québec. Although the drawing of the Québec Habitation on 
Champlain's map is a poor representation, it expresses 
Champlain's idea of a trading post-fortress well: a functional 



settled along the St. Charles River, no doubt in 
the hope that the situation would improve; later 
the Jesuits also settled in this area. By reserving 
space for a commune with a surface area of about 
1.054 arpents*,™ Champlain still hoped to see his 
project completed. This was impossible, how
ever, for in 1620 the Associés de Rouen et de 
Saint-Malo lost their commercial privileges, and 
the new company, that of the Sieurs de Caen, had 
only limited responsibilities for settling the 
colony.39 On the eve of the Kirke brothers' occu
pation of Québec, Ludovica was still in an embry
onic state, and Québec was still a trading post. 

When Québec was returned to the French in 
1632, everything had to be started anew; the trad
ing post was in a state of complete ruin.40 This 
new beginning looked more promising, however. 
A new company, which seriously intended to 
populate the colony, had been established by 
Richelieu in 1627. Its charter provided for the set
ting up of forts and fortresses, both for the safety 
of the country and for maintaining trade.41 Nev
ertheless, Québec remained the site of a simple 
trading post for several more years. In fact it was 
not until 1636 that the company decided to turn 
the Québec trading post into a town.42 Subse
quent letters of concession took into account the 
company's intentions. Those issued to the Jesuits 
specified that their concession would be "dans 
lestendue qui sera désignée par Nostre dite Com
pagnie pour y bastir la Ville."43 Through the 
agency of Sieur de Beauvais, the Ursulines were 
granted 12 arpents of land, "en lieu qui sera jugé 
commode dans lestendue dud lieu désigné pour la 
ville de Québec pour y construire l'église des d. 
religieuses leurs bâtiments et monastair. . ,"44 In 
addition, the company granted them 30 arpents in 
the banlieue* of Québec and 200 arpents beyond 
this area.45 

Huault de Montmagny, the new Governor of 
the colony, was responsible for determining the 
size of the new town and for drawing up its plan. 

One of the first tasks he performed on his arrival 
was to "tiré les allignements d'une ville afin que 
tout ce qu'on bastira dorénavent soit en bon 
ordre,"46 and to "tracé le p l an . . . d'une forte
resse qu'on doit bâtir régulièrement."47 Did 
Montmagny actually draw up the building lines 
for a town and the plan of a fortress in 1636?48 

The few documents on the subject, as well as the 
study of the first plans of Québec and the tradi
tions adhered to in planning new towns at that 
time suggest that he did. The study of Jean Bour
don's 1660-1664 plans gives the impression that 
land-use decisions were made and the first streets 
laid out mainly in relation to the topography and 
the restrictive shapes of the first large conces
sions. Both the importance of the topography and 
the effect of the first large concessions on the 
physiognomy and development of the town are 
undeniable. It must also be taken into considera
tion that the deeds of the first concessions, at 
least those drawn up in France in 1636 for the reli
gious communities, did not indicate this land's 
exact location within the area designated for the 
town. The responsibility of handing the conces
sions over to the religious communities fell to 
Montmagny. In 1637 this clearly posed a prob
lem. The Hébert-Couillard family alone owned 
almost four-fifths of what would later form the 
walled part of Upper Town. In addition, the con
cessions that had been granted to the Jesuits, the 
Ursulines and the Hospitalières reduced the area 
designated for the future town by 36 arpents* To 
make use of the building lines he had drawn, 
Montmagny had to recover a large part of the 
land held by the Hébert-Couillard family. So as 
not to mortgage the future of his town plan, he 
reduced each of the concessions made to the 
town's religious communities by about one-half 
and compensated them with land located 
elsewhere.49 Montmagny was then able to trans
fer the land to the communities within the frame
work of the building lines he had worked out. 

* An old French unit of measure equal to about one acre. * In this context, banlieue refers to tin area approximately one 
league wide that surrounded a town and was subject to the ban, 
that is. the official proclamations emanating from the various town 
jurisdictions. 

38. Marcel Trudel. Les debuts du régime seigneurial, p. 82. 
39. Marcel Trudel, Histoire de la Nouvelle-France, Le comptoir, 

1604-1627, pp. 275-6. 
40. R.G. Thwaites. The Jesuit Relations . . .. vol. 5. pp. 38-40. 
41. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 1:81-2. "Articles accordez par le Roy à la 

compagnie de la Nouvelle-France." 6 August 1628. 
42. Lucien Campeau. Les Cent associés et le peuplement de la 

Nouvelle-France (1633-1663), Cahiers d'Histoire des Jésuites. 2. 
Bellarmin, 1974. p. 20. The company's resolution is also men
tioned in a petition by Guillemette Hébert dated 25 June 1668. 
ANQQ, NF-25. piece no. 75. 

43. PAC. MG8. F. 61. part 4. 18 March 1637. 
44. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 1:160-2. 15 January 1637. 

45. Ibid.. 162-3. 18 March 1637. 
46. R.G. Thwaites. The Jesuit Relations . . . . vol. 9. p. 136s. 
47. Ib id. 

48. This subject has been examined briefly by Marc Lafrance in 
"Evolution physique et politiques urbaines: Québec sous le 
régime français." Revue d'Histoire urbaine, no. 3 (February 
1976), pp. 5-7. Unfortunately, we have not been able to find 
Montmagny's original commission or other instructions con
cerning the town plan. 

49. This part of the study is deeply indebted to the work of Marcel 
Trudel. The question of the first concessions, of reserving space 
for the town, and of recovering land is explained in detail in Les 
débuts du régime seigneurial ait Canada, pp. 79-89. 
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RECONSTITUTION OF THE RADIAL PLAN 

OF QUÉBEC, 1636 AND 1664 

This 1664 fortification project, as drawn by Jean Bour
don, tends to confirm the hypothes i s that in 1636 
Montmagny favoured a scheme in which a segment of a 
radial or a radio-concentric plan and Fort St. Louis and its 

There are no documents that indicate 
whether Montmagny drew up a detailed pre-
established plan, but elements of a plan are evi
dent in the attempt to create a square in front of 
the fort,50 to lay out and align the main streets 
leading to the Place d'Armes and to determine the 
size of the town. Its dimensions were established 
in 1636 when the banlieue* was laid out. Further
more, Montmagny proceeded to recover land in 
the banlieue to ensure that no land was held in 
fief in that area.51 

The problems of recovering concessions and 
coping with the site's uneven relief do not pre
clude the possibility that a pre-established plan 

Place d'Armes were juxtaposed. The obvious interdepend
ence of the fortification, the Place d'Armes and the street 
network demonstrates that Bourdon attempted to lay out 
converging streets for defence reasons. 

inspired by European models existed as early as 
1636. In fact the topographical features of the 
Québec plateau, the location of the fort and the 
Place d'Armes and their correlation with the lay
out of Sainte-Anne, Saint-Louis and Mont-
Carmel streets lead one to believe that a model 
plan for Upper Town did exist. It would have 
resembled a segment of a radial- or a radio-
concentric-type plan, with the fort and the Place 
d'Armes located at its converging point.52 This 
type of plan could have been inspired by Errard 
de Bar-le-Duc, who broke new ground in 1600 
with his demi-octagonal town plan with radial 
streets converging towards a fort. The possibility 

50. Evidence of this attempt may be seen in the recovering of a third 
of an arpent held by Charles Sévestre near the fort in 1641. ASQ, 
Seminar VI, no. 34. 

51. P.G. Roy (éd.). Papier terrier de la Compagnie des Indes Occi
dentales 1667-1668, Beauceville, l'Éclaireur, 1931, pp. 124-5. 

52. Of course, this plan applied only to Upper Town. The plan of 
Lower Town, which had a checkerboard layout, was completely 
independent. 
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of European inspiration seems even more real 
with respect to the fortification project proposed 
by Jean Bourdon in 1664 and the project to erect a 
fort at Québec, also proposed by Bourdon and 
dating from Montmagny's arrival. 

Although the fortification project of 1664 
lacks plausibility with respect to the town's 
defence at the time, it is valuable for understand
ing its author's concepts of town planning and 
fortification and especially his ideas on the princi
ple of the interdependence of fortifications and 
town plans. Moreover, the plan reveals that ele
ments of Montmagny's plan, which had been laid 
out in 1636, were still in existence in 1664. The 
enceinte that Bourdon planned in 1664 was laid 
out in relation to the site of the existing fort and 
Place d'Armes and to the way they correlated 
with the first radial streets. The prolongations of 
the perpendiculars of the exterior sides of the for
tification and the prolongations of the bisectors of 
the flanked angles all converged on a centre that 
was very close to the Place d'Armes and the fort. 
Two of the bisectors were aligned with Mont-
Carmel and Sainte-Anne streets, which had been 
laid out by Montmagny. In addition, the western 
end of Saint-Louis Street was aligned with one of 
the perpendiculars of the exterior sides. Bourdon 
constructed a gate at this spot. The bend in the 
street was not corrected until the end of the 17th 

century.53 Military engineers at the beginning of 
the 17,h century placed a great deal of emphasis 
on provisioning bastions from the place of arms. 
Some engineers also recommended a direct 
means of access between the place of arms and 
the main gate. In fact, during this period forts or 
gun towers were sometimes placed in the centre 
of, or adjacent to, the place of arms to command 
the streets leading into it and to supplement the 
bastions. It seems obvious that Bourdon aligned 
his fortification according to the existing radiais. 
It is also interesting to note the attempt to regu
larize the alignment of the sides of the Place 
d'Armes. This alignment, the regular subdivision 
of the land near the main arteries, and the fact 
that two of the curtain walls were parallel to the 
sides of the square suggest again a radial or a 
radio-concentric plan. 

Another extremely important element of 
town planning in Montmagny's time was the 
juxtaposition of some forts and towns. An ideal 
plan of this layout was drawn up by Jean Bourdon 
around 1636. Although the plan was never imple
mented as drawn, it reveals a desire to plan a 
town that was linked to a fort, and it allows us to 
examine more closely its author's ideas and 

Although this project was never realized, it illustrates 
Jean Bourdon's concepts in military town planning. The 
street network and the layout of the Place d'Armes were 
similar to the plan of Vitry-le-François. The Place d'Armes 
was laid out by encroaching upon the adjacent blocks. The 
streets entered the Place d'Armes from the centre of the 
exterior sides of the enceinte. The church, which was situ
ated on one of the blocks around the central square, was sur
rounded by a small street. J. Bourdon (1636), Department of 
Rare Books and Special Collections of the McGill University 
Libraries. 

knowledge in military urbanism. In this plan, 
Bourdon illustrates a fortress consisting of three 
bastions that was also intended to shelter a defi
nite, and fairly small, number of people. The 
town plan indicates that the author was well 
acquainted with European achievements in mili
tary town planning. Inside the fort, Bourdon dis
carded the radial plan and designed a checker
board similar to that at Vitry-le-François. 
Drawing inspiration from this plan, Bourdon 
traced the fort's place of arms by appropriating a 
quarter of each of the four adjacent blocks. More
over, he aligned the streets so that they gave 
access to the place of arms through the centre of 
its sides. Also, as at Vitry, he placed the church 
in one of the blocks adjacent to the place of arms. 
Is there a contradiction in laying out a fort or a 
citadel according to an orthogonal plan when it 
was connected to a town with radial streets? No 
problem arises in linking these two schemes, 
since they were completely independent. In fact, 
around this time Adam Fritach proposed a radio-
concentric plan for a fort linked to a town with an 
orthogonal layout.54 

When note is taken of urban concepts rela
tive to the physical layout of towns at the time 
when Québec was founded, a direct relationship 
between such layouts and the new system of bas-

53. ANQQ, NF-12, vol. 2. pp. 107-8. 12 November 1692. 54. Adam Fritach, L'Architecture militaire . . ., pp. 111-2 and figure 
X. 
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With this model plan, the theorist Adam Fritach 
illustrated the integration of a citadel with a town. Although 
the citadel's urban plan is radio-concentric, that of the town 
is more similar to a checkerboard. A. Fritach, L'Architec
ture militaire . . . . 1635. 

tioned fortification emerges. In several new 
towns the idea that the urban plan should be sub
ordinated to the trace of the defence system 
seems to have prevailed. This concept was part of 
the cul tural s tore of knowledge that was 
transferred to the New World. Although it did not 
flourish to the extent that it had in Europe, it was 
nonetheless evident in the first efforts to found 
colonies by the very fact that colonies and forts 
were almost synonymous at the time. 

In Québec, urban concepts evolved accord
ing to the role assigned to the settlement and the 
future that successive authorities envisioned for 
it. On the other hand, because the military role of 
the trading post prior to 1636, and of the town 
after 1636, was omnipresent, its fundamental link 
with the settlement was always taken into consid
eration. There was considerable variation, how
ever. In the case of the Habitation, the post was 
so primitive and so completely subordinated 
physically to safety needs that urban concepts 
were almost non-existent. Conversely, Ludovica 
completely freed the human settlement from the 
constraints imposed by defence requirements; its 
fortifications were located on another site. 

As it has been reconstructed, the 1636 plan 
comprised several elements and was determined 
by several factors. Lower Town was physically 
separated from Upper Town by a steep cliff and 
therefore could not be integrated into the same 
plan. Thus one is left with two plans whose shape 

or contour was already dictated by topographical 
imperatives: in one case, a somewhat triangular 
form located on a hill, and in the other, a rectan
gular strip between the hill and the river. In 
Lower Town, the shape of the area and its nar
rowness also dictated the type of plan: a sponta
neous linear grid, some of whose elements were 
in place at the time of Montmagny's arrival. 
Despite a project proposed by Bourdon for set
ting up defensive works in the harbour area, town 
planning played a very small role. 

In Upper Town it is far more evident that 
rational concepts played a decisive role. A defi
nite radial plan, prepared according to criteria of 
military urbanism, was imposed on a site whose 
topography provided numerous constraints. This 
plan was certainly not the only option; however, 
the site already chosen for Fort St. Louis and the 
topography of the area favoured its adoption. 
Moreover, the designer could not ignore defen
sive considerations. Indeed, Montmagny's plan 
illustrates the correlation between fortifications 
and towns as it was understood by military engi
neers in the 16th century. By adopting the princi
ple of converging roads, Montmagny ensured that 
the fundamental link between the various parts of 
the town was centred on defence requirements. 
Even before the enceinte was built, the town was 
subordinated to the perimeter of the fortification 
and to a centre laid out in relation to this perime
ter. The pre-eminence of military town planning 
principles is even more clear in the plan of Fort 
St. Louis, which Bourdon drew up around 1636. 
This project illustrates an effort to adapt Upper 
Town to the type of plan that placed a "fort en 
adjonction à une ville," and that was professed 
by such theorists as Adam Fritach and Errard de 
Bar-le-Duc at the beginning of the 16th century. 

Montmagny's plan was only partially imple
mented and some streets were laid out in a hap
hazard fashion. Nevertheless it is obvious that his 
plan influenced the evolution of the town. In fact, 
it would have to be incorporated into the orthogo
nal plans designed by engineers in Québec during 
the 18th century. 

In conclusion, it is not only the transfer of 
such urban plans to America that is revealing of 
the store of knowledge of the military working in 
the New World. In fact, urban concepts even 
come to light in attitudes; references were made 
to concessions "dans la circonvallation,"55 and 
some pastoral letters were applicable "seulement 
dans l'enceinte de la ville de Québec"56 at a time 
when Québec was not surrounded by an enceinte. 

55. P.G. Roy (ed). Papier terrier de la Compagnie des Indes Occi
dentales 1667-1668. p. 42. 

56. H. Têtu and C.-O. Gagnon, Mandements, lettres pastorales et 
circulaires des évêqttes de Québec. Québec, A. Côté, 1887, 
vol. 1, p. 71, 3 December 1667. 
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Architecture 

1. Arrangement of the works opposite the Dalhousie Bastion 
2. Old casemated flank of the La Glacière Bastion 
3. The Cape Diamond Redoubt 
4. Postern exit on the east front of the Citadel 
5. Postern entrance in the curtain wall between the Citadel 

and the St. Louis Bastion 

(Photographs by R. Piette. 1977. Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 11 Military urbanism and 
Quebec's physical 
growth during the 
French regime 

Military Concepts of Urbanism at the 
Time of Vaitban 

NOT only did Vauban bring bastioned forti
fication to its zenith by adapting tech
niques to new strategic and tactical needs, 

but he also led military urbanism to its peak. 
Through his town plans, particularly those for 
new towns, he expressed a concept favoured by 
the French monarchy of what urban life should 
be. Like his predecessors, he recommended that 
all the elements of town plans be as regular as 
possible; but for him this was to be achieved "de 
façon que chacun puisse être à portée de remplir 
son objet principal."1 

In Vauban's new towns this objective was 
primarily military; there is no better evidence of 
this than the concept of the role of streets. 
Although in 1700 the Académie d'Architecture 
recommended that public thoroughfares have a 
paved width of at least 21 feet to allow two wag
ons to pass side by side,2 Vauban, as may be seen 
in his achievements at Neuf-Brisach in 1698, 
advocated that principal streets, especially those 
connecting the main place of arms with the ram

parts, be 6 toises wide, so that three wagons 
could go by simultaneously, making it possible to 
maintain transportation, and particularly artillery 
transportation, at all times.3 

In the period 1668-72, with the construction 
of the citadel of Lille, Vauban's work was a syn
thesis of that of his predecessors. The Lille Cita
del, whose plan derives much from some of his 
precursors' plans for ideal towns, including those 
of Adam Fritach,4 is a good example of a radio-
concentric layout within a pentagonal fortifica
tion, with its concentric streets parallel to the cur
tain walls and its radial streets leading to the 
bastions. At the same time, Vauban began to 
experiment with new ideas in the citadel he was 
building at Arras. Inside his five-bastioned fortifi
cation, Vauban arranged buildings in an orthogo
nal plan around a rectangular place of arms. This 
was more or less the prototype of Vauban's 
future achievements in military town planning.5 

Between 1679 and 1685 the orthogonal plan was 
developed further with the founding of new mili-

1. B.F. de Bélidor, I.a Science des Ingénieurs . . ., Livre 4. p. 59. 
2. Pierre Lavedan, Histoire de l'urbanisme. Renaissance et Temps 

Modernes, p. 197. 
3. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit., p. 60. 

4. Colonel Rocolle, 2000 ans de fortification française, p. 226, sees 
the influence of the Italian Gabrielio Busca at Lille ( 1601). That of 

Adam Fritach. whose l'Architecture militaire appeared in 1635, 
seems much more evident to us. 

5. This paragraph owes much to Philippe Truttman, Fortification, 
architecture et urbanisme aux XVII'' et XVIII'' siècles. Service 
culturel de la ville de Thionville, 1977. passim. 
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Saarlouis, a new fortress-town created by Vauban on 
France's northeast border after the Treaty of Nimwegen, 
illustrated his innovations in military urbanism: he adapted 
the orthogonal plan to a polygonal fortification by laying out 
a rampart road parallel to the curtain walls. Military struc
tures and activities were concentrated along the ramparts; a 
large place of arms, proportional to the size of the enceinte, 
was laid out in the centre; and small places of arms were 
placed in front of the gates. N. de Fer, Introduction à la For
tification . . . . 1696. 

tary towns such as Huningue, Saar-Louis and 
Longwy. 

The geometric arrangement of these towns' 
fortifications might have varied, but the street 
network remained orthogonal, with rectangular 
blocks of houses and places of arms. Vauban also 
applied the orthogonal arrangement to plans for 
extending towns such as Tour, Brest and Toulon 
when their enceintes were moved. Little by little, 
despite a few exceptions, Vauban established the 
superiority of the orthogonal plan, which reached 
its peak at the turn of the century when Neuf-
Brisach was created. 

Although Vauban did not codify the princi
ples determining the layout of streets in military 
towns, his achievement at Neuf-Brisach was used 
as a model for nearly 100 years. As early as 1729, 
the engineer Bélidor, whose treatise on fortifica
tion had an influence on most engineers of the 
period in matters of town-planning, presented the 
Neuf-Brisach model "comme le plus parfait que 
je connoisse."6 Even though some theoreticians 

still recommended the radio-concentric plan in 
the 18th century, it was generally acknowledged 
on the evidence of Bélidor that the orthogonal 
plan was much more advantageous, since it 
permitted regular streets and blocks of houses to 
be laid out in fortified towns.7 

With the orthogonal plan, Vauban shifted the 
centre of military activity from the main place of 
arms to the ramparts. In most previous new 
towns built on the radial or the radio-concentric 
plan, the large central place of arms played a mili
tary role of fundamental importance. The loca
tion of major public and religious buildings and 
the principal military structures there made it 
necessary to have direct, rapid communication 
between the place of arms and the ramparts and 
particularly the gorges of the bastions. With the 
orthogonal plan elaborated by Vauban, provi
sioning the bastions from the place of arms was 
no longer a problem, since buildings with a 
strictly military role were placed along this 
town's enceinte. On this subject, Bélidor wrote: 

. . . c'est en effet la situation qui leur con
vient le mieux parce qu'on y peut ménager 
un espace pour faire l'exercice, le soldat est 
plus détaché de la bourgeoisie, on peut faire 
plus secrètement les détachements qui doi
vent marcher pour quelque entreprise . . .x 

As a rule, Vauban created strictly military 
sectors by placing barracks and officers' quarters 
as well as bakeries, canteens and other service 
buildings at the foot of the rampart. The barracks, 
which were usually set up parallel to the curtain 
walls, also helped to protect the town from bom
bardment by a besieging enemy. As well, powder 
magazines were normally placed in the bastions' 
gorges and the storehouses and arsenals were sit
uated close by. Communication between the bas
tions and the various military buildings was 
simplified by the layout of the rampart road; it 
was the only street parallel to the curtain walls 
and was usually wider than the town's secondary 
streets.9 Theoreticians who succeeded Vauban 
expressed different opinions as to its ideal size. 
Its width was generally fixed at 5 to 6 toises, but 
some theoreticians, such as Pfeffinger, proposed 
that it should be 8 to 10 toises wide.10 Other engi-

6. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit.. p. 59. For an understanding of the 
importance of Bélidor's treatises, it is pertinent to mention that 
the Marquis d'Asfeld. Director-General of Fortifications 
(1715-43). advised his subordinates to read Bélidor for their train
ing. René Taton, "L'école royale du génie de Mézières." Ensei
gnement et diffusion des sciences en Freinée cm XVIII'' siècle, p. 
564. 

7. M. LeBlond, Elemens de Fortification, contenant la construction 
rationnée de tous les ouvrages de Fortification, 5"' edition, 
Paris, C.A. Jombert, 1764. p. 71; Abbé Deidier. Le Parfait Ingé
nieur français . . ., pp. 54-5. 

8. B.F. de Bélidor. op. cit.. p. 61. 
9. Vauban was not being innovative in attaching so much impor

tance to the rampart road. Its role was appreciated by most theo
reticians of the 16"' and early 17"' centuries; however. Vauban 
truly segregated the military sectors along the ramparts from the 
rest of the town's houses. 

10. Pfeffinger. La Fortification nouvelle ou Recueil de différentes 
manières de fortifier en Furopc. p. 178. 
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neers laid out drill grounds or esplanades beside 
this road, thus making the reserve of military land 
larger still. To complete this military sector, 
Vauban set up small places of arms in front of the 
gates, which made it easier to move men and 
vehicles, and also provided protection from sur
prise attacks from within. 

Despite these changes, the central place of 
arms remained very important militarily, since 
the garrison was assembled there regularly. For 
this reason, Bélidor recommended that its size be 
proportionate to the size of the enceinte." It also 
served to beautify the town and the most impor
tant buildings, such as the parish church, the 
town hall, the Governor's residence and the prin
cipal staff officers' quarters facing it. Following 
the example of Neuf-Brisach, Bélidor suggested 
that for the rest of the town, main streets be 
6 toises wide and secondary streets 3 and 4 toises 
wide. He recommended that housing blocks be 32 
or 33 toises wide, with house fronts 5 to 6 toises 
across, and that they contain courtyards, wells 
and shops.12 

Vauban and Canada 
From 1684, following a request by Governor 

Denonville,13 Vauban became increasingly inter
ested in the colony. He even recommended types 
of fortification for colonial posts. In 1686 he 
advised that embanked palisades with bastions be 
adopted, "pas plus fort que celle de Bar sur Aube 
de Champagne."14 Later he stressed that it was 
essential to enclose towns and posts by simple 
walls with towers or with palisaded earthwork 
e n t r e n c h m e n t s . 1 5 Like Denonvi l le and 
Champigny, Vauban was very much concerned 
by the need to group dwellings together and to 
re-establish them "en bourgs, villes et villages 
réglés avec des lieux f e rmés . " 1 6 He even 
included plans for boroughs and towns in some of 
the fortification projects that he sent to the 
posts.17 Writing of Vauban's plan for Cataracoui 
(Fort Frontenac), Denonville observed in 1686: 

le dessein de M. de Vauban est très bon pour 
y attirer du peuple et le mettre en seureté, il 
faudrait y adjouster quelques flancs l'an pro

chain, on envoyera le profil de ce lieu à M. 
de Vauban qui dessinera ce qu'il faudra y 
faire sur le pié d'y avoir des habitans ou 
non. . .18 

Vauban had very precise ideas on how New 
France should be settled. In some of his letters to 
Maurepas, as well as in his 1699 memorandum, 
he developed these ideas, stressing the impor
tance of establishing fortified boroughs of a 
" R o m a n - c a m p " type, intended to become 
towns. 1 9 He recommended that towns be 
founded by companies of soldiers and empha
sized the essential role played by the engineer, 
who would be able to choose a good site, taking 
into consideration the quality of the air and 
water, the fertility of the soil, the site's suitability 
for commerce, and, above all, the "avantages des 
scituations par rapport à la facilité de bastir et 
éviter les commandements et d'avoir le moins de 
closture à faire qu'il se pourra pour se fermer." 
He defined, in their proper order, all the steps to 
be followed when a borough was founded: choos
ing a site; deciding how the town would lie on it; 
building houses and an enceinte; clearing land for 
gardens; erecting the church, storehouses, the 
hospital and mills; laying out streets or deciding 
on their building lines and making them level. As 
for the enceinte, he recommended that care 
should be taken 

d'en doubler ou tripler les espaces pour y 
pouvoir loger un nombre de survenants con
sidérable, parce qu'outre le campement des 
troupes, il faudra qu'il s'y trouve de la place 
pour bastir des maisons, des granges, des 
estables pour les bestiaux et pour les 
jardins.20 

Maurepas saw several d rawbacks in 
Vauban's settlement proposals; above all, he 
stressed that they would entail considerable 
expense. On the other hand, he agreed on the 
need to enclose all the existing towns and bor
oughs and asked that Vauban help with this 
task.21 It might be expected that Vauban's ideas 
on laying out and planning towns were discern
ible in this matter as well. 

11. B.F. de Bélidor, op. cit.. p. 59. Bélidor recommended a capacity 
of 40 to 45 square toises, based on an enceinte whose exterior 
side measured 180 toises. 

12. Ibid., Abbé Deidier, op. cit., p. 55. 
13. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 5:365v, Memorandum from Denonville 

(1684). 
14. Louise Dechêne, La correspondance de Vauban relative au 

Canada, p. 11-2, Vauban to Seignelay, 21 May 1686. 
15. Ibid., p. 40, Vauban to Maurepas, 28 January 1699. 
16. Ibid., pp. 11-2, Vauban to Seignelay, 21 May 1686; AN, Colo

nies. C ' A . 7:178-85, "Mémoire concernant l'Estat présent du 
Canada," 12 September 1685; 9:73-4, Denonville to the Minis
ter, 25 August 1681. 

17. We have been unable to find any of Vauban's plans for the posts. 
18. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 8:133v-4, Denonville to the Minister, 10 

November 1686. 
19. Louise Dechêne, op. cit., pp. 26-8, Vauban to Maurepas, 7 Janu

ary 1699; pp. 37-43, Vauban to Maurepas, 21 January 1699; 
ASH A, série A1, article 2327, Vauban's seventh memorandum, 
28 April 1699. 

20. ASHA. op. cit. 
21. Louise Dechêne. op. cit.. pp. 31-3, Maurepas to Vauban, 21 Jan

uary 1699. 
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The orthogonal street plan at Neuf-Brisach was long 
used by French engineers as a model for urban layout. 
Bélidor described it as the "plus parfait que je connoisse." 
Reproductions of the model plan of Neuf-Brisach are found 
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LeBlond's Method for Drawing up a Town Plan 
"Soit une ville régulière dont l'enceinte est formée par 

six bastions, on commencera par mener une parallèle à tou
tes les lignes qui terminent le talud intérieur du rempart, à la 
distance de 15 toises. Ces parallèles renfermeront l'espace 
lmnpqrl, que les maisons doivent occuper. 

On mènera ensuite par le centre C la ligne AB, qui va 
de la porte A à la porte B, & encore par le point C la ligne rn, 
perpendiculaire à AB. On prendra sur AB. CE de 25 toises, 
& par le point E on mènera une parallèle à rn. 

On prendra CF de 25 toises, & par le point F on 
mènera de même une parallèle à rn. Par les points G & H, 
pris aussi à la distance de 25 toises du point C. on mènera des 
parallèles à AB, lesquelles avec les deux premières, forme
ront le quatre de la place d'armes, dont chaque côté sera de 
50 toises. 

La place d'armes étant ainsi déterminée, il faut tracer 
les rues; pour cela on mènera des parallèles à chacun de ses 
côtés, à la distance qu'il doit y avoir d'une rue à l'autre, 
c'est-à-dire de 30, 32 ou 35 toises, comme on l'a dit 
ci-devant. Mais dans cet exemple où la place est fort petite, 
on partagera en deux parties égales la partie de la ligne EA 
depuis le point E jusqu'à sa rencontre avec la ligne lm; & par 
le point t. milieu de cette partie, on mènera une parallèle au 
côté E de la place d'armes, qui sera terminée par les lignes ri 
& mn. On mènera de même une parallèle au côté F. vers B, à 
la distance Et, terminée par rq & pn. Enfin on prendra Et, & 
on le portera de H vers u, & de G vers r, autant de fois 
qu'elle pourra y être contenue, c'est-à-dire deux fois avec un 
reste, sçavoir de H en u, & de u en x, & de même sur Gr. Par 
les points u & x on mènera des parallèles au côté H. On fera 
la même chose du côté G, & l'on aura le milieu de toutes les 
rues de la place déterminé." M. LeBlond. Elemens de Forti
fications . . . . 1764. 

in numerous fortification treatises until the beginning of the 
19"' century. B.F. de Bélidor, La Science des Ingé
nieurs . . . . 1729. 



Continuing to base his work on the example of Neuf-
Brisach, Bélidor proposed that blocks of houses for the 
townspeople ( those marked Q on the accompanying illustra

tion) be set up in a special way to favour regular building lay
outs and a certain stylistic uniformity and simplicity. B .F . de 
Bélidor, La Science des Ingénieurs . . . . 1729. 

The First Efforts in Military Urhanism Under 
Royal Government 

The unstable situation that the Iroquois wars 
had created in the colony between 1642 and 1667 
had been detrimental to the development of the 
plan prepared by Montmagny. At the end of these 
wars it was clear to the authorities that they 
would have to start again from the beginning. 
Several houses had been constructed without any 
building lines and in no special order, wherever 
people happened to build. When royal govern
ment began and Colbert decided to establish an 
impregnable fortress at Québec, the time seemed 
ripe to think of reorganizing the town in accord
ance with European principles of military 
urbanism. Upon his arrival, Frontenac sent a plan 
to France so that the layout of the town's streets, 
squares and enceinte could be traced on it.22 He 
also promulgated regulations, one of whose arti
cles dealt with the building lines for houses along 
streets. The Governor's initiative had no sequel, 
since the circumstances surrounding the Dutch 
War nullified the decision to provide Québec with 
regular fortifications. On the other hand, impor
tant steps were taken to improve the town's 
organization. In 1679 Frontenac approved the 
Ursulines' plan for determining the alignment of 
lots to be conceded on their p rope r ty . 2 3 

Frontenac's regulations were for the most part 
revived by the Sovereign Council in 1676.24 

From 1681, and especially after 1685, the ques
tion of alignments was given much more sus
tained attention by the chief road officer.25 As 
well, Intendant DeMeulles' decrees helped to 
make the town's growth more orderly.26 These 
measures did not take the town's military needs 
into account, however. Such needs were consid
ered only after the mother country decided to for
tify the town definitively. At that time, military 
engineers would be called upon to play an impor
tant role in planning towns in relation to defence. 

This situation arose only after the 1693 
ence in te was buil t . The mother coun t ry , 
unsatisfied with the enceinte, "tant pour les 
emplacements que pour les ouvrages,"27 sent the 
engineer Levasseur de Neré to the colony. From 
then on, and especially after 1700, France dis
played a great interest in planning its colonial 
towns in relation to their defence. Vauban's 
efforts to have towns in New France founded 
with more planning and his interest in enclosing 
all the existing towns with enceintes had not been 
in vain. Again in 1700 he promised de Callières 
that he would " r é v e i l l e r M. le comte de 
Pontchartrain sur le Canada et notamment sur la 
fortification de Québec . . ,"28 

22. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 3:235. Frontenac to the Minister. 2 
November 1672: PAC. MG5, B, 1, vol. 5-2. pp. 98-9. Frontenac 
to the Minister, 13 November 167.3. According to Governor 
Frontenac, the plan that he sent to Fiance had been drawn up by 
sieur Randin. the troop lieutenant. Randin had some knowledge 
of fortifications: it was he who had been given the responsibility 
of constructing Fort Frontenac in 1673. 

23. Archives du Monastère des Ursulines de Québec. Plan approved 
by Frontenac, 25 June 1674. 

24. P.G. Roy (éd.). Ordonnances, commissions, etc., etc., des gou
verneurs cl des intendants de la Nouvelle-France 1639-1706, 
Beauceville, L'Éclaireur. 1924. vol. l .pp . 130-41, By-laws of 28 
March 1673; vol. 1, pp. 190-205, By-laws of 11 May 1676. 

25. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des procès-verbaux des erands-
voyers conservés aux Archives de lu province de Québec, Beau
ceville, l'Éclaireur, 1923. vol. 2. pp. 191-201. The chief road offi
cer's commission dated from 1657. but his activities seem to 
have been fairly limited until 1681. Again in 1680, the Intendant 
accused the chief road officer. Robinau de Bécancour, of not 
fulfilling the duties he had been charged with. AN. Colonies, 
C ' A . 5:167. Duscheneau to the Minister. 13 November 1680. 

26. Ordonnances, commissions, etc., vol. 2. p. 93, Ordonnance of 
13 April 1685; BRH. vol. 33. p. 60. Ordonnance of 28 July 1686. 

27. AN. Colonies. B. 17:73-3V, Memorandum from the King to 
Frontenac and Champigny. 14 June 1695. 

28. 1-ouise Dechêne. op. cit.. p. 46. Vauban to Callières. 17 May 
1700. 
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/. Levasseur de Neré, Quebec's First 
Engineer/Town Plumier 

As of 1699, Levasseur de Neré took charge 
of several town planning projects. Since 
Beaucours' enceinte was far too confining for the 
town of 2,000 inhabitants,29 Levasseur presented 
a fortification project that would allow for 
Quebec's eventual growth. Likewise, he elabo
rated an impressive project for developing Lower 
Town and its harbour defences, and saw to it that 
the Place d'Armes was enlarged by appropriating 
land on Sainte-Anne Street.30 Furthermore, 
Levasseur advised the Minister to incorporate all 
the concessions on which the inhabitants had not 
built houses into the domaine du roi. To ensure 
that concessions and building lines were organ
ized in relation to the town plan, he asked that 
questions concerning them be always referred to 
him, "ce qui se pratique dans toutes les Places du 
Royaume."31 

Levasseur's initiatives in town planning 
were applauded by the Court. In 1702 the Minis
ter, who was unsatisfied with the chief road offi
cer's work, gave Levasseur the responsibility of 
laying out the new streets in Québec, "cela estant 
plus de vostre fait que du grand-voyer."32 The 
chief road officer was thus relegated to the task of 
fixing building lines for houses. The Minister 
even asked the engineer to look after keeping the 
town clean and paving the s t reets . In fact, 
Levasseur became the King's representative in 
town planning in the colony. As such, he also had 
to draw up plans of all the colony's towns, show
ing the location of existing streets and of those 
that would be required for the town's future 
enceintes.33 

Levasseur did not prepare a general street 
plan for Québec, other than his extension plan 
for Lower Town.34 When he intervened in ques
tions of street alignments, he was continually 
coming into conflict with Intendant Raudot, who 
contested his prerogatives in town planning. In 
1707, when the engineer was absent, the Inten
dant sought the services of Boisberthelot de 
Beaucours for some street alignments in Mont

réal.35 Levasseur accused Raudot of infringing 
on his duties, and once more defined his task as 
engineer: 

On l'avoit chargé cy devant de donner des 
alignements des rues de Québek affin qu'il ne 
se fist rien qui ne convinst aux fortiffications 
et que tout fut uniforme, led Sr Raudot s'en 
est rendu le maistre de sorte que les aligne
ments que l'on donne à présent sont tous de 
travers et si difformes que cela fait de la 
peine à voir.36 

Raudot severely criticized Levasseur's interven
tions. In 1709 he accused him of having reduced 
the width of Major Street by 4 feet; he considered 
that the alignment made by Levasseur was detri
mental to the fortress, since it was by this street 
that "les troupes débouchent de la place d'ar
mes."3 7 The engineer justified his actions by 
stressing that the street had had to be straight
ened; laying out the street in a straight line had 
therefore been more important than maintaining 
its width.38 In the same year the Governor asked 
the engineer to see if a plan for making an enclo
sure, presented by Soulard of Lower Town and 
approved by the Intendant, did not interfere with 
the utilization of this sector for landing quays. 
Raudot retorted: "ne s'agissant pas dans cette 
affaire de fortiffications, mais de Quay, la con-
noissance des constatations qui arrivent au sujet 
des quays est attribué à la police, et au Con
s e i l . . . " 3 9 The King decided the matter in 
Levasseur 's favour, however, thereby reaf
firming his decision to leave the matter of town 
planning in the engineer's hands.40 

Elsewhere in the colony, following the 
instructions he had received in 1702, the engineer 
drew up plans for fortified towns and boroughs 
and sent them to the Court. Vauban's influence 
was reflected a great deal in these projects, since 
Levasseur suggested two types of fortification for 
the colony 's towns and boroughs. Simple 
embanked palisades, interrupted by towers or 
square redoubts, were planned for the boroughs 
of Prairie de la Madeleine, Sorel and Chambly.41 

29. Guy Frégault, Le XVIII' siècle canadien, études, pp. 38-9. 
30. AN. Outre-Mer. D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 369. 6 October 1700. 
31. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 19:254v, Levasseur to the Minister. 10 

October 1701. 

32. AN, Colonies. B. 23:81-2. Memorandum to Levasseur, 6 May 
1702; C ' A . 20:72, Callières and Beauharnois to the Minister. 3 
November 1702. 

33. AN, Colonies. B, 23:55, Memorandum from the King to 
Callières. 3 May 1702. 

34. These extension plans will be studied later in this chapter. 
35. RAPQ, 1939-40, p. 396. Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Minister. 

15 November 1707. 

36. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 29:237-8. Levasseur to the Minister. 30 
October 1708. 

37. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 30:198-198v. Memorandum from Raudot 
to the Minister. 20 September 1709. 

38. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 446. "place du château à 
Québec." n.d. 

39. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 30:197. Raudot to the Minister. 20 Sep
tember 1709; RAPQ, 1942-43. pp. 401-2. Vaudreuil to the Minis
ter. 14 May 1709. 

40. RAPQ, 1946-47, p. 376, Memorandum from the King to 
Vaudreuil and Raudot. 10 May 1710; pi 389, Vaudreuil and 
Raudot to the Minister, 2 November 1710. 

4L Towers, or redoubts, were the subject of much discussion. 
Levasseur proposed that they be built in several places, espe
cially in those that protected "la teste de la co lonic" AN. Colo
nies. C ' A . 22:348. Levasseur to the Minister. 18 October 1705. 
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Since the place of arms was used daily for assembling 
the garrison charged with servicing the fortress, it had to be 
set up in proportion to the size of the enceinte, as well as to 
the number of soldiers safeguarding the fortified town. 
Quebec's military authorities were always interested in ways 
by which the Place d'Armes might be enlarged. In 1700 
Levasseur de Neré enlarged it, proposing that property on 

du Trésor Street be appropriated. Some years later he 
straightened Major Street, which led to the Place d'Armes. 
[Levasseur de Neré], 1700, Copied by P.M. O'Leary, 1896, 
Séminaire de Québec. [Levasseur de Neré], n.d.. negative, 
Public Archives of Canada; original, Archives nationales, 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

The street networks presented in the plans for 
Prairie de la Madeleine and Sorel were well 
adapted to defence requirements. In both cases 
the town layout was commanded by towers, since 
the places of arms were adjacent to them. Sorel's 
plan actually constituted a complete reorganiza
tion of the town. Levasseur gave no considera
tion to the post's previous layout. At Chambly 
and Prairie de la Madeleine, the engineer made an 
effort to integrate existing streets and buildings 
into his new layout. For Trois-Rivières, which 
was a larger post both in the land it covered and 
in its population, Levasseur planned a bastioned 
enceinte made of embanked palisades. He pro
posed that the town itself be extended, so that the 
Ursulines' property would be encompassed by 
the enceinte, thereby giving the town room to 
grow.4 2 He integrated the town's previous 
streets into his town plan and provided for a ram
part road parallel to the curtain wall around the 
enceinte. With plans such as these, the colony's 
principal boroughs from then on had guidelines 
for regulating their growth without jeopardizing 
their defence. The engineer's constant presence 
and the support of the colonial authorities and the 
mother country naturally remained an essential 
condition of implementing the plans. 

2. Boisberthelot de Beaucours' Program for 
Québec 

When Levasseur de Neré left the colony, the 
engineer who replaced him, Boisberthelot de 
Beaucours, was asked by the mother country to 
draw up plans for aligning the streets of Québec 
and Montréal and to see to their maintenance.43 

In the same year, Beaucours sent off a memoran
dum about the alignment of streets at Québec, 
especially those that had a connection with the 
fortifications.44 Not surprisingly, his memoran
dum, which was in fact a program for Quebec's 
layout and expansion, was a direct product of the 
enceinte he had chosen in 1710. 

First he summed up the condition of the 
town: many vacant lots, narrow streets and very 
small public squares, many instances of houses 
and fences encroaching on other property, gen
eral filth, mud and garbage, little respect for 
street levels, and doorways with overly high 
thresholds. He particularly stressed the impor
tance of streets for all types of communication 
within the town and especially "pour y voiturer 
tout ce qui est neces le a la vie et a la defence de la 
place en cas dataque."45 He observed that the 
narrowness of the streets constituted a major 
problem for horse-drawn transport and especially 
for the circulation of traffic in winter, when the 
snow was piled in the middle of the street. He 

42. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 460, "Mémoire concernant 
la ville et les environs des Trois-Rivières," Levasseur de Neré, 
15 November 1705. 

43. AN, Colonies, B, 25:302, Memorandum to Beaucours, 1 July 
1713. One of the stated priorities was enlarging Montreal's place 

of arms, which "ne peut contenir 200 hommes en bataille." 
RAPQ, 1947-48. p. 226. The Minister to Vaudreuil. 4 July 1713. 

44. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 388, "Sur les fortiffications 
et dedans de la ville," Beaucours, 14 November 1713. 

45. Ibid. 
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noted that the narrow streets made it easy for fire 
to spread from one roof to another. As well, the 
poor alignment of the streets was very detrimen
tal to the town's defence. In the sectors of the 
Intendant's Palace and Sault-au-Matelot, the 
streets could not be covered by the batteries in 
Upper Town. Furthermore, it had been shown 
that the number of streets was insufficient to 
ensure easy and rapid communication from the 
centre of the fortified town to its various batteries 
of cannons. Lines of communication between 
Upper and Lower Town were obstructed by the 
poor street alignments. Areas set aside for mili
tary activities or occupied by batteries, guard
houses and military roads were continually being 
damaged or encroached upon by private individu
als. Beaucours concluded: 

il y a des gens qui préféreront toujours un 
quarré de Choux a une batteries de canons 

In 1704 Levasseur de Neré, who had just been put in 
charge of colonial town planning, drew up plans for Prairie 
de la Madeleine, Sorel, Trois-Rivières and Chambly. On 
these plans, the engineer proposed that the boroughs' street 
networks be reorganized in relation to the new fortifications. 
[Levasseur de Neré], 1704. negative. Public Archives of 
Canada; original. Archives nationales. France, Section 
Outre-Mer. 

ou de mortier je ne conçois pas comme l'on 
est si avide dun terrein si utile au Roy et au 
publique pendant quil y a encore tant de ter-
rein vague dans l'enceinte de la ville.46 

The engineer suggested measures for cor
recting these problems. He envisioned estab
lishing an ideal width of 24 feet for primary 
streets and I8V2 feet for secondary streets. His 
calculations were based on the size of the larger 
wagons used in town (22 feet long by 9 feet wide) 
and on the street width they required to pass each 
other and to turn with ease. He also proposed a 
program for opening up new streets and lots 
according to need in the town's extensive vacant 
areas.47 Although Beaucours showed consist
ency in his observations, he did not seem to be 
completely aware of French engineers' practices 
in town planning. The size he suggested for town 

46. Ibid. 47. Ibid. 
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streets was far smaller than that recommended by 
Vauban at Neuf-Brisach, which served as a 
model for French engineers. Even though 
Beaucours complained about their narrowness 
and poor alignment, he did not propose any pro
gram for widening or correcting the layout of the 
existing primary streets.48 At the very most, he 
suggested widening Champlain Street, which was 
of limited importance for defence. Restricted by 
his own fortifications project, which left little 
room for the town's growth,49 Beaucours could 
propose only a limited program for opening new 
streets and subdividing land for construction; to 
do otherwise could have meant encroaching on 
land that belonged to religious communities or 
was needed for the King's service. 

Beaucours did in fact immediately ask the 
religious communities to give up land within their 
enclosures so that it could be subdivided. He had 
some success, since Morville, the sub-engineer 
who took over his duties, reported in 1715 that 
the Jesuits had sold lots to 40 private individuals. 
Morville also foresaw that it might be possible to 
subdivide other land belonging to the Seminar, 
Hôtel-Dieu and the Récollets.50 Beaucours' pro
gram reduced the town's potential for creating 
new lots, however, by proposing that a large tract 
of land belonging to the Jesuits be appropriated to 
serve as a place of arms next to the Royal 
Redoubt.51 

To the Council of the Marine, the project's 
contradictions were no doubt too conspicuous. 
The fortification was faulty, and the engineer was 
working himself into a corner as far as urban 
expansion was concerned. The recommendations 
put forward by Galliffet, Governor of Trois-
Rivières, in 1710 following the Fortifications 
Council's meetings about the Québec enceinte, 
proved increasingly correct. The town's growth 
within its walls was favoured by Levasseur's 
project more than by Beaucours' .5 2 In 1716 
Renau also believed that Beaucours' enceinte 

was strangling the town; he recommended 
locating the enceinte further away to allow the 
town to expand.53 In the meantime, the project 
for appropriating Jesuit property to make a place 
of arms adjacent to the Royal Redoubt was sus
pended by the King.54 

Although B e a u c o u r s ' program was 
unacceptable on the whole, his policy for 
subdividing the religious communities' land had 
some success. In the period between 1713, when 
he set up his p rogram, and 1718, when 
Chaussegros de Léry's project for reallocating 
plots of land was accepted, urban growth took 
place in the Seminary and Jesuit enclosures.55 

On the other hand, if the town had begun to grow 
more rapidly, this land probably would have been 
used quickly and houses would have been built 
beyond the enceinte. 

Plans for Extending Upper Town, 1716-1760 
The first quarter of the 18th century in New 

France produced a great many plans for founding 
new towns or for extending those that existed. 
Besides the plans prepared by Levasseur de Neré 
in 1704, there were those drawn up for 
subdividing land and laying out streets when 
Detroit was founded in 1701 by La Mothe 
Cadillac and when Fort Louis was set up on the 
Mobile River by Lemoyne d'lberville. Similar 
plans were made for New Orléans, founded by 
Bienville in 1718.56 Port Royal, which France 
had regained in 1697 by the Treaty of Ryswick, 
was the object of a proposal for urban extension 
accompanied by a plan that demarcated streets 
and blocks of houses. Within the framework of 
the present study, the most interesting town plans 
proposed in this period (1716-22) are those with 
masonry-revetted enceintes; that is, those of 
Louisbourg, Montréal and Québec. The very per
manence of such works required that special 
attention be given to the town's spatial organiza
tion. Each of these three towns was of course 
very different, with its own priorities and specific 

48. In his Science des Ingénieurs, p. 60, Bélidor wrote the following 
on the subject: "dans les villes où il y a des rues anciennes, on 
les laisse telles qu'elles sont; on se contente seulement de 
redresser ou d'élargir les plus essentielles, comme celles des 
entrées & des sorties; on en fait de même à l'égard de la place 
d'armes quand il ne s'en trouve point d'assez grande pour faire 
le service ordinaire." 

49. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 382, "Mémoire sur les for-
tiffications de Québec," Galliffet, 1710. 

50. PAC, MG2, B1, vol. 8-1, pp. 325-31, "Mémoire suivant le Plan 
des Fortiffications de Québec fait par le S. Morville sous ingé
nieur 1715." 

51. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 390, Plan and certificate 
made by La Guer de Morville, 4 November 1715. The place of 
arms and the redoubt together occupied almost 8,000 toises of 
land. 

52. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 382, "Mémoire sur les for
tiffications de Québec," Galliffet, 2 November 1710. 

53. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 36:259, "Avis de M. Renau sur les fortifi
cations de Québec," 22 January 1716. 

54. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . . . vol. 1, p. 22, 
Memorandum from the King to Vaudreuil and Bégon, 26 June 
1717. 

55. Between 1713 and 1718, building lines were traced for at least 35 
houses; for the first time, the majority of them were situated 
within the religious communities' enclosures. P.G. Roy (éd.), 
Inventaire des procès-verbaux des grands-voyers . . . . vol. 2, pp. 
204-12. 

56. For information on Detroit, Mobile and New Orléans consult: 
John W. Reps, The Making of Urban America, pp. 71-87 and 
Willard B. Robinson, American Forts, Architectural Form and 
Function, Chicago, University of Illinois Press, 1977, pp. 24 and 
43-6. The plan for New Orléans was to be drawn up by the engi
neer Adrien de Pauger in 1722. 
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constraints; but the plans of Montréal and 
Louisbourg should be studied if Québec is to be 
properly appreciated. 

/. The Plans of Louisbourg and Montréal 
When the capital of île Royale was moved 

from Port-Dauphin to Louisbourg in 1719 and it 
was decided that a regular masonry enceinte 
would be built there, the earlier town plan drawn 
up by Verville in 1717 was no longer adequate.57 

A general plan indicating streets, squares and 
blocks of houses for the whole town was neces
sary. Therefore, following a royal order, the engi
neer Verville drew up a general development plan 
for the area inside the fortification. In this 
undertaking, he respected the major principles of 
military urbanism as defined by Vauban. 

Louisbourg's street grid, although set up on 
relatively flat terrain, was nonetheless con
strained by the needs of fortification and the irre
gularity of the area's natural contours. The lines 
of the principal street network were determined 
by the enceinte's trace on the side nearest the 

Proposals for setting up a place of arms adjacent to the 
Royal Redoubt were intended to facilitate military activities 
in the fortified town. This project, as it was first suggested by 
the engineer Beaucours, reduced the town's capacity for 
growth considerably, since the enceinte planned at the time 
was too close to the town. The proposal for a place of arms 
was taken up again by Chaussegros de Léry within the 
framework of his 1718 fortification project and was realized 
after some of the Jesuits' land had been acquired. The place 
of arms adjacent to the Royal Redoubt remained in existence 
up to the beginning of the 19"' century, when it was replaced 
by the buildings and yards of the town's Scottish congrega
tion. La Guer de Morville, 1715, Copied by Baudoin, 1922, 
Public Archives of Canada. Chaussegros de Léry, 1720, 
Bibliothèque nationale, France. 

mainland and by the layout of the military and 
administrative sector that had been built in the 
King's Bastion. It was quite unusual to build bar
racks that blocked access to the bastions' gorges; 
Vauban ordinarily placed them along the curtain 
walls. At Louisbourg, however, the plan of the 
King's Bastion sector makes it clear that the area 
was intended as a last-refuge réduit, with glacis, 
covered way, palisades and guardhouses facing 
the town. A similar réduit, which took the place 
of a bastion in the town's enceinte, had been built 
by Vauban at Lille when the enceinte was reor
ganized; the Saint-Sauveur Réduit was on the 
side of town opposite the citadel and played a 
comparable role.58 The purpose of building a 
réduit in the King's Bastion at.Louisbourg was to 
provide a place from which to fire muskets and 
perhaps cannons en barbette, so as to enfilade the 
inner wall of the ramparts and to sweep some of 
the town's principal streets. The importance of 
this aspect of defence was increased by enlarging 

57. On the plan of the town of Louisbourg, see Rodrigue Lavoie, 
Elude stir les propriétés de Louisbourg, rapport no 2, les rues. 
Manuscript on file. Fortress of Louisbourg, 1965. A résumé of 
the history of the fortifications at Louisbourg may be found in 
Margaret Fortier's, "The Development of the Fortifications at 
Louisbourg" in Canada, An Historical Magazine, vol. 1. no. 4, 
(June 1974), pp. 17-31. 

58. See P. Truttman, Fortification, Architecture et Urbanisme aux 
XVIF et XVIIF siècles, p. 55. Truttman also gives as examples 
the réduits found in the bastions of the masonry gate in 
Strasbourg and that of Fort Griffon in Besançon. 
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the place of arms in front of the King's Bastion as 
proposed by Verville. To improve communica
tions, provisioning and manoeuvres along the for
tifications, Verville suggested that a large reserve 
of military land be set up (as a type of rampart 
road-esplanade), linked at one end to a second 
place of arms. This area also made it possible to 
sweep the length of several streets with gunfire. 
Verville also provided for a third large square, 
intended for the townspeople's use, in one of the 
blocks in the centre of the town. 

By reserving an entire sector for strictly mili
tary purposes, Verville limited the amount of 
space available for subdivision and subordinated 
the town plan to the general lines of the fortifica
tion and especially those of the King's Bastion. 

The street grid was fairly regular, with rec
tangular blocks varying from 34 to 50 toises in 
depth in almost all cases. The streets were almost 
uniformly 4 toises wide, except for Toulouse 
Street, which measured 5 toises across.59 It was 
a direct link between the réduit of the King's Bas
tion and the wharfs, and thus played the role of a 
large avenue for the circulation of vehicles and 
for parading troops and transporting goods. The 
plan was later changed in certain ways; but when 
the town's subsequent physical development is 
studied, it is clear that the plan was followed 
quite closely, even if the area inside the town 
walls on the east side was reduced by the con
struction of the Maurepas and Brouillan bastions. 

Although at Louisbourg the engineer had to 
adapt his plan to the area's irregular shape, he did 
not have to deal with a large town already estab
lished on the site. He was able to integrate 
existing houses into his general plan relatively 
easily. At Montréal, on the other hand, the town 
had existed since the middle of the 17"' century 
and had grown considerably since the end of the 
first Iroquois wars. As well, the colonial authori
ties had little control over the way in which the 
town was initially subdivided, since it was situ
ated on the seigneurie of the Saint-Sulpice Semi
nary. Nevertheless the Seminary had made some 
planning efforts in 1672 when Dollier de Casson 
traced the layout of the first streets following an 
orthogonal plan and decided upon a site for the 
parish church.60 The town's first enceinte, essen
tially consisting of pal isades, was built in 
1687-88.61 At that time, it enclosed a sizeable 
area in relation to the town's population, for the 

At Louisbourg , more than at any other town in French 
Nor th America , the fortification's needs dictated the way in 
which the t own ' s street network was planned. The initial 
checkerboard plan made by Vervil le, who had oriented his 
s t reets in relation to the military and administrat ive sector of 
the King 's Bast ion, underwent minor changes following the 
construct ion of the Maurepas and Brouillan bast ions. Anon
ymous . 1734, negat ive. For t ress of Louisbourg; original. 
Archives nat ionales . F rance , Section Outre-Mer . 

l andholders and especial ly the religious 
communities possessed large concessions. Fur
thermore, as of 1688 the Intendant, in collabora
tion with the Sulpician seigneurs, attempted to 
make the town's future growth more orderly by 
ruling on such matters as the amount of land 
permitted to each inhabitant (one arpent), the 
obligation to build within a definite time limit (one 
year), the obligation to align streets and make 
them 30 feet wide, and the prohibition of con
struction within 500 feet of the enceinte.62 

At Montréal, controlling excessive growth 
outside the enceinte and improving the organiza
tion of available land in the town were the colo
nial authorities' principal aims. The town's par
ticular situation led to co-ordinating difficulties, 
however, since, on the one hand, the Sulpicians 
were still responsible for granting land and open
ing up new streets and, on the other, the colonial 
authorities had to ensure that the town was 
defended. When, about 1708, the stake enceinte 
was extended to the northeast to encompass cer
tain holdings situated outside its limits, Intendant 
Raudot protested. He stressed that the town cov
ered too great an area in relation to its population 
and stated that the sole reason for lengthening the 
enceinte was "qu'il y avoit des maisons hors la 
ville qu'on a voulu enclaver dedans pour faire 
plaisir aux propriétaires."63 

59. It should be recalled that Bélidor and Vauban recommended this 
width for secondary streets. 

60. See Jean-Claude Marsan, Montréal en évolution, 2"'1 edition. 
Montréal. Fides. 1974, pp. 93-7. 

61. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 10:148, Callières to the Minister ( 1688). 

62. Ordonnances, commissions, etc., vol. 2, pp. 174-8, Ordonnance 
issued by Bochart de Champigny on enlarging the town of Mont
réal and on the width of its streets. 15 June 1688. 

63. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 30:245-6, Raudot fits to the Minister, 1 
November 1709. Raudot asked the Minister to forbid the con
struction of houses around towns. He was seeking a ban that 
would affect the creation of suburbs. 
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This was still the situation in 1717 when 
Chaussegros de Léry was assigned the task of 
drawing up a plan for the town's extension within 
the framework of a project for building a 
masonry-revetted enceinte. The engineer 
remarked that the town covered a wide area sur
rounded by an enceinte whose perimeter mea
sured 1,819 toises; ironically, however, there was 
a lack of available building sites, given the numer
ous gardens and large concessions. Chaussegros 
came to the conclusion that the town had been 
"mal percée et même trop agrandie;" the dis
tances separating the streets were too great. He 
pointed out that the number of streets within his 
enceinte could be doubled easily, so that many 
more houses might be built. The town would thus 
become more compact. To give more coherence 
to the town's components, in accordance with 
European ideas on urbanism and in relation to 
colonial security needs, the engineer drew up a 
plan on which the town's new enceinte was not 
much larger than the old. On the other hand, he 
planned that new streets would be opened up 
within the town's limits. One of these streets, 
which was wider than the others, went through 
the centre of the town from one end to the other, 
between the new Lachine Gate and the Saint-
Martin Gate in the northeast . At these two 
places, Chaussegros proposed that small places 
of arms be set up. He also suggested that four 
new streets, perpendicular to the large street and 
running crosswise to the town, be opened up. In 
the southwest corner of the town, an extension 
area created by setting up the Récollets Bastion 
made it possible to lay out and subdivide two new 
blocks. The engineer also recommended that a 
rampart road be laid out in the western sector of 
the enceinte and that a place of arms, combined 
with barracks, be set up in front of the parish 
church.64 His project was approved by the Coun
cil of the Marine the next year; however, it was 
not completely implemented. Some elements 
were followed up, such as the rampart road, 
whose width was set at 48 feet by an order of the 
Council of State.65 The engineer, planning to 
build more than 100 houses on this 500-toise 
street, worked industriously at laying out a 

straight building line.66 As for the rest of the proj
ect, the town's extension to the southwest was 
achieved when the Récollets Bastion was built 
and a few new streets traversing the town's width 
were opened up. But the large street running the 
width of the town would never be realized 
because of the prohibitively expensive expropria
tions it would have entailed. 

2. Projects for Urban Extension at Quebec 
in 1716 

Quebec's case was noticeably different from 
that of Louisbourg and Montréal. The town had 
grown somewhat since the enceinte's construc
tion in 1693. Between 1685 and 1716 its popula
tion had nearly doubled;67 the number of build
ings had more than doubled.68 As attested to by 
the Jesuit, Antoine Silvy, Lower Town was 
"toute remplie de maisons" and could no longer 
provide land for expansion. To compensate for 
the lack of space in Lower Town, urban growth 
had taken place in Upper Town between 1700 and 
1713. Upper Town's principal streets, Saint-
Louis, Sainte-Anne, Saint-Jean, Buade and 
Fabrique, had been extensively built up. As well, 
houses had been built in other sectors: near the 
Governor's garden, around Hôtel-Dieu and the 
Seminary, and in the Jesuits' enclosure. As Silvy 
observed, "bien plus de terrains ou en jardins, ou 
en vide que de bâtiment,"69 were to be found. A 
good number of the gardens and vacant lots 
belonged to the religious communities. These 
communities had not always been enthusiastic 
about the prospect of granting plots of their 
land,70 despite the pressures that Boisberthelot 
de Beaucours had brought to bear on them. 
Moreover, since Beaucours' enceinte and pro
gram for urban growth had been rejected by 
Renau in 1715, a new solution to the problem of 
the town's expansion had to be considered. 

In 1716 the engineer Chaussegros de Léry 
was entrusted with the task of drawing up the 
plans of a new fortification that would confine the 
town less and thus ensure space for its future 
growth.71 In elaborating his plan for urban exten
sion and lot reallocation, Chaussegros took two 
important factors into account: the location of the 

64. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . ., vol. 1, pp. 
28-32. "Mémoire et état de la ville de Montréal," Chaussegros 
de Léry, 10 August 1717. 

65. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 106:522-3. "Projet d'arrest du conseil 
d'état du Roy sur le terrain à réserver pour l'enceinte de la ville 
de Montréal, n.d. 

66. AN, Colonies. C ' A . 46:339-40, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister. 20 October 1724. 

67. In 1685, Quebec's population amounted to 1,205 inhabitants; in 
1716 it was 2,369. Recensement dit Canada, 1870-71, vol. 4, pp. 
16-7; Abbé L. Beaudet, Recensement de la ville de Québec en 
1716, Québec, A. Côté, 1887. 

68. By counting the structures on plans of Québec, we arrive at the 
figures 187 and 400 for 1685 and 1709 respectively. 

69. Antoine Silvy, "Relation par lettres de l'Amérique Septentrio
nale," in P.G. Roy, La ville de Québec sons le régime français, 
tome 2. pp. 51-2. 

70. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 4:25, Frontenac to the Minister, 13 
November 1673; BRH. vol. 21 (1915), p. 324, "Mémoire sur les 
plans des seigneuries et habitations de Québec, des Trois-
Rivières et Montréal," Gédéon de Catalogne, 1712. 

71. AN, Colonies, B, 38:248, "Mémoire du Conseil de la Marine sur 
le service que le Sr. Chaussegros Ingénieur a à rendre pendant le 
séjour qu'il fera dans la colonie du Canada," 23 June 1716. 
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Within the framework of his 1717 project for fortifying 
Montréal, Chaussegros de Léry proposed that the town's 
street network be somewhat reorganized. The engineer did 
not plan any large-scale extension for the town within the 
enceinte, as he had at Québec, since there was still enough 

new enceinte and its integration with the old 
town's street network. In fact, he presented four 
plans for extending the town and reallocating its 
lots. Three of the plans were very similar, varying 
only slightly according to how they were adapted 
to various changes proposed in the enceinte's lay
out. The fourth plan was considerably different, 
since a citadel was added to the proposed fortifi
cation. Only two of these projects will be studied: 
that approved by the Council of the Marine in 
1718 and that which provided for the construction 
of a citadel. 

A citadel, in addition to being essential as a 
réduit in which a final stand could be taken 
against the enemy, was also intended to be used 
in repressing internal revolt or subversion; it 
therefore required an inner glacis or an espla
nade, on which building was prohibited, and had 
to control neighbouring streets to some extent. 
The alignment of these streets was determined by 
the line of fire from the citadel. The plan 
including a citadel proposed by Chaussegros 
complied with these basic military requirements 
and conformed to the old town's main axes of 
communication to some extent. To do this, the 

space for building. His proposal for setting up a large thor
oughfare traversing the town's length would not be followed 
up. Chaussegros de Léry, 1717, negative. Public Archives of 
Canada; original. Archives nationales, France. Section 
Outre-Mer. 

engineer created a new centre for the town by 
drawing up an enormous place of a rms , 
measuring 70 by 30 toises, adjacent to the Royal 
Redoubt. He traced a segment of a radio-
concentric plan fanning out from this place. In 
reality, this segment consisted of only two radial 
streets, one of which traversed the square and 
joined Sainte-Anne Street to make direct access 
to the old place of arms and Fort St. Louis possi
ble. The other radial street led from the new place 
of arms to the town's sole major gate. At this 
spot, following Vauban's example, he set up a 
demi-place of arms (measuring 30 by 15 toises). 
The engineer drew two large streets crossing the 
radial streets and running parallel to the curtain 
wall to link the new citadel with the bastion at the 
opposite corner of the enceinte. In the other 
direction, he lengthened the existing streets 
(Saint-Jean, Saint-Louis, Mont-Carmel), thereby 
allowing the link with the old town to be com
pleted. The streets were uniformly about 6 toises 
wide. The blocks of houses varied greatly in 
shape and presented some acute angles as a result 
of the constraints imposed by this plan. The 
amount of land available for subdivision was 
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When a citadel was incorporated into a fortification 
project, it always limited the amount of land available for the 
town's extension. As well, the neighbouring streets had to be 
oriented in relation to the ci tadel 's layout. In 1716 
Chaussegros de Léry proposed that a segment of a radio-
concentric street plan be grafted onto the existing street net

work at Québec, so that the citadel might dominate the town 
more effectively. This initial project for a citadel on the 
heights of Cape Diamond took the form of an irregular penta
gon. Chaussegros de Léry, 1716, Archives nationales, 
France, Section Outre-Mer. 

reduced by the citadel, since the engineer set up 
an esplanade, on which building was prohibited, 
measuring from 50 to 60 toises wide between the 
parapet of the citadel's covered way and the 
town's street network. 

The project met the requirements of internal 
defence well. The citadel could sweep its espla
nade, two of the main streets in the new exten
sion and all the open land in the direction of Fort 
St. Louis. The town plan was laid out in such a 
way that Fort St. Louis could sweep Sainte-
Anne, Saint-Louis and Mont-Carmel streets, 
right up to the new enceinte. By integrating the 
Dauphine Redoubt with the Potasse Bastion it 
was possible to keep watch over part of the ram
part road from the Potasse sector. 

The project approved by the Council of the 
Marine in 1718 consisted of a much simpler plan 
for urban extension. It was also much better 
adapted to urban life. The fact that a checker
board arrangement was adopted, as opposed to 
the radio-concentric segment of the preceding 
project, meant that the population was much less 
subjected to the town's defensive needs, which 
were nevertheless still respected. First, the proj
ect included a larger surface area for extension 
and greater numbers of places of arms and blocks 
for subdivision. The general plan was not subor
dinated to a single centre; it comprised three 
places of arms that served the population much 
better, even if two of them might be developed as 
barracks sectors. Two main gates were made in 
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the enceinte, making it easier for the population 
to enter or leave the town. The principle of con
verging streets was abandoned completely, and 
as a result the plan included few acute or obtuse 
angles, which would have discouraged house
building. Defensive considerations within the 
enceinte seem to have been reduced, simply 
because they involved dwelling areas less. Being 
able to sweep the streets from strategic points in 
the town was of secondary importance. Follow
ing Vauban's example, military and defensive 
activities especially were concentrated along the 
enceinte. Communication between this sector 
and the rest of the town was not favoured: with 
the exception of Saint-Jean Bastion, the bastions 
were only indirectly linked with the town. 

The street networks and blocks favoured the 
population's needs. Communication between the 
old town and the new extension was facilitated by 
lengthening existing streets and integrating new 
streets into the old network. Blocks, which were 
rectangular for the most part, varied in width (25 
to 60 toises), but generally maintained the same 
depth (30 toises). The evident effort to humanize 
the town plan did not mean that the town's 
defence requirements were neglected. The sector 
reserved as a military zone along the enceinte 
comprised a rampart road measuring about 10 
toises wide, whereas other streets in the urban 
extension were 6 toises wide. The engineer also 
attempted to correct one of the great weaknesses 
in the town's defensive system that resulted from 
its old network of streets. To provide better 
access to the batteries in the north and east of the 
town, Chaussegros proposed that two new streets 
be opened up. The first, Saint-Joachim, would 
make it possible to link the Grand Battery with 
the line formed by Saint-Jean and Couillard 
streets and thus with the large place of arms in 
front of the Royal Redoubt. He also proposed 
that Saint-Flavien Street be lengthened to pro
vide better access to the Nuns' Batteries.72 

The study of Chaussegros' two projects sug
gests that the engineer was actually carrying out a 
type of exercise in military town planning. The 
two plans differ enormously; the difference is too 
marked for it to be attributed simply to changes in 
the enceinte's trace and the addition of a citadel. 
In the first project, the engineer was recalling the 
ideas of engineers at the beginning of the 17lh 

century. Since Vauban 's t ime, the radio-
concentric plan, which was very restrictive for 
the population, had lost favour; furthermore, the 
enceinte with a citadel did not require that the 
streets be laid out in a radio-concentric pattern. 
The project approved by the Council of the 
Marine fitted much better into the theoretical 
framework of military urbanism advocated in 
France at the time. 

What part of the project approved in 1718 
was actually realized? The project for the town's 
extension had only begun to be carried out when 
work on the fortifications was stopped in 1720. 
N e v e r t h e l e s s , p rocedures cont inued for 
appropriating the Jesuits' land adjacent to the 
Royal Redoubt for creating a place of arms there, 
despite opposition from the religious community. 
This project, which had first been proposed in 
1713 and then suspended by the Court, had been 
integrated into Chaussegros' plan. Since it gave 
the town a greater area for expansion, the large 
place of arms put its growth in less jeopardy. It 
might be mentioned parenthetically that this land 
remained vacant and continued to be used as a 
place of arms until the Scottish Church and its 
annexes were constructed there in the first quar
ter of the 19lh century.77 

A study of the chief road officer's minutes on 
the subject of building lines for houses also con
firms that there was a will to carry out some 
aspects of the general plan approved in 1718. The 
engineer provided information and drew or cor
rected the alignments of some streets74 before 
the chief road officer laid them out.75 Chausse
gros de Léry was sometimes present at the meet
ings and even signed some of the minutes when 
they were written up.76 The chief road officer 
was very aware of the engineer's role in matters 
that touched on the alignments of streets in rela
tion to the proximity of the fortifications. Thus 
some minutes from 1725 reveal that the alignment 
of Fortifications Street and its junction with Des 
Pauvres Street had been drawn by the engineer. 
The alignment belonged in the framework of his 
general plan. As well, the chief road officer 
obliged Paul Denys de Saint-Simon to respect this 
alignment when his house was built.77 Although 
the engineer sometimes laid out alignments him
self, he mostly acted as an overseer for the gen
eral plan and did not perform the actual work. 

72. Renau had already proposed on the 1715 plan that these streets 
be opened. 

73. See E.H. Dahl. H. Espesset. M. Lafrance and T. Ruddel. Lu 
ville de Quebec I SOD-1 SSI): un inventaire de cartes et plans, dos
sier no. 13. Collection Mercure, Ottawa. National Museum of 
Man. 1975. pp. 84. 98 and 122. 

74. ANQQ. NF-10. vol. 8. cahier A. pièce 167. 25 June 1728; pièce 
171. II June 1727; pièce 148. 25 April 1727. 

75. Ibid., pièce 180. 16 June 1727; pièce 150. 9 May 1727; pièce 184. 
11 June 1727. 

76. Ibid., pièce 153. 5 July 1727; pièce 155. 11 August 1727; pièce 
156. 2 September 1727; pièce 173. Il August 1727; pièce 177. 5 
July 1727; pièce 191. 27 June 1727; pièceT06. 4 June 1735. 

77. Ibid., pièce 79. 9 June 1725. 
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The fortification project approved for Québec by the 
Council of the Marine in 1718 included, among other things, 
an orthogonal plan for urban extension. This plan, which 
was much better adapted to human needs than a radial plan, 
nevertheless met the town's defence requirements, since a 
zone was reserved for military purposes along the enceinte. 
The fortifications in Upper Town consisted of Renau's proj
ect, with some adaptations to the topography of the area. 

The enceinte's deviation from a straight line on the heights of 
Cape Diamond bears witness to this. As well, the engineer 
Chaussegros de Léry occupied the entire western section of 
the heights with a hornwork. The second fortification, situ
ated more to the west, illustrates a proposal made by the 
engineer in 1740. Chaussegros de Léry, 1716 and 1740, 
Copied by Baudoin, 1929, Public Archives of Canada. 

The general plan could only be partially 
implemented. When construction work on the 
new enceinte was stopped, it meant in effect that 
Beaucours' old works had to be preserved for the 
sake of the town's security.78 These works were 
situated in the middle of the area of urban exten
sion planned by Chaussegros. As well, the engi
neer had to be careful to preserve the open space 
in front of Beaucours' fortifications, which was 
absolutely necessary for defence operations. 
Adapting his plans to these c o n s t r a i n t s , 

Chaussegros had to continue Beaucours' urban 
program and put pressure on the religious 
communities to subdivide their land. In this mat
ter, he received Intendant Dupuy's support.79 

The Seminary consented to sell more lots in its 
enclosure to obtain funds to pay its creditors.80 

Between 1718 and the end of the French regime, 
the Seminary enclosure absorbed a large propor
tion of the town's physical growth.81 

Although the force of c i rcumstances 
favoured the town's growth within the seminary 

78. AN, Colonies, C'A, 47:18, Beauharnois and Dupuy to the Min
ister, 31 October 1725. 

79. See Jean-Claude Dubé, Claude Thomas Dupuy, Intendant de la 
Nouvelle-France, 1678-1738, pp. 280-2. 

80. AN, Colonies, C'A, 49:3-5, Beauharnois and Dupuy to the 
Minister, 20 October 1727. 

81. As of 1737, the buildings in the Seminary enclosure numbered 
about 100. Eighteen years later, 168 buildings had been built on 
the 183 lots ceded by the Seminary. ASQ, Papier terrier of the 
Sault-au-Matelot fief, 20 August 1737; Registration of land in 
Québec under royal jurisdiction, manuscript 420, 1755. These 
figures include concessions and buildings on the Seminary's land 
in Lower Town. 
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enclosure, the engineer was not caught off guard. 
He had integrated the enclosure in his general 
plan in 1716 and had advocated straightening its 
street network while attempting to facilitate 
access to the batteries. Saint-Flavien Street was 
thus lengthened to provide access to the Hôpital 
Batteries. The lengthening of Saint-Joachim 
Street, on the other hand, which was to ensure 
that the Grand Battery could be serviced, had to 
wait for the advent of British rule. Chaussegros 
de Léry also helped to fix the building lines of 
some houses in this part of the town82 and 
reduced the gradient of Saint-Famille Street.83 

As well, he aligned the seminary garden wall to 
ensure that Remparts Street was wide enough 
(48 feet).84 

Even if we take into consideration the town's 
physical growth within the seminary enclosure 
and a slight expansion towards the west between 
1716 and 1745, Chaussegros' project loses none 
of its merits. In fact, Beaucours' program was 
inadequate. The preservation of his enceinte 
hampered the town's physical growth until the 
middle of the 18,h century. Between 1716 and 
1739, the urban population doubled, rising from 
2,369 to 4,603 inhabitants.85 Construction did not 
follow this rate of growth, however; in fact, the 
number of houses in the town increased by only 
half.86 Did the scarcity of available land in Upper 
Town represent an obstacle to constructing build
ings? Only a complete study of the building sector 
and the way in which the religious communities 
were involved in land grants would shed some 
light on this problem. As for Chaussegros' proj
ect, it would have at least made it possible to sub
divide an entirely new quarter and would have 
prevented houses, which would eventually have 
to be demolished, from being built up in piece
meal fashion on the approaches to the town. 

In the light of developments in artillery and, 
consequently, of defence systems during this 
period, Chaussegros de Léry's project for an 
enceinte and for urban extension was still of 
value at the end of the 18lh century. An engineer, 
especially since Vauban's arrival on the scene, 
could no longer permit himself to build a high-

priced masonry-revetted enceinte, which would 
reach its full capacity only after 40 or 50 years of 
existence. For Chaussegros, an enceinte that did 
not leave enough space for urban expansion rep
resented a poor investment. In 1728 when he 
re-evaluated his estimate for building the 
enceinte, he did his best to lower the costs. He 
removed the outworks and the orillons on the 
flanks, but he kept his project on the same align
ment more or less and thus left room for the town 
to expand.87 He wrote to the Minister in 1729: 
" . . . j ' ay l'honneur de vous représenter Monsei
gneur que ce seroit un fond mal employé sy on 
faisoit à cette place une fortification plus 
faible .. ,"88 

But how did Chaussegros manage to deter
mine what extension would be necessary? A per
spicacious observer, he accurately calculated 
Quebec's physical growth from the time of his 
arrival in the town until 1740 when he made the 
study.89 Following Vauban's example, he took 
an interest in the growth of the urban population. 
In 1745 he wrote to the Minister: "Mons. Jacreau 
curé vient de me faire voir dans les registres des 
Baptêmes, enteremens et mariages, que le peuple 
de la ville augmentoit tous les ans de cent trente 
personnes."90 After making what were probably 
similar observations in 1740, Chaussegros aban
doned his project of 1716. He stressed that the 
surface area allotted for expansion by the project 
was not large enough for a capital and port as 
important as Québec.91 Probably anticipating 
that his new project would be rejected, he did not 
draw the layout of the streets, squares and 
blocks. But in the light of the town's future 
growth and of developments in the art of warfare 
in the first half of the 19lh century, his new pro
posal for a larger extension area assumes extra 
merit. 

3. Setting up a Barracks Sector 
Between 1744 and 1749, Chaussegros de 

Léry, taking advantage of the war and encour
aged by the colonial authorities, accomplished 
two of his greatest undertakings: the town's west
ern rampart and the barracks sector in the 

82. ANQQ. NF-10, vol. 8. cahier A. pièce 121. 22 August 1721; 
pièce 150. 9 May 1727; pièce 156. 2 September 1727. 

83. P.G. Roy (éd.). tin culture d'une collection tie pieces judiciaires, 
notariales, etc., etc., conservées au.\ Archives de Québec, Beau-
ccville. L'Éclaireur. 1717. vol. 1. p. 247. no. 2704. 1746; P.G. 
Roy (éd.). Inventaire des procès-verbaux des grands voyers . . .. 
vol'. 2. p. 240. 5 May 1746. 

84. ASQ. Registre B. 1"" partie, toi. 42. p. 85. 1 May 1752. 
85. Recensement du Canada. 1870-71. vol. 4. Census of 1739; Abbé 

L. Beaudet. Recensement de la ville de Québec 1716, passim. 
86. This is an approximate figure, estimated by analysing town plans 

between 1709 and 1740. It is confirmed by Chaussegros de 
Lérv's evaluation. AN. Outre-Mer. D.F.C., no. d'ordre 417. 

article no. 5, "Projet nouveau pour fortifier la ville de Québec." 
Chaussegros de Léry. 20 October 1740. 

87. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 50:336. Chaussegros to the Minister. 15 
October 1728. The enceinte was slightly closer to the town on 
the north side. 

88. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 51:373-5. Chaussegros to the Minister. 25 
October 1729. 

89. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 417. article no. 5. "Projet 
nouveau . . . " 

90. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 84:209. Chaussegros de Léry to the Minis
ter. 9 November 1745. 

91. AN. Outre-Mer. D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 417. article no. 5. "Projet 
nouveau . . . " 
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These batteries in Upper and Lower Town were 
intended to prevent an enemy fleet from mooring at Québec, 
and it was essential that they be easily accessible at all times. 
In Upper Town, Remparts Street was principally intended 

for military use; that is, for provisioning and servicing the 
batteries. [Le Mercier], 1742, negative, Public Archives of 
Canada; original, Archives nationales, France, Section 
Outre-Mer. 

Potasse Bastion.92 Begun in haste under threat of 
a British attack, the 1745 fortification probably 
included no general plan for laying out streets and 
blocks. Nevertheless, when Chaussegros pre
pared his plan for a barracks sector in the Potasse 
Bastion in 1748, he had to take the existing 
enceinte into account. 

This sector had been devoted to barracking 
to some degree for several years. In his fortifica
tion proposal of 1712, Beaucours proposed that 
barracks be incorporated into the Dauphine and 
Royal redoubts. Even if the authorities did not 
feel the need to complete the Dauphine, or to bar
rack troops there, the sector around the Dau
phine remained an area earmarked for future bar
racking of troops. According to Chaussegros, this 
was a way of improving troop discipline and of 
relieving the inhabitants of billeting.93 For this 
purpose, he had included a place of arms adjacent 
to the Dauphine in his 1716-18 project. Ten years 
later the project still seemed to be part of the 
colonial authorities' plans. On this occasion, 
Intendant Dupuy stressed the importance of 
keeping in the King's service the land belonging 
to Hôtel-Dieu next to the Dauphine, which he 
called "petites cazernes."94 In 1747 Chaussegros 
announced to the Court that he intended to finish 

the Dauphine, but for use as an armoury and 
storehouse.95 

Soon afterwards, in 1748-49, the project was 
re-evaluated, with the arrival of detachments 
from eight companies of Troupes Franches de la 
Marine from Fouisbourg. 9 6 The engineer 
planned to establish a true barracks sector in the 
northwest area of the town's fortifications. The 
project proposed not only that the Dauphine bar
racks be completed, but that new barracks be set 
up by constructing a building 525 feet long and 
four storeys high, including the basement and 
garrets. The building was built against the curtain 
wall that joined the Potasse Bastion with Palace 
Gate. Chaussegros also provided for arms rooms 
and storerooms, a guardhouse and six isolation 
cells in the Nouvelles Casernes. He enclosed his 
barracks sector with a guardwall, thus separating 
it from the town's residential blocks. He planned 
to set up a parade ground in the centre of the sec
tor. This land, which was partially situated on the 
site envisioned for a place of arms in 1718, was 
expropriated from Hôtel-Dieu, which had pro
posed that it be subdivided. It was observed that 
there were springs in the grounds of the barracks' 
yard and that it might be possible to dig wells 
there; this would eliminate the need to transport 

92. This sector is known today as Artillery Park National Historic 
Park. 

93. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . . . vol. 1, p. 94, 
Chaussegros de Léry to the Council, 20 September 1723. 

94. AN, Colonies, C'A, 106:142v-55, Dupuy to the Minister, 20 
October 1727. 

95. AN, Colonies, C'A, 89:198-202, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister, 10 October 1747; 92:124-5, "Avis sur le contenu de la 
lettre de M.B. du 26 octobre 1748." 

96. AN, Colonies, C'A, 93:37-9v, La Jonquière and Bigot to the 
Minister, 7 October 1749. 
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water and would allow the sector to be self-
sufficient at all times.97 

Chaussegros' establishing a barracks sector 
in Québec also had a direct influence on the 
neighbouring residential zone. Craftsmen were 
drawn by construction activities and had to be 
lodged close by. Barracks inevitably meant that 
taverns and inns would be opened.98 At the same 
time that construction began on the barracks, the 
engineer took charge of laying out streets and res
idential blocks in the neighbouring civilian zone 
bordered by Saint-Jean Street, Côte du Palais and 
the enceinte. Pathways, often assuming the 
names of streets, had been traced there since the 
beginning of the 18th century; these included Sar-
razin Street (1713), the "rue qui conduit à la 
petite fortification" (1722), the "rue des fortifica
tions" (1725), and Saint-Simon Street (1746)." 
But a definitive street network had not been 
drawn up and the pathways' alignments were 
often changed. 

Between 1745 and 1750, Hôtel-Dieu, which 
owned a large amount of land in the sector, tried 
to establish a more regular and definitive street 
network when a small part of the land was subdi
vided into lots. A plan dating from this time 
illustrates the envisioned network: Duchesse and 
Sainte-Hélène streets, running from east to west 
between Côte du Palais and the fortification, 
divided the land into 22 lots. Sainte-Ange Street 
met the Dauphine barracks perpendicularly; the 
area around the barracks was intended to be sub
divided into nine lots, most of which were on the 
land that the engineer had proposed as a parade 
g round . The communi ty also cons ide red 
subdividing its land between Duchesse and Saint-
Jean streets. Nine lots had already been ceded in 
1749.100 

On the whole, Chaussegros de Léry adopted 
the plan worked out by Hôtel-Dieu, although the 
expropriation of land for the fortification entailed 
some modifications. First, he changed the align
ment of Sainte-Hélène Street so that it skirted the 
Dauphine barracks. Then he straightened Sainte-
Ange Street (Sainte-Angèle) and Remparts Street 
(d'Auteuil). Remparts Street was realigned to fol
low the layout of the curtain wall. Between Saint-
Angèle and Des Pauvres streets (Côte du Palais) 
he proposed opening a new street , Saint-
Stanislas. Duchesse Street (Elgin) was closed 
between Saint-Stanislas and Des Pauvres streets 
and a new street, perpendicular to Sainte-Ange 

and Remparts streets, was planned. "Cazernes" 
Street (Arsenal) was opened to facilitate the con
struction of the Nouvelles Casernes. During his 
visit to Québec, the engineer Franquet made 
some minor changes in Chaussegros' plan. He 
realigned Sainte-Hélène Street once more, proba
bly in relation to the guardwall that was being 
built to delimit the military sector. 

On the whole, the streets were aligned and 
the blocks laid out in relation to setting up a bar
racks sector, as planned by Chaussegros. Only 
when Carleton and Union alleyways were opened 
up at the end of the 18th century were there 
changes to the plan worked out in 1750-53. 

4. Reallocation of Land in 1752 and 1753 
Despite the mother country ' s frequent 

requests that alignments be made for proposed 
streets and that land required for royal enter
prises be indicated, such instructions were diffi
cult to carry out, since the various fortification 
projects lacked continuity. The importance of 
having an urban plan was confirmed once again 
when the town's west rampart was built in 1745, 
with its repercussions of expropriations and com
pensation. When the enceinte's trace was defini
tively established, it became very important to 
decide on street projects within the fortification 
and to determine what land was needed for the 
King's service. As of 1751, the King, foreseeing 
that such plans would be made, refused to ratify 
two concessions. He also asked that a plan be 
elaborated for reallocating land as s t reets , 
squares and blocks in the area of the new exten
sion created by building the enceinte. Writing on 
this matter in 1751, the Minister told the colonial 
authorities: 

On a eu jusqu'à présent tant de facilité pour 
ces sortes de concessions, qu'il arrive sou
vent que le Roy est obligé de faire la dépense 
d'acquisitions: Et à cette occasion elle m'a 
ordonné de vous marquer que son intention 
est que vous fassiez faire un plan de cette 
ville qui explique son état actuel tant par rap
port aux établissements qui sont dans son 
enceinte, que pour les terrains qui s'y trou
vent encore vacants; Et que vous joigniez à 
ce plan vos observations sur l'usage qu'on 
peut faire de ces mêmes terrains.101 

The following year the Minister repeated his 
demand to the Governor and Intendant, stressing 

97. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . ., vol. 2, pp. 
124-5. Duquesne to the Minister. 24 October 1753. 

98. Marthe Lacombe and Norma Lee, Profil des maisons de la côte 
dit Palais, Québec, Travail inédit no. 179. Parcs Canada, 1976, 
pp. 3 and 141. 

99. Ibid., pp. 193-5. 
100. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 93:17-8V. La Jonquière and Bigot to the 

Minister, 28 September 1749. 

101. AN, Colonies. B, 93:375. Instructions to La Jonquière and 
Bigot. 25 June 1751. 
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that he was waiting for the plan that they had 
promised him in their dispatch.1 0 2 In 1752 
Chaussegros de Léry drew up this plan, adding it 
to another one for a fortification project in Lower 
Town, and sent the combined plan to France.103 

The lot reallocation scheme proposed by 
Chaussegros was integrated with the barracks 
sector in the north and the street grid laid out 
between Saint-Jean Street and Coteau de la 
Potasse, as well as with the town's principal 
streets running in an east-west direction (Sainte-
Geneviève, Saint-Louis and Sainte-Anne). As in 
1718, the engineer provided for three main places 
of arms in his project: two were set up to serve 
the barracks sectors, and the third, which was 
more regular, measuring 3.5 square toises, was 
simply substituted for a residential block and 
served the residential sector proposed for the 
heights of Cape Diamond. The streets were all of 
the width suggested by Vauban, or 6 toises, so 
that three wagons might pass simultaneously. 
Although the blocks varied slightly in their 
dimensions, they remained fairly regular because 

When a barracks sector was established in the north
west part of the fortification in 1748-50, the streets and resi
dential blocks in the civilian zone bordering on the Hôtel-
Dieu's property had to be reorganized. Subdivision proposal 
made by the Hôtel-Dieu prior to 1748. Anonymous, Archi
ves du Monastère de l'Hôtel-Dieu, Québec. Chaussegros de 
Léry's plan for setting up a barracks sector with a place of 
arms, 1750. [Chaussegros de Léry, 1750], Library of Con
gress. Corrections made by Franquet around 1752-53. [L. 
Franquet, 1752-53], Séminaire de Québec. 

of the street grid. A wide band of land directly 
inside the enceinte was reserved for strictly mili
tary purposes. Furthermore, the fact that the 
Potasse Demi-Bastion barracks sector and the 
Cape Diamond defensive polygon with its powder 
magazines had been set up previously meant that 
the enceinte's two extremities were devoted to 
military functions. Between the La Glacière and 
St. Louis bastions, the engineer also laid out an 
esplanade, which was integrated with the bas
tions' gorges and the rampart road; the rampart 
road continued on, running parallel to the curtain 
walls. At St. Louis Gate, he planned a small place 
of arms, but he did not include one at St. John's 
Gate, in view of the numerous buildings around 
it. The engineer also ventured outside the 
enceinte into the "craftsmen's" suburb called 
Hiché (Saint-Roch), where he aligned the main 
streets in a very regular checkerboard pattern.104 

On his arrival in Québec in 1752, Franquet 
immediately noted the importance of having the 
vacant land behind the new enceinte reallo
cated.105 Since he had seen Chaussegros' fortifi
cation plan previously, he probably had some 
idea of how he could draw up the plans for 
reallocating the land. Furthermore, he observed 
that the gates were suitably located with respect 

102. Ibid.. 95:233-233v, Instructions to Duquesne and Bigot. 3 July 
1752. 

103. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 428, "Projet pour fortifier 
la Basse-ville de Québec." Chaussegros de Léry. 20 October 
1752. 

104. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 429. Plan of Québec City, 
20 October 1752. Chaussegros de Léry. 

105. AN. Colonies. C'A. 98:405-10. Franquet to the Minister, 30 
October 1752. 
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On the o rde r s of the Minister of the Mar ine , 
Chaussegros de Léry drew up this plan of Québec and its for
tifications in 1752; on it he proposed a lot reallocation 
scheme for the vacant land between the town and the 
enceinte. As well, he suggested a project for harbour instal

lations that would allow the town to grow and would ensure 
its defence in the direction of the St. Lawrence River. 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1752, Archives nationales, France, 
Section Outre-Mer. 

to the principal streets.106 He made no mention 
of Chaussegros' project for streets and squares. 
Nevertheless, he was insistent with the Minister 
that no concession be ratified, that no land be 
made available, and that no important work (par
ticularly the project for an arsenal near the Cha
teau) be carried out until a general plan had been 
decided on.107 The difficulty for the colonial 
authorities in identifying what land was available 
for grants makes this observation seem all the 
more judicious. For the same reason Franquet 
mentioned that it was impossible to grant land in 
the royal domain to private individuals in com
pensation for land expropriated for the King's 
service. This made it all the more expensive for 
the Royal Treasury.108 

Franquet recommended that street corners 
be given boundary markers and that the slope of 
the streets be indicated "de distance à autre."109 

He also worked out his own lot reallocation plan 
for Upper Town to determine its street network. 
His plan probably did not differ greatly from the 
one proposed by Chaussegros de Léry, at least in 
some sectors.110 Franquet straightened a few 
streets and reduced the size of the place of arms 
behind the Royal Redoubt. On the other hand, he 
gave the lots adjacent to the barracks sector as 
well as those to the west of the Royal Redoubt 
more or less the same orientation as that chosen 
by Chaussegros. The documents give little infor
mation about the sector of the town south of 
Sainte-Anne Street. It can be affirmed only that 

106. PAC, MG4, C, 2, vol. II, p. 177, Franquet to Chaussegros de 
Léry, 6 May 1751. 

107. Ibid., p. 227, Franquet to Rouillé, 1 November 1752. 
108. Louis Franquet, Voyages et mémoires sur le Canada, (Institut 

Canadien de Québec), Reprint, Montréal, Edition Elysée, 1974, 
p. 210, 26 July 1753. 

109. Ibid. 
110. Franquet's plan has not been found; however, a series of draw

ings (which are believed to be Franquet's rough drafts) pre
served at the Seminary of Québec enable some elements of his 
plan to be reconstituted. 
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the prolongation of both the rampart road and 
what would later be Sainte-Ursule Street had by 
and large the same alignments as those proposed 
by Chaussegros de Léry. Franquet also retained 
the place of arms in this sector. In doing so, he 
had no choice but to adapt his plan, as had 
Chaussegros de Léry, to the existing enceinte, 
the layout of existing streets and the plateau's 
topography. He confirmed this in writing to the 
Court: "C'est donc en quelque façon parti forcé 
aujourd'hui d'accorder la distribution des rues, 
que permet l'aggrandissement de la haute ville, 
aux allignements des anciennes."111 

Franquet presented his plan to the King in 
1754; however, although the King accepted 
Franquet's reallocation project, he did not return 
it to the colonial au thor i t i es to have it 
implemented."2 In the meantime, following a 
practice that had begun in 1751, the King deferred 
the ratification of a great many concessions made 
at Québec. In France the lot reallocation scheme 
was studied to indicate on the plan to be sent to 
Québec all the land that could be useful for the 
King's service or for the public. Once the plan 
had been made, the colonial authorities could "y 
avoir recours et le suivre pour tous les ouvrages 
qu'il y aura a faire dans tous les temps."113 In 
the meantime, Franquet's plan was submitted to 
a technical study. An anonymous memorandum 
written in 1753 recommended that, in the first 
place, all the concessions that had not yet been 
built on be retracted and that a study be made of 
all titles to holdings, especially to those of reli
gious communities and inhabitants who claimed 
to hold land in fief. It would then be advisable to 
align streets, to indicate areas set aside for public 
squares or for other purposes related to the 
King's service, and to appraise both the land and 
buildings that would have to be expropriated and 
the lots to be sold in the royal domain. The mem
orandum concluded by proposing that no land 
should be given away free, that concessions be 
made "au plus offrant et dernier enchérisseur" 

and that the money provided by these sales be 
used to pay holders whose land was expropriated 
for the King's service."4 

In the framework of these recommendations 
Intendant Bigot began in 1754 to make a system
atic study of all the titles to land in the censive of 
Québec. In the same year, he also ordered that 
anyone acquiring land in the censive was to 
inform the director of the royal domain; all 
offenders would be fined three livres.us From 
1755, the surveyor François Lemaître Lamorille 
saw that land belonging to the royal domain was 
registered.116 Naturally this undertaking raised 
numerous problems and revealed certain abuses; 
analysing them is not a direct concern of this 
study, but it is of interest to point out some of the 
conclusions reached by the investigation of titles 
to holdings. First, some religious communities 
were discovered to be in the wrong. By an ordon
nance in 1758, the Intendant rejected the claims 
of the Jesuits and the sisters of Hôtel-Dieu con
cerning the right to certs et rentes on certain of 
their holdings in this town. Bigot concluded that, 
"les P. Jésuites ne possèdent aucuns terrains en 
fief dans la ville et Banlieu de Québec."" 7 He 
therefore ordered them to restore to the royal 
domain the lads and ventes that they had wrong
fully received from each transfer. Some similar 
abuses were also discovered to have been perpe
trated by private individuals.1 1 8 A certain 
Desbuttes, for example, was accused of having 
received "comme estant aux droits de Guille-
mette Hébert" the lads and ventes from the trans
fer of several houses and pieces of land on 
Couillard Street. As a result, these people were 
required to reimburse the coffers of the royal 
domain."9 

A program for planning the town's regulated 
growth within the new enceinte was well on its 
way to being established. But what was happen
ing to the lot reallocation plans proposed by the 
engineers? As far as the plan put forward by 
Chaussegros de Léry was concerned, the Minis
ter simply acknowledged its receipt.120 It seems 
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that all the old engineer's proposals would be 
supplanted by Franquet's projects. It may be sup
posed that Franquet's project, like his fortifica
tion project, was put aside in the tumult of the 
Seven Years' War. In 1756 and again in 1757, 
Vaudreui l was still asking the Court for 
Franquet's plan and observations.121 At that 
time, however, he was more interested in the 
project for fortifying Lower Town; no answer to 
his requests has been found. 

Even if Franquet's plan does not seem to 
have been approved by the mother country, it 
was implemented to some degree at Québec. 
Franquet seems to have been very confident that 
his project for reallocating lots and making new 
alignments in the old town would be accepted. 
No doubt he had good reasons for thinking so. 
Besides, his observations were considered "fort 
bien pensé."122 During his stay in Québec, he 
remained quite active, laying out building lines on 
the terrain itself. On his advice, Sieur le Sacque 
was granted permission to build behind his own 
house, since the general plan drawn up by the 
engineer did not propose that any alleyway be 
extended onto this land.123 Franquet also 
approved a subdivision plan put forward by the 
Jesuits, since it conformed with his general 
plan.124 The Jesuits' plan involved a large sector 
(100 by 85 toises) divided by four s t reets . 
Although Franquet's plan was never returned to 
Québec, the engineer did draw the building lines 
of several of its streets during his stay. Some of 
the British authorities' decisions at the end of the 
18th century (such as the land set aside for the 
Esplanade and the Citadel) meant that Franquet's 
plan would never be completely carried out. On 
the other hand, the majority of the alignments 
made, whether by Chaussegros near the barracks 
sector or by Franquet elsewhere in the town, 
were conserved under British rule. 

Pleins for Extending Lower Town 
On the urgings of Colbert, France attached 

much importance to the defence of its ports. 
Since merchant ships and warships required 
some protection in their ports of registry, the 
commercial and military functions of the princi
pal ports were closely related. Under Louis XIV, 

French ports such as Rochefort (1666), Toulon 
(1679), Dunkirk (1678-84) and La Rochelle (1688) 
were reorganized according to specific defence 
plans. Even if the defence plans were the respon
sibility of the Minister of the Marine, rather than 
the Minister of War, Vauban was often called 
upon to draw up, correct, supervise or approve 
new works.125 As in the case of projects for 
extending enceintes, the development of harbour 
defence works entailed considerable reorganiza
tion of the urban lot schemes. Other important 
achievements, such as Saint-Malo (1711-23), 
Lorient (1735) and Cherbourg (1737-41), show 
that the traditions of Vauban's military urbanism 
were cont inued in the por ts of the 18th 

century.126 

In New France, Louisbourg is the best-
known example of a town set up as a harbour for
tress. It was provided with impressive defensive 
equipment to ensure the port's safety: the cava
lier of the Dauphin Demi-Bastion, the Pièce de la 
Grave, the redan, or spur, of the Dauphine Gate 
and batteries flanking the quays, to mention only 
the defensive works in the vicinity of the wharfs. 
A substantial part of the town's layout was influ
enced by the development of the port and its 
defence system. At Louisbourg much effort was 
devoted to keeping the quays free of buildings 
that could interfere with defence and to making 
them easily accessible from all parts of the town 
and especially from the principal military sector, 
the King's Bastion. The fact that Du Quay and 
Dauphine streets were cleared of obstructions 
and that the houses on Ile du Quay were realigned 
between 1723 and 1730 is indicative of this desire 
for order and regularity in a harbour sector of 
such considerable military importance.127 

/. The First Efforts to Develop the Harbour and 
its Defences 

In choosing the site of Québec, Champlain 
had been influenced by its natural harbour and its 
position at the navigable limits of the river. The 
construction of Champlain's Habitation with its 
"pointes d'éperons" for covering the river is evi
dence of an early interest in fortifying the port. 
The platforms and batteries that were subse-
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The engineer Franquet, like Chaussegros de Léry, had 
to draw up a lot reallocation scheme for the unused land 
within Quebec's new enceinte. Franquet's plan was proba
bly very similar to the one drawn up by Chaussegros in 1752. 
The general project, which was lost in the tumult of the 
Seven Years' War period, may be partially reconstituted 

quently built at Pointe-aux-Roches were princi
pally intended to defend the port. 

Around 1636, Jean Bourdon drew up the first 
project for integrating the harbour layout with the 
fortifications. The project no doubt had its place 
in the general framework of the initiatives taken 
by Montmagny to make the town's plan more reg
ular while strengthening its defences. Bourdon 
proposed that Champlain's second Habitation be 
integrated into his project. At the far ends of the 
Habitation''?, two wings, he planned to add 
bastion-shaped structures. These flanked a pas
sageway that provided access to the courtyard. 
The main structure, that is, the Habitation, was 
surrounded by a rampart and ditch and flanked 
the approach to a harbour, or basin for ships. 
Bourdon revived part of this idea again in 1664 
when he drew up his project for providing 
Québec with an enceinte. 

Faced with a considerable increase in Lower 
Town's population since 1663, and the loss of 
many of the sector's houses in the fire of 1682, 
Intendant DeMeulles, in collaboration with the 
hydrographer Franquelin, formulated the first 
project for extending Lower Town in 1683. He 
suggested that much of the land left uncovered at 

from the engineer's sketches. The plan illustrated here repre
sents a project for subdividing the Jesuits' land in accord
ance with the general plan set up by Franquet during his stay 
in Québec. L. Franquet, 1753; Copied by J. Albert Genest, 
1906, Séminaire de Québec. 

low tide in front of the ledge on which Lower 
Town stood could be reclaimed by building a 
12-foot high dike. This area was to have been 
extended 200 toises northward to the Cul-de-Sac 
and 100 toises eastward to Sault-au-Matelot to 
end on the flat rocky shoal later called Pointe-à-
Carcy. At the point where the dike met the shore, 
it was proposed that a bow-shaped "éperon" be 
built, and that 20 cannons be mounted on it. With 
this extension, DeMeulles and Franquelin hoped 
to make Lower Town "plus marchande," to 
attract more residents to it and to ensure that it 
was defended.128 Despite Franquelin's assertion 

128. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 344, "Mémoire à Monsei
gneur le marquis de Seignelay pour l'augmentation de la Basse-
ville de Québek," 1683. 

One of Vauban's great achievements in military town ^ 
planning was his reorganization of Toulon's defences and y 
port. From 1679, with the collaboration of the engineer 
Niquet, Vauban made changes in the town's old enceinte to 
allow for urban extension. On this plan, the yellow portion 
indicates the two new bastioned fronts with orillons, which 
surrounded the new extension, and the three right-angled 
fronts, which included Toulon's new military port and arse
nal. Atlas de Louis XIV, Bibliothèque du Génie, France. 
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that defence was a priority, this aspect was 
neglected on the drawing for the project. It is 
hardly surprising: Franquelin was not a military 
engineer. The layout proposed by Franquelin for 
dividing the area into streets and blocks was 
fairly irregular, although it resembled an orthogo
nal arrangement in general. The blocks of houses 
varied greatly in size, with depths ranging from 13 
to 57 toises. A study of the plan reveals that the 
streets were narrow, even narrower than the 
existing streets. No communication route was 
planned along the dike; as a result some of the 
areas to be occupied would lack communication. 
The route from the place of arms to the batteries 
of cannons seems to have been fairly circuitous. 
Furthermore, it is surprising that within the 
framework of such a large-scale project 
Franquelin did not think of making another place 
of arms. In any case, the project was never fol
lowed up. 

As is confirmed by his ordonnances, Intend
ant DeMeulles showed a fairly sustained interest 
in the matter of town planning. In 1684 he pro
posed that a new civilian and military mixed sec
tor be set up in the area of Talon's brewery. In 
this project it was planned that land would be 
acquired for constructing both a military store
house with a powder magazine and buildings for 
lodging the Council and the Intendant.129 His 
proposal was only partially accepted by the King, 
who decided to set up the Intendant's Palace at 
this place.130 Probably believing that his case 
was won, DeMeulles returned to the charge with 
a project for a new residential quarter and har
bour sector around the Intendant's Palace.131 

Although the project was not followed up, it gen
erated the idea of developing this sector as a har
bour area and the concept of extending Lower 
Town by filling in the river along the shore and 
building a dike. From this date, such projects 
re-surfaced from time to time, often in different 
forms, but always with the same objectives. 

2. Villeneuve's Projects 
In 1688-89, the engineer Villeneuve pre

sented a project to enlarge and fortify Lower 
Town.132 He proposed that bastioned-shaped 
platforms linked by curtain walls be constructed. 
Quays 42 feet wide would be set up along the land 
reclaimed from the river by building curtain 
walls, and storehouses would be built in the vicin
ity. The masonry enceinte, which was partially 
submerged at high tide, was provided with but-

The enceinte at Lorient, which was proposed at the 
beginning of the 18"' century, was not completed until after 
1735. The project, however, is a good illustration of a means 
favoured by the engineers of recovering funds spent on con
structing fortifications. The numbers on the different sides of 
the residential blocks indicate how many feet of frontage 
were available for building houses. According to the engi
neer Langlade, the project for reallocating Lorient's town 
lots could bring the King 44,097 livres. Langlade, 1707, 
Bibliothèque nationale, France. 

tresses to support the embankment forming the 
quays. In the Cul-de-Sac, a basin for ships was 
proposed; the rest of the reclaimed land was laid 
out to facilitate the organization of the quays and 
access to them. Villeneuve did not draw the 
street grid and did not attempt to extend his plan 
to take in the rocky shoals of Pointe-à-Carcy. The 
project was prepared in relation to commercial 
considerations only. It may be guessed that the 
pressure exerted by the merchants was at work. 
The completion of the Royal Battery might be 
considered to be the first step in the project's 
development. 

In 1692 Villeneuve elaborated his second 
project for fortifying Lower Town and extending 

129. AN. Colonies, C'A, 7:197, Letters from Canada (extracts), 
1684. 

130. Jugements et délibérations tin Conseil Souverain de la 
Nouvelle-France, vol. 3, 29 November 1688, Registration of an 
order of the Royal Council of State, 10 March 1685. 

131. AN. Colonies. C'A. 7:136-7, DeMeulles to the Minister, 28 
September 1685. 

132. AN, Colonies. C'A, 10:5-5V, Denonville and Champigny to 
the Minister, 6 November 1688. 
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This project for reorganizing Lower Town's defences 
and harbour was part of Governor Montmagny's 1636 pro
posals, whose purpose was to implement an urban plan and 
to have fortifications built at Québec. This was the first of 
several projects for Lower Town's harbour defence. J. Bour
don, (1636), Department of Rare Books and Special Collec
tions of the McGill University Libraries. 

The fire of 1682 in Lower Town provided the hydrogra-
pher Franquelin and Intendant DeMeulles with an excuse for 
proposing a project for extending Lower Town towards the 
river by building a dike. Although defence requirements 
were claimed to be a priority, they were almost completely 
ignored on this drawing of the plan. J.B.L. Franquelin, 1683, 
negative. Public Archives of Canada; original. Archives 
nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 

it beyond the Royal Battery.133 His new project 
was on a smaller scale than the preceding one. He 
proposed that the enceinte be extended from the 
Royal Battery towards the north. Although he 
enlarged Lower Town's surface area very little, 
he did propose, however, that a redoubt be con
structed and that a basin for ships be set up in the 
vicinity of the Intendant's Palace. Commercial 
interests and the area's role as a port remained 
priorities: Beaucours took up more or less the 
same proposal again in 1693. Retaining the idea of 
a basin for ships, he enclosed the Palace quarter 
in an "espèce d'ouvrage couronné" dominated 
by the St. Nicolas Redoubt. 

3. Levassent' de Neré's Projects 
In the framework of his project for an 

enceinte in Upper Town, Levasseur de Neré 
made a proposal in 1699 for setting up Lower 
Town's defences in three different sectors.134 

First, the engineer planned to extend Lower 
Town northward from the Royal Battery. He rec

ommended that the area be embanked, that two 
demi-bastions be set up at each end, and that a 
bastion be constructed at Pointe-à-Carcy, with 
curtain walls linking all the elements. Without 
drawing the street grid, he indicated that the sec
tor was intended to be residential and that the 
work would pay for itself through the sale of lots 
to private individuals.135 The following year 
Levasseur clarified some points concerning this 
part of the project: the work had been thought up 
as much for defence as for extending Lower 
Town. In fact, he proposed that the sector be a 
mixed one, centred around an impressive arsenal, 
which would shelter artillery.136 The street grid 
that he drew in 1700 gave precedence to the forti
fications, since the rampart road was 6 toises 
wide, whereas the other streets were only 
4 toises. These streets were simply drawn to 
conform with the alignment of the existing 
streets.137 According to Levasseur, the sale of 
the lots created by Lower Town's extension 

133. AN. Colonies. C'A. 12:23-31, Frontenac to the Minister. 15 
September 1692. 

134. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 362. "Mémoire relatif au 
plan donné par le Sieur Levasseur de Neré . . .," 1699. 

135. Ibid. 

136. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 365. "Mémoire concer
nant les ouvrages de fortifications de Québec faits en 1693, 1695 
et 1697 et ce qui reste à faire en 1700"; AN. Colonies. C'A. 
21:1 15. Levasseur to the Minister, 28 April 1703. 

137. AN, Outre-Mer. D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 364. 1700. 
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In 1688 the engineer Villeneuve proposed that bastion-
shaped platforms be cons t ructed and linked together by cur
tain walls. The project was conceived with the primary 
objectives of encouraging trade and setting up the quays , for 

no new residential sec tor was p lanned. The const ruct ion of 
the Royal Bat tery three years later was inspired by this proj
ect . R. de Vi l leneuve. 1689, Bibliothèque nat ionale , F rance . 

would obtain 80,000 livres, or nearly half the cost 
of financing the whole project.138 

To the southeast of the Royal Battery, 
Levasseur proposed that the Cul-de-Sac cove be 
closed off by a dike made of timbers, "piers of 
earth" and "piers of masonry." On this dike, he 
planned to build a bastioned enceinte. Ships and 
small boats would pass through a masonry lock to 
gain access to a basin sheltered from wind and 
waves. Levasseur planned that the shipowners 
and merchants would contribute towards 
financing this part of the project.139 

In the area of the Intendant's Palace, he pro
posed that two demi-bastions and one bastion be 
constructed to encircle the Palace, the King's 
storehouses and a basin for ships "afin de mettre 
à couvert les batteaux et canots du Roy qui sont 
en très grand nombre."140 In Levasseur's opin
ion, it was very important to fortify this area, 
since it defended a ford on the St. Charles River. 
The work erected by Beaucours in 1693 was 
made of stakes, which were frequently carried 
away by the tides. 

Levasseur next went to France to present 
his proposals to Vauban and the King. His rec
ommendations for financing were favourably 
received;141 the mother country immediately 

advised the colonial authorities to examine the 
project with the engineer and to have work 
started on it, unless any problems arose. 
Levasseur modified his plan; however , the 
expense that the project would have incurred, 
combined with the economic crisis that reigned 
at the time, caused the authorities to postpone 
carrying out the plan until a more favourable 
moment. Nevertheless, Levasseur did not miss 
the opportunity to publicly announce that the 
land was for sale.142 To further the project's 
cause, he asked the Minister to return to the royal 
domain all the concessions on which the holders 
had not yet built.143 His proposal was simply 
shelved for a while. Nevertheless, there was still 
a determination to ensure by any possible means 
that it would be carried out eventually. The King 
therefore asked that the matter of selling land in 
Lower Town be followed closely.144 The project 
was still on the agenda in 1706. Versailles advised 
that the financing program be pursued before 
starting to carry out the project.145 To give the 
undertaking better chances of success, an ordon
nance was made, obliging landholders in Lower 
Town to build if they did not want to see their 
land returned to the royal domain.146 Vaudreuil 
and Raudot, however, were not as enthusiastic; 

138. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 366, "Extrait de la 
dépense à faire pour les ouvrages projetés à la basse et haute 
ville de Québec en 1700." 

139. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 362, "Mémoire rela
tif. . ." The following year Levasseur revised his estimates of 
the cost; for the Cul-de-Sac sector, he counted on receiving 
19,080 livres in contributions from townspeople and craftsmen, 
AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 366, "Extrait de la 
d é p e n s e . . . " 

140. Ibid. 

141. It is not surprising that the project was favourably received. A 
similar method of financing had been used by Vauban when the 
town of Lille and its enceinte were extended between 1669 and 
1675. The sale of land in the new area of extension at Lille pro
duced 800,000 livres, and partially covered expenses arising 
from the new fortification, the expropriation of land and the 

construction of roads. Louis Grodecki, "Vauban urbaniste" 
XVII" siècle, Bulletin de la Société d'étude du XVIIe siècle, no. 
36-37 (July-October 1957) pp. 344-5. 

142. AN, Colonies. B. 22:85-85", Memorandum from the King to 
Callières and Champigny, 5 May 1700; C ' A , 18:12-3, Callières 
and Champigny to the Minister. 18 October 1700; C ' A , 
18:345-50, Levasseur to the Minister, 7 September 1700. 

143. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 19:254-5, Levasseur to the Minister, 10 
October 1701. 

144. AN, Colonies, B, 23:81-2, Instructions to Levasseur, 6 May 
1702; AN. Colonies, C ' A , 22:348-9, Levasseur to the Minis
ter. 18 October 1705. 

145. AN, Colonies, B, 27:70-70", Instructions to Levasseur, 9 June 
1706. 

146. ANQQ, NF-2, vol. 1, Ordonnance issued by Raudot, 19 March 
1707. 
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the land on sale was submerged at high tide and 
the cost of exploi t ing it would be consi
derable;147 "on n'a fait aucune enchère sur ces 
terrains, on ne peut en ce têms, en faire aucune 
estimation .. ."148 

The project, which was still in abeyance in 
1709 149 uncJerwent some changes in the form of 
its layout. Levasseur linked Lower Town to the 
area of the Intendant's Palace by means of a con
tinuous enceinte. The urban extension thus cre
ated contained 22 new blocks, which could be 
ceded. Military needs were given due considera
tion; the rampart road was 10 toises wide so that 
easy communication between the bastions was 
possible. As well, most of the streets were larger 
than in the 1699-1700 project: they were about 6 
toises wide. The engineer retained the project for 

In 1699 the engineer Levasseur de Neré proposed 
extending Lower Town and developing its harbour in three 
sectors . In the Cul-de-Sac, he planned to build a dike, set up 
as a bastion with curtain walls , and to provide it with a lock 
to crea te a shel tered basin. In Sault-au-Matelot , an extension 
formed by a second dike, also set up as a bastion with curtain 
walls , was to be used both for residential building and as an 
arsenal . Thirdly, at the In tendan t ' s Palace, Levasseur de 
Neré p roposed that defence works be cons t ructed and that a 
second basin be set up for the King 's ships. Levasseur de 
Neré , 1700, Copied by Baudoin; 1921, Public Archives of 
Canada . 

two basins, however: one at the Palace, and the 
other in the Cul-de-Sac.150 

Interest in this project lived on after 
Levasseur left for France. First, in 1712 some 
work was done on the Intendant's Réduit in the 
framework of Beaucours' project. Beaucours had 
proposed that the sector be occupied by a poly
gon linked to the town's enceinte and crowned by 
a redoubt. With the exception of the Saint-Roch 
Redoubt, the work was never completed, for 
Vaudreuil considered it essential that the Upper 
Town fortifications be finished.151 The sub-
engineer Morville worked out a project for con
structing a quay in the Cul-de-Sac,152 a project 
which, in comparison with Levasseur's, was on a 
fairly small scale. 

4. Chausse gros de Levy's 1716 Project 
When Chaussegros de Léry was given the 

mandate of drawing up plans for Quebec's new 
fortifications in 1716, he was also asked by the 
Council of the Marine for his opinion of the work 
done in the Palace sector.1 5 3 He made an 
appraisal of the progress on this work.154 At the 

147. RAPQ. 1939-40. p. 395. Vaudreuil and Raudot to the Minister, 
15 November 1707. 

148. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 28:13-6, Vaudreuil and Raudot to the 
Minister, 14 November 1708. 

149. RAPQ, 1942-43. Memorandum from the King to Vaudreuil and 
Raudot, 6 July 1709. 

150. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 375, "Plan de Québec en 
l'année 1709." 

151. PAC, MG2, B1. vol. 8-1, pp. 325-31. "Mémoire suivant le Plan 
des Fortiffications de Québec fait par le S. Morville sous ingé
nieur 1715." 

367 

152. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 35:352. "Moyen pour faire un quai. 
1715"; AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 394, "Projet d'un 
Quay a faire au Cul-de-Sac de Kebec en Canada 1715." 

153. AN. Colonies. B. 38:247-9, Memorandum from the Council of 
the Marine, 23 June 1716. 

154. AN, Colonies. C ' A , 36:185-6. "Estât de la fortification et sci-
tuation de la ville de Québec Capitale du Canada," Chausse-
gros de Léry, 15 October 1716. 



By linking Lower Town to the Intendant's Palace sec
tor, the engineer Levasseur de Neré proposed in 1709 that a 
larger area be set aside for housing to accommodate the 

town's growth. [Levasseur de Neré], 1709, negative, Public 
Archives of Canada; original. Archives nationales, France, 
Section Outre-Mer. 

same time, he presented a new project to fortify 
and enlarge Lower Town; in it he favoured urban 
extension in the direction of Pointe-à-Carcy 
rather than towards the Palace sector. 

By centring his project around this place, the 
engineer was taking Lower Town's growth trends 
into account. Chaussegros wanted to transform 
the Royal Battery and link it to two other bastions 
to the north to enclose the area set aside for 
extension. He recommended that a large place of 
arms, measuring 38 by 35 toises, be set up to act 
as a point of convergence for the principal 
arteries of his street grid. To the northwest of the 
place of arms, in a sector reclaimed in its entirety 
from the river, he drew up a street grid with regu
larly shaped blocks divided by streets 6 toises 
across; he also provided for a rampart road paral
lel to the curtain walls. The engineer made two 
gates in the enceinte; to the one facing the river 

he added a place of arms 20 toises square, which 
was inspired by Vauban. To the southeast of the 
large place of arms, the communication network 
was set up in accordance with the layout of 
Lower Town's old streets. Chaussegros also set 
up a place of arms in front of the Dauphine 
Battery.'55 Even though he quadrupled the size 
of Lower Town by reclaiming the entire area of 
the Carey shoals and a substantial part of the land 
left uncovered at low tide on the St. Charles estu
ary, he did not ensure that the Intendant's Palace 
sector would be linked with Lower Town. Was 
this project actually approved by the Council in 
July 1718, at the same time as the Upper Town 
fortifications were? There are no grounds for say
ing so. At the very most, the project was inte
grated with the model made by Chaussegros in 
1720.156 

155. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 399, "Plan de la ville de 
Québec capitale du Canada," Chaussegros de Léry, October 
1716. 

156. AN, Colonies. C'A. 42:254, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Council of the Marine. 15 October 1720. 
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The maps of 1727 still show the same project, 
changed only slightly by the enlargement of the 
principal place of arms. This attempt to reinstate 
the project was related no doubt to the pressure 
that Intendant Dupuy had brought to bear on the 
Seminary.157 At this time, Maurepas advised the 
colonial authorities that everything should be 
done to encourage the construction of quays 
according to the defined alignments, as a means 
of extending Lower Town.158 The Seminary 
sought the Governor ' s aid in a project for 
subdividing its land in Lower Town. But, once 
again, since the extension lots necessitated build
ing a dike, their expense made the project diffi
cult to realize.159 

The local authorities were not very much 
involved in these matters, despite the fact that 
individual citizens were building quays in front of 
their houses and that major repair work was 
required on Lower Town's batteries. At the very 
most they encouraged the inhabitants' initiatives 
in building quays and a masonry dike in the St. 
Charles River. This dike was built according to a 
plan made by the engineer and under his 
supervision.160 The extension project was not 
forgotten; indeed, Hocquart issued ordinances in 
1734 and 1739 obliging carters in Lower Town to 
carry debris and garbage to places designated by 
the "officers de police" and especially to the 
Pointe-à-Carcy area; the purpose of this was to 
enlarge the port.161 The policy of using garbage 
and debris as fill at designated places to enlarge 
the port or to construct batteries was maintained 
until the end of the French regime.162 

5. Shipyard Projects 
Although the military engineers had little 

success with their projects for developing the 
port and its defences, when it was decided in 1738 
to reopen the shipyards at Québec, Chaussegros 
was given a chance to become involved in this 
field at least.165 Unlike previous projects for har
bour development, the plans for the shipyards 

drawn up by Chaussegros showed no concern for 
defence. The role that he was asked to play in the 
shipyard projects was limited to that of engineer 
for royal enterprises. Between the Palace dike 
and Saint-Nicholas Street, the engineer set up 
two large quays separated by a shipyard; accord
ing to his plans it would be possible to build 
"trois ou quatre vaisseaux à la fois et avoir 
autour les chantiers convenables."164 The neigh
bouring area underwent considerable changes so 
that it might meet the shipyard's needs: buildings 
were converted into workshops, stores and ware
houses; a piece of land adjacent to the Palace was 
turned into a wood hard; the sector was com
pletely fenced in and new buildings were erected. 

Very soon the shipyard proved to be unsuit
able for some undertakings. The authorities 
relieved Chaussegros of responsibility for the 
task and entrusted it to the shipbuilder René 
Nicolas Levasseur. He made some changes in the 
shipyard: he had a dry dock dug and the quays 
extended further into the river.165 Disappointed, 
the engineer pointed out the shipyard's draw
backs with some justification, dwelling on one 
point in particular: the fact that his initial project 
had not been followed.166 He belittled the 
changes made by Levasseur in 1742 and 1743, 
stressing that even this work did not make it pos
sible to launch large ships.167 The engineer was 
correct: despite the work carried out in 1742 and 
1743, the water level was never high enough to 
launch large vessels. 

It is true that competence was an issue here, 
but a dispute over the engineer's role in this type 
of work was behind the matter as well. In fact, 
Chaussegros complained of Intendant Hocquart's 
attitude towards a new shipyard project: " . . . il 
ni fit aucune attention et me dit qu'il étoit inten
dant des fortifications que je luy étois subordon
née et que je devois faire les ouvrages comme il 
souhaiteroit, je pris la liberté de lui représenter 

157. See Jean-Claude Dubé. Claude-Thomas Dupuy, Intendant de 
la Nouvelle-France, 1678-1738, pp. 280-1. Dupuy wanted the 
Seminary to cede land to pay its creditors. 

158. AN. Colonies. B. 52:488-488v. The Minister to Beauharnois 
and Dupuy. 14 May 1728: C ' A . vol. 50. 18-9. Beauharnois and 
d'Aigremont to the Minister. 1 October 1728. 

159. ASQ, Carton, Lettres M. no. 59. "Mémoire que nous a fourni 
Mr Tremblay," ( 1728); Carton Séminaire 5. no. 51, Reply to M. 
Tremblay's memorandum. 

160. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 59:161-2V, Beauharnois and Hocquart to 
the Minister. 14 October 1733; the Palace dike would be com
pleted in September 1735. AN, Colonies, B, 64, 443v-4. Memo
randum from the King to Beauharnois and Hocquart. 15 May 
1736. 

161. ANQQ. NF-2. vol. 22. Ordonnance issued by Hocquart, 8 May 
1734; Edits et ordonnances, vol. 2, p. 380, Hocquart. 26 April 
1739. 

162. Edits et ordonnances, vol. 2, p. 403. Bigot. 17 May 1750; vol. 3. 
p. 471. Bigot. 21 April 1751. 

163. See Jacques Mathieu, La construction navale royale à Quebec 
1739-1759, Cahiers d'histoire no. 23. La Société Historique de 
Québec. 1971, passim. 

164. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des papiers de Léry . . . . vol. 2, p. 6, 
Chaussegros de Léry to the President of the Council of the 
Marine, October 1739. 

165. Jacques Mathieu, op. cit., p. 17-9. 
166. AN. Colonies. C ' A , 78:335-6, Chaussegros de Léry to the 

Minister. 30 October 1742. The engineer justified his opinion, 
saying that he had recommended that the shipyard be set up 
behind the Palace, where the water was 13 feet deep. The site 
chosen beside the dike had only 10 feet of water. 

167. P.G. Roy (éd.). op. cit.. pp. 42-3, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Minister, 26 October 1744. 
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qu'il n'étoit pas Ingénieur. . ."1 6 8 The scenario 
repeated itself. When his advice was sought, 
Chaussegros recommended building a new ship
yard on île d 'Orléans. The Intendant and 
Levasseur, the builder, preferred the Cul-de-Sac, 
and their choice was supported by the mother 
country.169 Despite his opposition to the project 
because the site was exposed to ice and north
easterly winds, Chaussegros drew up the plans 
for it at the Intendant's request.170 The work 
should have been continued under Chaussegros' 
supervision, but the Minister insisted that he 
come to an agreement with Levasseur on some 
aspects of the work, such as the position and 
arrangement of the slipways.171 In fact, the engi
neer played a less active role than Levasseur in 
building the shipyard. He criticized the result 
severely. The strong current, the winds and the 
water level in the Cul-de-Sac made it impossible 
to launch large ships unless conditions were ideal 
at high tide.172 

mark to create a refuge for ships . During the Seven Years ' 
War , bat teries were set up on it. Chaussegros de Léry , 1733. 
negative, Public Archives of Canada ; original, Archives 
nat ionales , F rance , Section Out re -Mer . 

6. The Projects of 1752-1753 
Although the projects for fortifying Lower 

Town found little favour in France, the colonial 
authorities and especially Chaussegros de Léry 
had still not given up. Probably thinking that it 
would encourage the mother country to revise its 
decision about fortifying this area, Chaussegros 
wrote in 1749: "La levée des sièges de Cartagène, 
de Pondichery et de Port-Louis, font voir claire
ment les avantages qu'il y a de fortifier les Places 
Maritimes."1 7 3 Normally such an argument 
would have had no effect on the mother country's 
position, since it had already spent money on 
constructing the town's enceinte. But a special 
incident had just reawakened France's interest in 
the matter: in 1749, despite its financial difficul
ties, the Seminary of Québec decided to con
struct a new building.174 

To meet part of its debts by selling lots on its 
Lower Town property, the Seminary asked the 
royal surveyor, Lemaître Lamorille, to make a 
report so that its lands might be separated from 
those of the royal domain.175 As well, it began to 

168. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 78:335. Chaussegros de Léry to the Min
ister. 30 October 1742. 

169. Jacques Mathieu, op. cit., pp. 22-3. 
170. P.O. Roy (éd.). op. cit., pp. 43-4. Chaussegros de Léry to the 

Minister. 26 October 1744. 

171. Ibid., p. 64. Maurepas to Chaussegros de Léry. 5 May 1745. 
172. Jacques Mathieu, op. cit.. pp. 22-3. 
173. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 94:72. Chaussegros de Léry to the Minis

ter. 9 October 1749. 

174. Honorius Provost. Le Séminaire de Québec. Documents et 
Biographies, Québec. Publications des Archives du Séminaire 
de Québec. IL 1964. p. 220. Lettre LXXXVI. The directors of 
the Séminaire de Paris to those of the Séminaire de Québec. 5 
August 1749. 

175. ASQ. Registre 13, pp. 67-70. Report by Lemaître Lamorille. 4 
July 1750. 
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Responding to pressure exer ted by the town s mer
chants , Chaussegros de Léry had the Palace dike built 
between 1733 and 1735. It consisted of a dry-s tone pier about 
30 feet wide and provided with rings for mooring ships . The 
Palace dike had to be a few feet higher than the high wate r 



sell a number of lots in the sector.176 In 1751 the 
seminary bursar, Abbé Jacrau, presented the 
Minister with a project for fortifying Lower Town 
and reallocating the land thus obtained along the 
St. Charles estuary.177 As a result of the pres
sure exerted by the Seminary, and probably 
because of the interest shown by Nicolas-
Gaspard Boucault, the former Lieutenant Gen
eral of the Admiralty Court of Québec, the 
mother country decided to fortify Lower 
Town.178 

The dispatch to La Jonquière and Bigot and 
Franquet's instructions in 1752 reveal the scale of 
the project for fortifying Lower Town. The 
mother country ordered, among other things, to 

see that Lower Town and the moorings in the 
Québec basin were defended against attacks from 
the St. Charles and the St. Lawrence. To attain 
this objective, the following measures were rec
ommended: constructing flanked quays mounted 
with batteries of cannons and mortar, and estab
lishing an "espèce de risban ou une batterie 
ronde et fermée de tous côtés."179 Aware that 
numerous projects for fortifying Lower Town had 
already been drawn up, France suggested that 
Franquet consult these projects and in particular 
the one made by Abbé Jacrau. To prevent land
holders in Lower Town from building in a way 
that would interfere with defending Upper Town 
against an enemy in Lower Town, it was decided 

176. ASQ, Séminaire 8, no. 41, 12 October 1754. The document 
mentions that the Seminary sold several lots between 1749 and 
1754. 

177. AN, Colonies, B, 95:208, To La Jonquière and Bigot, 5 May 
1752; vol. 95:209, To Franquet, 15 May 1752. 

178. On the subject of Boucault's recommendations, see RAPQ, 
1920-21, pp. 31-42, "État présent du Canada et de la Nouvelle-
France par le sieur Boucault. . . 1754." 

179. A risban, according to Bélidor, Dictionnaire portatif de l'Ingé
nieur, was a castle built on a sandbank in the sea a short dis
tance from the shore. The word "risban" was used to allude to 
the high cost of constructing on a sandbank under water. 
"L'espèce de risban" mentioned in the case of Québec referred 
to a building of some sort, constructed at great expense on a 
sankbank. At Dunkirk, the name "risban" had been given to a 
masonry fort built on a sandbank to defend the harbour. A.M. 
Augoyat, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 97. 
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One of Chaussegros de L é r y ' s most important achieve
ments was the Palace shipyards (1739-42). The engineer was 
d i s a p p o i n t e d , h o w e v e r , tha t the si te r e c o m m e n d e d by 
Hocquar t was chosen . The sh ipyards consis ted of two large 

quays separated by a canal that could hold the keels of big 
ships; o ther work would be carr ied out on the shipyards , but 
th is t ime by the sh ipbu i lde r R e n é - N i c o l a s L e v a s s e u r . 
Chaussegros de Léry , 1739, Public Archives of Canada . 



As at the Palace site, the engineer Chaussegros de Léry 
played a lesser role than did the builder Levasseur in con
structing the Cul-de-Sac shipyard. To set up this shipyard it 
was necessary to expropriate land and compensate several 
landholders on Champlain Street. Chaussegros de Léry, 
1744, negative. Public Archives of Canada; original, Archi
ves nationales, France, Section Outre-Mer. 

that projects for quays and other constructions 
should be stopped until a general plan for the for
tifications and street network was settled 
upon.180 

The engineer Chaussegros de Léry, knowing 
what the mother country's intentions were, drew 
up a project for fortifying Lower Town as early as 
October 1752. He proposed that this area be 
extended towards Pointe-à-Carcy and towards 
the Palace dike to occupy almost all the land left 
uncovered at low tide. To make this extension 
possible, he planned to build a masonry pier, 
30 feet thick and varying in height from 13 to 18 
feet so that the top of the pier would always be 
"de trois et quatre pieds plus haute que les gran
des mers comme on a fait à Toulon, Antibes et à 
Genes."181 Chaussegros recommended that the 
construction methods used for the Palace dike be 
resorted to. He stressed its solidity, for " . . . il y a 
vingt cinq ans quelle est faite et n'a pas bran
lé."182 The revetment of the new dike would be 
raised to form the batteries. 

As far as reallocating the newly obtained 
land was concerned, Chaussegros positioned the 
streets in relation to the extension near the Pal
ace. A large place of arms became Lower Town's 
new geometric centre and was intended to make 
it easier to link up the old sector's street network 
with that of the new extension. Most of the 
streets were 6 toises wide and the blocks were 

The Québec Seminary twice considered developing and 
subdividing its land in Lower Town to enable it to pay its 
creditors. The project drawn by Abbé Jacrau in 1751 was no 
doubt similar to this drawing, which belongs to the Archives 
du Séminaire. Jacrau proposed that a risban, or semi
circular type of battery, be built at Pointe-à-Carcy. [Abbé 
Jacrau, 1751], Séminaire de Québec. 

regular. The engineer still planned to set aside a 
large amount of land for the military in the bas
tions' gorges and to lay out the rampart road par
allel to the curtain walls. Although Chaussegros 
went to the trouble of working out such a project, 
it became evident as of October 1752 that it would 
not receive favour with the Court . Indeed, 
although Chaussegros was aware of the Semi
nary's intentions at the time, and despite the Min
ister's recommendation that he consult Jacrau's 
project, he admitted that he had not seen it. As 
well, he did not seem to realize that the mother 
country had asked that a large, semi-circular bat
tery be integrated with the project at Pointe-à-
Carcy. Although the Minister acknowledged 
receipt of his project and indicated that he would 
compare it with Franquet's before making a deci
sion, it was clear that Franquet's project would 
be preferred.183 

In 1753, in addition to his proposals for 
improving Upper Town's fortifications and for 
laying out streets in the new extension, Franquet 
presented projects for defending Lower Town 
from positions in Upper Town and against possi
ble attack from either the St. Lawrence or St. 
Charles rivers. He also proposed that the access 
routes between Lower and Upper Town be better 

180. AN. Colonies, B, 95:208, To La Jonquière and Bigot, 15 May 
1752; vol. 95:209, To Franquet. 15 May 1752. 

181. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 428, "Projet pour fortifier 
la Basse-Ville de Québec," Chaussegros de Léry, 20 October 
1752. A native of Toulon, Chaussegros was no doubt very 
familiar with the project elaborated and carried out by Vauban 
and Niquet between 1679 and 1693 for extending the town's 
port and fortifications. Three of the new extension's bastioned 

fronts were raised on stone piers. See A.M. Augoyat, op. cit., 
tome 1. pp. 106-108, pp. 189 and 244. 

182. AN, Outre-Mer, D.F.C., no. d'ordre 428, "Projet pour 
fortifier..." 

183. AN, Colonies. B. 97:258-258v. To Duquesne and Bigot, 8 June 
1753; AN, Colonies, C'A, 98:413, "Sur la lettre de M. Fran
quet du 30 Octobre (1752)," March 1753. 
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fortified, while making them easier for carts to 
use in all seasons. His project for fortifying 
Lower Town involved making a new urban 
extension.184 

From a military point of view, the project 
was ambitious. The engineer concerned himself 
with all of Lower Town from the Cul-de-Sac ship
yards to the Saint-Roch Suburb. For this suburb 
he proposed two alternatives. The first consisted 
of making a front of fortification that would pass 
through the Potasse storehouse and the Inten
dan ts gardens thereby making it possible to com
municate directly with Upper Town's defensive 
works. The second alternative encompassed the 
storehouse and the gardens, but necessitated the 
demolition of a substantial number of the houses 
in Saint-Roch Suburb; to link it with the Upper 
Town defensive works it would also be necessary 
to construct an advanced lunette along Coteau de 
la Potasse. Between this front and the Cul-
de-Sac shipyard, the engineer proposed setting 
up a quay, which would be fortified by building a 
masonry dike faced with ashlar. As at Louis-
bourg, Franquet proposed that wooden beams be 
added as facing, "pour empêcher que le move
ment des eaux ne délaye et n'entraîne les mor
tiers des jo in t s . . . " 1 8 5 This fortified quay was 
crowned at Pointe-à-Carcy by a rounded battery 
(the " r i sban" requested by the authorities), 
which had several embrasures. At the Cul-de-Sac 
shipyard, the engineer wanted to close off access 
to the town from the direction of Anse-des-Mères 
by constructing a wall with a ditch, gate and 
drawbridge, which would extend from the cliff of 
Cape Diamond to the low-water line. 

The engineer's main involvement with urban 
development was related to the extension he 
wished to create by setting up the fortified quay 
between Pointe-à-Carcy and the Intendant's Pal
ace. Franquet planned to have major port instal
lations in the area, with basins located within the 
rounded battery as well as halfway between it and 
the Palace. At these spots the houses were isola
ted from the fortifications; the basins were 
skirted by very wide streets to make it easier to 
meet commercial needs, and were directly linked 
to the place of arms in the new urban extension. 
The street grid and layout of residential blocks 
were regular, following a checkerboard pattern 
and were subject "à l'utilité des habitants et à la 

communication d'une isle de maison à l 'autre." A 
parish church, considered indispensable, was 
integrated into the plan by Franquet, who placed 
it near the main place of arms. He did not neglect 
defensive needs, for he insisted on the rampart 
road being 36 feet wide and the houses being par
allel to the curtain walls so that the new develop
ment would be protected from the heights beyond 
the western enceinte.186 

Although the King adopted Franquet's proj
ect for fortifying Lower Town, in 1754 he 
postponed its implementation for financial 
reasons.187 In 1756 Vaudreuil was still waiting 
for Franquet ' s plan. Fearing an attack on 
Québec, he stressed the need to fortify Pointe-à-
Carcy.188 The plan was still not sent to him; 
although he had a battery built near Pointe-à-
Carcy, it was only to meet a pressing need for 
defence under the menace of an imminent attack. 

In summary, despite the large number of 
projects that were presented for developing 
Lower Town's harbour and defences, little was 
carried through to completion. Civilian and mili
tary achievements remained incomplete and 
merely consisted of elements of more extensive 
projects. Even setting up shipyards was in some 
way part of previous projects on a larger scale. 
There remained a desire to improve the planning 
of Lower Town's layout in relation to defensive 
and economic interests, and this desire perme
ated most of what was achieved. But means, 
especially financial means, remained limited, and 
decision-making powers lay with the mother 
country. It realized the importance of a general 
plan for regulating the growth of Lower Town, 
but other priorities prevailed. At least the 
increase in the number of quays at the beginning 
of the 19th century proved that the French engi
neers' projections were right. 

The Military Engineer and Urban Architecture 
In town planning, the engineer's role was not 

limited to making general plans for laying out 
streets, squares and residential blocks, or to set
ting up building complexes for military or admin
istrative purposes or for harbour activities. In the 
16th century, Italian engineers, with few excep
tions, were primarily architects. The Dutch fol
lowed their example. Adam Fritach advised that 
houses be arranged according to specific plans; 
house dimensions were to be worked out in rela-

184. PAC. MG4, C. 2, vol. 2, pp. 243-4. Franquet to Rouillé, 7 
August 1753. As in the case of Upper Town, plans for the 
Lower Town project have not been discovered; however, 
drafts of these plans are held in the Archives du Séminaire de 
Québec (Tiroir 213. nos. 19-22). These drafts make it possible 
to understand some aspects of his project. On the other hand, 
Franquet's memorandum differs with respect to other aspects. 

185. Louis Franquet, Voyages el mémoires sur le Cumula, p. 209. 
186. Ibid. , pp. 211-2. 

187. AN, Colonies. B. 99:214-214v, The Minister to Duquesne and 
Bigot. 6 June 1754. 

188. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 101:132-3, Vaudreuil to the Minister, 31 
October 1756. 
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On the Minister's advice, the engineer Franquet 
adopted Abbé Jacrau's ideas and proposed harbour installa
tions and defensive works for Lower Town. The project was 
accepted by the Court but its execution was postponed for 

financial reasons. It was later abandoned at the time of the 
Seven Years' War. The plan reproduced here is only a rough 
draft attributed to Franquet and does not represent the final 
project. [L. Franquet, 1752-53], Séminaire de Québec. 

tion to the size of the fortress.189 In France, after 
Vauban, military engineering not only dealt with 
the entire field of military buildings, but even 
became involved in that of civilian construction. 
A certain stylistic uniformity was sought. Bélidor 
specified that the facades of new buildings should 
conform to those of the other structures already 
built along the streets, both in ornamentation and 
in the height of their cornices and even their 
roofs. At Neuf-Brisach, an important fortress, 
regulations were imposed to rule various aspects 
of construction. They determined the thickness 
of attic walls and basement vaults, as well as the 
location and construct ion of latrines and 
wells.190 According to Bélidor, architecture was 
essentially the science most suited to the 
engineer.191 The engineer should be aware of the 

proportions needed to make buildings "commo
des et gracieux."192 

But even if there were recommendations and 
model plans in abundance, and although a certain 
stylistic uniformity was a preoccupation, the 
engineers of the 17th and 18th centuries were pri
marily involved in royal enterprises. They left a 
great deal of freedom to individual citizens as far 
as house-building was concerned. Nevertheless, 
the engineer's role in urban architecture and 
embellishments was well defined: " . . . on ne doit 
rien négliger de ce qui peut flatter le coup d'oeil, 
afin qu'il règne partout un air de simétrie qui 
répande autant de grâce dans l'intérieur, que la 
force & la solidité des fortifications donnera de 
majesté à l'extérieur."193 

189. Adam Fritach, L'architecture militaire. . ., p. 50. 
190. B.F. de Bélidor, La Science des Ingénieurs.. ., Livre 4, pp. 

77-8. 

191. B.F. de Bélidor, Dictionnaire portatif de l'Ingénieur, p. IV. 
192. B.F. de Bélidor, La Science des Ingénieurs . .., Livre 4, p. 88 
193. Ibid., p. 61. 
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In the colony, it was with the arrival of 
Levasseur de Neré and especially following the 
King's instructions of 1702 concerning street 
alignments and paving that the engineer assumed 
the responsibility of embellishing the town. 
About this time the mother country began to take 
a greater interest in construction in the colony 
and to send instructions on this matter more 
regularly.194 The military engineer became the 
person who represented and carried out royal 
wishes on architecture in the colony. 

The engineers watched the town 's 
growth closely and always tried to direct and con
trol the establishment of new residential areas. 
No detail escaped them and their projections 
were as much of a functional nature as of an aes
thetic one. Morville, for example, reported in 
1715 that five stone houses and eight log or half-
timbered houses had been built in the previous 
year. He pointed out that in some sectors inhabit
ants were far too overcrowded and he recom
mended that new quarters be set up in well-
designated areas. But in his attempt to control the 
town's expansion, he did not forget to make it 
a t t ract ive. One of the goals of his position 
remained setting up "beaux quartiers."195 

In 1724 Chaussegros de Léry clearly envi
sioned his role as that of architect-town planner. 
He believed that he was responsible for the 
town's attractiveness.196 Thus the engineer 
reproached the Ursulines for having ceded lots 
around their enclosure with the stipulation that 
the new holders build one-storey houses only, or, 
in the case that there was more than one floor, 
that those above the ground floor be windowless. 
He reminded them that this practice was not 
allowed in France.197 

The engineer played a very important role in 
the town's architecture and embellishment, but 
his interventions were to some degree dictated by 
the Court and controlled by the colonial authori
ties. Any new building, whether royal or reli

gious, to be subsidized by the Court had first to 
be given the mother c o u n t r y ' s approva l . 
Although there were some exceptions, the engi
neer was not supposed to attend to more than 
repair work unless he had the King's previous 
authorization.198 

The engineer was often turned to in ques
tions of religious construction. In 1744, at the 
Bishop's request, Chaussegros de Léry drew up a 
plan for building a cathedral.199 The nuns of 
Hôtel-Dieu consulted the engineer Franquet in 
1756 about rebui lding and enlarging the 
hospital.200 Furthermore, the Court specified 
that such matters were the engineer's responsibil
i ty. In 1741 and 1742 Maurepas ordered 
Chaussegros de Léry to visit the Bishop's Palace 
to make a report on the work that was needed and 
to take charge of carrying it out.201 It was normal 
that the engineer intervened in such cases, for the 
religious world was subsidized by the King. Reli
gious architecture held an important position in 
Quebec's monumental buildings: it was part of 
the monarchy's vision of what the town should 
be. 

The Court tried to oversee important con
struction in Québec; it even sent over specific 
instructions.202 Sometimes the instructions were 
not fol lowed, however , and the d is tance 
separating the colony from the mother country 
made it very difficult for France to have any real 
control over those who were carrying out the 
instruct ions. 2 0 3 Other factors were also 
involved. The example of the changes that 
Intendant Dupuy made on Chaussegros' project 
for rebuilding the Palace in 1727 illustrates the 
difficulties that an engineer could meet while car
rying out a project.2 0 4 The Intendant was 
accused by Beauharnois of assuming the engi
neer's duties by changing plans that had already 
been approved.205 In housing construction, the 
engineer's presence was not very noticeable. At 

194. Raymonde Landry-Gauthier, L'Architecture civile et conven
tuelle à Québec (1680-1726), pp. 109-12. 

195. PAC, MG2, B1, vol. 8-1. p. 325-31, "Mémoire suivant le Plan 
des fortiffications de Québec fait par le S. Morville sous ingé
nieur 1715." 

196. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 46:328-30, Chaussegros de Léry to the 
Council, 20 October 1724. 

197. Ibid.; AN, Colonies, B, 48:849-849v, Instructions to Vaudreuil. 
29 May 1725; 869-71, Instructions to Chaussegros de Léry, 5 
June 1725. 

198. AN, Colonies, B, 40:1279, "Mémoire du Conseil de la Marine 
pour le sr Chaussegros," 6 July 1718. 

199. See Luc Noppen, Notre-Dame de Québec, .son architecture et 
.son rayonnement (1647-1922), Québec, Éditions du Pélican, 
1974, pp. 93-119. 

200. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 107:36, Pontbriand to the Minister, 11 
November 1756; PAC, MG17, A, 10, vol. 1, p. 97, To Franquet 
(1756). 

201. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire des papiers de Léry, vol. 2, p. 12, 
Order of 12 May 1741; p. 17, Maurepas to Chaussegros de 
Léry, 9 April 1742. 

202. AN, Colonies, B, 35:302, Instructions to Beaucours, 1 July 
1713; 334-5, Instructions to Bégon, 1713. The plans for the 
Rochefort Palace were to serve as a model for reconstructing 
the interior of the Intendant's Palace. 

203. Raymonde Landry-Gauthier, op. cit., pp. 118-21. 

204. Jean-Claude Dubé, op. cit., pp. 277-8. 
205. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 50:123-5, Beauharnois to the Minister, 15 

January 1728. 
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the very most he undertook in a personal capacity 
to draw up house plans for certain individuals.206 

/ . Military Architecture: the Example of the 
Barracks 

The engineer's achievements centred around 
military architecture. These included a range of 
secondary structures, such as warehouses and 
stores for military material, stables, powder mag
azines and guardhouses, which were scattered 
among the towns and forts of New France. More 
impressive were the fortified buildings, such as 
the machicolated redoubt at Saint-Frédéric, the 
machicolated house at Niagara and the various 
redoubts at Québec. Special mention should be 
made of barracks, which by their very purpose 
had important social repercussions on garrison 
life. 

Since 1679, barracks had been generally built 
according to a model plan established by Vauban 
at the King's request. What he devised at that 
time was a barracks unit, or a basic cell,207 

consisting of eight rooms, with four on each floor 
of a two-storey building (or 12 rooms if there 
were three floors), connected by a central flight 
of stairs. No communication between the basic 
cells was possible without going out of the 
building.208 Each floor of a cell consisted of two 
rows of double rooms.209 There was an exces
sive amount of partitioning, necessitated by the 
lengthwise walls in which the chimneys were 
placed. To go between the front and back rooms 
it was necessary to use the barracks unit's central 
staircase. This standard plan was intended as a 
model for building and laying out all French 
barracks.210 It can be seen in the plan for the bar
racks unit in the King's Bastion at Louisbourg. 

In the fortification treatise that he wrote 
before coming to Canada (1716), the engineer 
Chaussegros de Léry proposed that many of the 
partitions in Vauban's model plan be removed. 
He added a means of moving horizontally 
throughout the building. He enlarged the liveable 
surface area of the rooms and placed 30 beds in 
them for 60 soldiers.2" The engineer also pro
posed a model for simple barracks units. He 
retained the large rooms of his first model, but did 

The engineer, being responsible for royal works, drew 
up the plans and oversaw the construction of several monu
mental buildings at Québec, such as the Intendant's Palace. 
He also acted as consultant for the religious communities. 
Chaussegros de Léry, 1726, negative. Public Archives of 
Canada; original. Archives nationales, France, Section 
Outre-Mer. 

not incorporate the passage permitting horizontal 
movement along the building. The rooms were 
divided in two by lengthwise walls.212 In 1737 
the engineer, who set out to innovate with his 
less-partitioned barracks, suggested a model for 
double barracks at Montréal that greatly facili
tated lengthwise movement. The model was 
closely related to the plan for officers' wings sug
gested by Vauban. 

206. For example, Chaussegros made the plan for the Saint-Simon 
house on Côte du Palais as well as that for the Montcalm house 
on Remparts Street. Marthe Lacombe and Norma Lee. Profil 
des maisons de la côte dit Palais, p. 21. 

207. The expression "corps de casernes" (translated as "barracks 
unit") is the one found in the documents; nevertheless, the 
expression "cellule élémentaire" (translated as "basic cell") as 
used by P. Truttman, op. cit., seems much more representa
t ive , s ince it gives a c leare r image of the b a r r a c k s ' 
compartmentalized dwelling units. 

208. Archives du Comité Technique du Génie. Paris. Fortifications, 
no. 4. Plan for barracks and officers' wing made by Vauban. 

209. Each room was to contain four beds to lodge 12 soldiers, with 
eight being in the room and four on duty. B.F. de Bélidor, op. 
cit.. Livre 4. pp. 73-5. 

210. According to P. Truttman, op. cit.. pp. 33. this plan remained 
the rule, almost without except ion, into the reign of 
Louis-Philippe. 

211. Each room corresponded to three of Vauban's rooms; they 
were vaulted and set in a row. 

212. PAC. MG18, K. 2, Chaussegros de Léry, "Traité de fortifica
tion, divisé en huit livres," pp. 329-40. 
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Barracks were created to improve military discipline in 
regular a rmies ; they served to lodge the soldiers , thus 
liberating the t o w n ' s inhabi tants from billeting. In 1679 
Vauban designed the first French bar racks and had them 

In his fortification t reat ise , the engineer Chaussegros de 
Léry proposed two models for building bar racks (simple and 
double) . In these s tandard plans the bar racks units had fewer 
p a r t i t i o n s , thus en larg ing the r o o m s ' living s p a c e and 

With his Nouvelles Casernes , built at 
Québec between 1749 and 1752, Chaussegros de 
Léry again showed a certain originality in the way 
he executed his plans for laying out the interior of 
the barracks. His plan was very different from the 
typical one for French barracks, for he broke 
away from the idea of dividing the cell with 
numerous partitions in the sense that he added a 
horizontal passageway to the barracks, thereby 
making it possible to move from one cell to 
another. Stairways were located at each end.213 

allowing freer communica t ion from one end of the building 
to the o ther . Chaussegros de Léry , Traité de fortifica
tion . . . . 1714. Public Archives of Canada . 

Although keeping four rooms to each basic cell, 
the engineer considerably increased the living 
space in the rooms in comparison with that of 
Vauban's model plan.214 Chimneys were set into 
all the transversal walls; the same chimney could 
hold several flues. Despite this, the rigours of the 
Canadian climate must have meant that the large 
rooms were quite cold. As well, the absence of 
dormer windows kept the attics from being used 
for living space, unlike French barracks.215 

215. Between 1790 and 1800. British engineers added dormer 
windows to the building to make the attics liveable. A. 
Charbonneau, "Profil structural des Nouvelles Casernes" in 
Le l'arc de l'Artillerie et les fortifications de Québec, Etudes 
historiques présentées éi l'occasion de la conférence des Socié
tés Savantes, Parcs Canada, 1976. pp. 13-16. 
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built according to a model plan. Although the barracks units 
were considered to be over-par t i t ioned, Vauban ' s model 
plan was the rule in the 18th century with little except ion. 
B .F . de Bélidor, La Science des Ingénieurs . . ., 1729. 

213. The lengthwise walls proposed for the simple barracks unit in 
his treatise disappeared completely. In the Nouvelles Casernes 
one room took up the entire width of the building. 

214. A typical room in Vauban's barracks unit had a surface area of 
396 square feet; that of Chaussegros' rooms in the Nouvelles 
Casernes was 532 square feet. 



Nevertheless , the engineer generally 
respected the principles of stylistic uniformity 
and simplicity as recommended in the standard 
plan. In designing the south facade of the Nou
velles Casernes, Chaussegros used several of the 
elements of classical architecture found in many 
French barracks: regular fenestration, string
courses, headers opposite the supporting walls 
and quoins at the corners, and a central avant-
corps. The building was long and narrow, with 
two floors in addition to the attic and the base
ment. It did not comprise barracks units only; the 
part to the east of the avant-corps was taken up 
by armouries, storerooms, prisons and guard
house. Although the layout of this part of the 
building was adapted to purposes other than bar
racking, the facade retained the simple, symmet
rical style of the rest of the building. If necessary, 
it would have been possible to set up some of the 
rooms in the east part of the building as barracks. 

To reduce costs as well as to meet defensive 
requirements, the engineer integrated his bar
racks with part of the curtain wall, having 17 cov
ered embrasures for medium-calibre cannons.216 

The building's vaulted basement and ground 
floor, its integration with the curtain wall and its 
proximity to a tenaille from which muskets could 
be fired were characteristics that it shared with 
bomb-proof siege barracks such as those found at 
Belfort and Montlouis. 

Some accused the engineer of going to 
extremes in all this work.217 But in the case of 
this building, with its great size and solidity, the 
influence of the Governor La Galissonière is 
probable. La Galissonière complained that the 
buildings being made were small and not very 
solid and recommended that the King's buildings 
be constructed according to certain criteria: 

2° de faire les batimens très solides et dans 
ce pays voûtés autant que cela se pourrait, 
ou du moins que les murs fussent disposés a 
recevoir des voûtes après le dépérissement 
des premiers planchers. 
3° de faire les desseins presque toujours plus 
grands que l'usage actuel qu'on en veut faire, 
mais de ne bâtir que ce qu 'on auroi t 
besoin . . ,218 

As in the case of projects for urban com
plexes, the engineer's attention in architectural 
matters went to both embellishing the town and 
organizing its space functionally. This preoccupa
tion was noticeable in his interventions in military 
architecture, as well as in civilian architecture, 
and expressed clearly the vision of those in 
authority concerning fortified towns. 

Québec has been viewed mainly as a town 
whose physical development took place accord
ing to the whims of fate, without any involvement 
in its planning on the part of the authorities. 
Bougainville wrote at the end of the French 
regime that the authorities had had "no concern" 
for enlarging and embellishing the towns of 
Québec and Montréal.219 Nevertheless, these 
towns had come into existence at a time when 
urban planning was just beginning in Europe. 
They had also known the century of Louis XIV, a 
period that saw increased state intervention in 
urban planning. Writers and historians have had a 
tendency to compare Québec to medieval towns 
in which a mountain separated the castle, the 
churches and monasteries from the commercial 
quarter with its winding, narrow streets. This is a 
contrived comparison, since it implies that the 
urban planning of new towns was associated only 
with the regular fortified towns that were created 
at the King's wishes in one operation. The art of 
town planning is considered to be limited to 
whole towns set up in this way. Although, 
according to Descartes, "il n'y a pas tant de per
fection dans les ouvrages composés de plusieurs 
pièces et faits de la main de divers maîtres, qu'en 
ceux auxquels un seul a travaillé,"220 the fact 
remains that art is present in each intervention. In 
Québec, during the French regime, several of 
these interventions were the work of military 
engineers. 

The first impression given by a study of 
urban planning in Québec is that it was character
ized by the abundance of projects elaborated for 
the whole town, both in Upper and Lower Town. 
It would be wrong to say that these kinds of proj
ects were primarily aesthetic, intended to embel
lish military plans for fortification. In fact, these 
urban development plans were precise proposals 
for reorganizing urban space. In the majority of 

216. André Charbonneau, Claudette Lacelle and Marc Lafrance, 
Evolution structurale du Parc de l'Artillerie et du bastion Saint-
Jean. Québec. 1749-1903. Travail inédit no. 128. Parcs Canada, 
1974. pp. 12-4. 

217. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 99:36-8v. Duquesne to the Minister, 15 
October 1753. 

218. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 91:206-7. La Galissonière to the Minister, 
17 October 1748. These instructions were part of the building 
program for the Benedictines of Saint-Maur. 

219. RAPO. 1923-24. p. 65. "Mémoire sur l'état de la Nouvelle-
France." Bougainville (1757). 

220. René Descartes, Discours de la méthode, Paris, édition 
Garnier-Flammarion, 1966, p. 41. Descartes concluded that it 
was "malaisé, en ne travaillant que sur les ouvrages d'autrui, 
de faire des choses accomplies." 
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The Nouvelles Casernes, constructed by Chaussegros 
de Léry in 1749-52, was a 525-foot-long building with four 
floors, including the basement and attic; it housed the Com
pagnies Franches de la Marine and the Troupes de Terre. 
The building was changed on several occasions under British 

rule and was used as lodgings by the Royal Artillery and as 
offices for the Ordnance. After 1871, it was converted into a 
cartridge factory to meet the Canadian army's need for 
ammunition. E.W. Durnford, 1823, Public Archives of 
Canada. 

cases, the grid of streets, squares and residential 
blocks that they put forward represented the best 
means of developing urban sectors according to 
established criteria. These criteria were definitely 
military, and they had been determined to allow 
each of the town's elements, whether human or 
physical, to fulfil its principal role. Throughout 
the projects, the rampart road continued to be of 
fundamental importance. Military sectors were 
almost always set up near the fortifications. 
Places of arms were organized in relation to 
defensive needs, but also for the convenience of 
the population. Considerable efforts were often 
made to establish an easily used link between the 
town's old and new street networks, without 
jeopardizing the smooth running of the fortress. 
With hardly an exception, the width of streets 
and the size of residential blocks complied with 
the criteria established by Vauban. This did not 
mean that the populat ion 's well-being was 
neglected. Proposals were made to limit the num
ber of buildings within the town walls; over
crowding structures was advised against. The 
military's interest in this matter was not con
cealed. Plans for extension and lot reallocation 
were in fact the consequence of fortifications pro
jects. The streets were laid out in relation to the 
enceinte's trace. On the one hand, it was neces
sary to plan streets that could be swept by gun
fire, and on the other, the place of arms was 
always used for assembling the garrison. 

Naturally the integration of military 
urbanism concepts is much more evident in some 
projects than in others. Villeneuve's projects and 
Beaucours' ideas proved to be much more rudi
mentary than those of Levasseur de Neré or 
Chaussegros de Léry. Levasseur and Chaus
segros' projects were also on a larger scale; along 
with Franquet, these men had a better under

standing of the importance of providing for not 
only the needs of the fortress, but also those of 
the town in relation to its future growth. 

Achievements were on a smaller scale than 
might be imagined from general plans such as 
those made by Chaussegros in 1716 and 1752. The 
fact remains that the contribution of the French 
engineers, both as planners and as creative agents 
in the urban areas of Québec, was of the utmost 
importance. In this respect, one needs only to 
mention the barracks sector set up by Chaus
segros de Léry in the Potasse Bastion and 
F r a n q u e t ' s a l ignments in 1753. As well, 
Chaussegros' accomplishments in the shipyards 
sector should not be ignored, nor those of most of 
the engineers in architecture. In this field, the cri
teria used to determine how buildings should be 
organized spatially were the same as those used 
for towns. In the case of the Nouvelles Casernes 
at least, functional planning marked the engi
neer's work. The engineers' achievements, of 
course, were only partial, but they reflected the 
French authorities' most sustained effort and 
most homogeneous approach in urban planning 
Québec. In this regard, the engineers at Québec 
were representative of the French corps of engi
neers. Most of their projects and accomplish
ments were well supported by documents and 
were imbued with the clarity required to elabo
rate rational concepts. Nothing brings this to 
mind more clearly than Levasseur de Neré's proj
ect of 1699. He worked out his proposal and pres
ented it according to the standards required by 
Vauban. He gave a detailed explanation of the 
fortification aspect and indicated clearly the pur
pose of the new installations. He established how 
much it would cost and suggested a financing pro
gram. Chaussegros de Léry 's observations 
should be considered along the same lines; he 
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studied the town's physical growth and tried to 
establish the rate at which its population 
increased. Only Beaucours' program appears to 
have been clearly inadequate, both on the level of 
good judgment and on that of military urban 
concepts. 

As far as the application of the engineers' 
programs is concerned, certain deficiencies 
related to the colonial context are evident. 
Although their role and objectives in questions of 
town planning were well defined, the engineers 
did not always have the means at their disposal to 
put their projects into effect. The problem of 
organization within the colony was not the only 
factor. This problem was at the root of some of 
the situations that were faced, but the engineers' 
lack of means to finish their projects is explained 
first and foremost by the decisions made by the 
mother country in reaction to various events. 
Unless the construction of the enceinte proposed 
by Chaussegros in 1716 was continued, urban 
extension was not feasible. The implementation 
of lot reallocation schemes remained incomplete 
because Beaucours' enceinte had to be retained. 
The most important projects could not be carried 
out unless they had the mother country's sup
port. This support emerged on some occasions, 
especially between 1702 and 1718, as well as after 
1752. At other times only the initiatives of the 
Governor, Intendant and engineer made it possi
ble to keep the town's growth under some con
trol. The measures that the Court asked for in 
1752 were more important than previously and 
allowed hopes for a sustained program to be 
entertained. However, this was brought to an end 
by the War of the Conquest. Taking into consid
eration the scope of the military engineers' inter
vention in the colony, it must be asked if their 
work was not essential to the development of its 
territory and the setting up of the colonial net
work of posts, boroughs and other towns. 
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Chapter 12 Military urbanism 
under the 
British regime 

AFTER the conquest, the context surround
ing the urban planning efforts of military 
engineers in Québec was unfavourable. 

During the second half of the 18th century, there 
were not nearly as many new towns founded in 
Europe as there had been in previous periods; 
more energy was devoted to transforming old 
towns.1 Military engineers played a lesser role in 
town planning in France, being replaced to a large 
extent by civil engineers, who took charge of 
preparing master plans for the physical develop
ment of a number of French towns, while at the 
same time laying out the best roads system in 
Europe. The case of Besançon illustrates this 
trend well. In 1668 Vauban proposed that some 
streets be widened, that new ones be opened up 
and that plans be made to lay out others across 
unoccupied land. In the middle of the 18th cen
tury, however, even though Vauban's ideas were 
used in some cases, Besançon's urban develop

ment plans were entrusted to the engineer of the 
civil engineering corps.2 Even in fortification, 
this was a period of stagnation for French military 
engineers. The numerous fortification treatises 
published often included principles of military 
town planning; but above all they revived the 
major achievements of the past and indulged in 
geometrical speculation that increased the num
ber of outworks.3 

In addition to the decline of military town 
planning in Europe during the second half of the 
18th century, it is important to note the British 
engineers' lack of traditions and the little they 
had accomplished in urban fortification. Up to 
the time of the Seven Years' War, their major 
achievements were related mostly to conducting 
sieges.4 Of course, they were responsible for the 
numerous forts and fortifications in England and 
some of its colonies, but several major achieve
ments in bastioned fortification in England had 

1. See Pierre Lavedan, Histoire de l'urbanisme, Renaissance et 
Temps modernes. pp. 417-56. 

2. Claude Fohlen, Histoire de Besançon. De Ici conquête française 
à nos joins, published under the direction of Claude Fohlen, 
Paris. Nouvelle Librairie de France. 1965, pp. 123 and 159. 

3. Colonel Rocolle. 2000 tins de fortification française, tome I. 
pp. 231-4. Their achievements were also more limited as far as 
new works were concerned. 

4. One need read only Whitworth Porter. History of the corps of 
Royal Engineers, chapters II to VII to note that from the 16"' 
century until the eve of the Seven Years' War. the British engi
neers' feats in sieges went far beyond their achievements in for
tifications construction. 
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been built by foreign engineers5 or elaborated fol
lowing their advice and plans.6 Italian and Dutch 
engineers had been employed frequently by the 
British Crown, and some, such as Bernard de 
Gomme, had even been appointed chief engi
neers. 

In view of the military engineering needs of 
the new acquisitions Gibraltar and Minorca, a 
regular corps of engineers was established after 
the Treaty of Utrecht.7 But during the Seven 
Years' War, the military authorities in the colo
nies reported that the engineering corps was inad
equate, and England was once again obliged to 
call on foreign engineers.8 

The British engineers' lack of experience in 
fortification was reflected in military town 
planning. The phenomenon of creating new stra
tegic towns was not very well known in England 
during the 16th and 17th centuries. Only the 
founding of Londonderry in Ireland in 1611 dem
onstrates an attempt to combine defence require
ments with a town-planning effort.9 It is in no 
way surprising that in British America contribu
tions in military town planning were rather lim
ited. In the 17th century, some towns, such as 
Charlestown and New Town, Massachusetts, and 
Windsor, Connecticut, were planned as fortified 
towns;10 but the vast majority of towns founded 
in the British colonies showed little evidence of 
military considerations. This trend became even 
more pronounced during the 18th century. Only 
Charleston, the capital of Carolina, which was 
the colony most favoured by Charles II, was 
founded in the spirit of a European-style fortified 
town. 

On the other hand, during the 18th century, 
British engineers became increasingly aware of 
French achievements in urban fortification, and 
their fortification treatises, such as the one writ
ten by John Muller in 1746, drew their inspiration 
from such accomplishments. Although they 
remained silent on military town-planning princi
ples, their plates illustrated model street grids. In 
1793, C.W. Rudyerd presented a grid on one of 
the plates of his treatise that was almost identical 

to that of Neuf-Brisach.11 Thus, although they 
were less advanced in fortification and town 
planning than their French and Dutch colleagues, 
British engineers nevertheless seemed to be 
somewhat aware of town-planning principles 
within the framework of urban defence at the 
beginning of the British regime in Québec. 

The Concepts and Achievements of the Québec 
Military in Town Planning 

The commissions of the first British Govern
ors in Québec show that the concept of the inter
dependence of fortifications and towns persisted 
as it had during the French regime. Governor 
Murray's commission stated: 

And we do hereby give and grant unto you 
full power and authority, by and with the 
advice and Consent of our said Council, to 
Erect, Raise and build in our said province, 
such and so many Forts, Platforms, Castles, 
Cities, Burroughs, Towns and Fortifications, 
as you, by the advice aforesaid, shall judge 
necessary.12 

These instructions even indicate that it was the 
mother country's intention that this concept be 
kept in mind whenever towns were founded in the 
colony.13 But, although the interdependence of 
towns and fortifications was recognized, nothing 
supports the assertion that there was a desire to 
see the planning of fortified towns conducted by 
military engineers. Moreover, most examples of 
the founding of towns with an important military 
role show that their planning was carried out sep
arately: the military engineers concerned them
selves with the fortifications, and the surveyors-
general with the grids of streets, squares and 
residential blocks. The founding of William 
Henry (Sorel) is an excellent example. 

After the departure of the American troops 
from Sorel, the British military advocated that 
important defensive works, and even a fortress, 
be built on this site. In fact, during the War of 
Independence, it ordered the construction of 
redoubts and barracks for more than 2,000 

5. For example, the new fortifications of Portsmouth, built 
between 1665 and 1685, were elaborated according to the plan of 
the Dutchman Bernard de Gomme. A.D. Saunders, Hampshire 
Coastal Defence Since the Introduction of Artillery, pp. 144-5. 

6. The construction of Berwick-upon-Tweed by Richard Lee, 
between 1560 and 1570, was influenced by the advice and plans 
of the Italian consultants Portinari and Aconcio. Lynn White. 
Jr., "Jacopo Aconcio as an Engineer," The American Historical 
Review, vol. 72, no. 2 (January 1967), pp. 435-9. 

7. Whitworth Porter, op. cit.. p. 139. 
8. See Douglas W. Marshall. "The British Engineers in America: 

1775-1783," Journal of the Society for Army Historical 
Research, vol. 51, no. 207, (Fall 1973), pp. 155-63; Stanley 
Pargellis (éd.). Military Affairs in North America 1748-1765, 

p. 241. Loudoun to Cumberland, 3 October 1756: pp. 277-8. 
Loudoun to Cumberland, 22 November 1756. 

9. John Reps, The Making of Urban America, pp. 12-3. 
10. Ibid., pp. 125-7 and 177. 

11. C.W. Rudyerd, Course of Fortification at the Royal Military 
Academy, as Established by his (trace the Duke of Richmond. 
Master General of his Majestys Ordnance . . ., 1793, plate 10. 

12. Adam Shortt and A.G. Doughty, Documents relating to the con
stitutional history of Canada, 1759-1791, Ottawa, King's 
Printer, 1921, part I. pp. 177-8, "Commission of Captain-
General & Governor in Chief of the Province of Quebec," 
28 November 1763. 

13. Ibid., p. 314, Instructions to Governor Carleton, 1768. 
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British military engineers took little part in drawing up 
town plans , even though these towns had a military role. In 
Sorel , despi te the provision for an imposing regular fortifica
tion and the col laborat ion of the surveyor-general and the 
chief engineer in drawing up the town plan, there was little 
effort to integrate the urban plan into the fortification sys
tem. Never the le s s , the checkerboard was similar to those 
found in for t resses . [G. Mann, 1787], Public Archives of 
Canada . 

soldiers.14 In 1781 the government bought the 
Sorel seigneurie for military purposes. As of 
1779, many Loyalists began settling on the 
seigneurie and in the little village.ls At the end of 
the war, with the departure of the German troops 
under Riedesel in 1783, the barracks were 
repaired to house the Loyalists, whose numbers 
were increasing daily.16 Dorchester, who was 
back in Québec as Governor in 1786, was 
instructed to look after subdividing the seigneurie 
for the Loyalists and granting them land.17 As for 
the new town, William Henry, which was to be 
founded at this spot, the chief engineer and the 
surveyor-general drew up a plan of the defensive 
works and the network of streets and residential 
blocks.18 

The part played by the engineer in planning 
the town has not been clearly established. A plan 
drawn up by Gother Mann in 1787 proposed a 
regular fortress: a series of bastion-shaped 
redoubts that could be linked by curtain walls to 
enclose the new town. A five-bastioned fort 
located outside the town provided it with protec

tion. The town plan was a very regular checker
board, one of whose squares, located in the cen
tre, was to serve as a place of arms. The streets 
entered it at the corners. In its broad outlines and 
even in some details (size of the place of arms in 
comparison with the town grid), the plan of 
William Henry resembled the grid plans of for
tresses. Nevertheless, the absence of a rampart 
road makes it impossible to assess the effort to 
integrate this urban plan into the fortification sys
tem. It is evident, however, that the town plan 
did not take into consideration all the require
ments of the defence system. 

Elsewhere, military town planning played an 
even lesser role. In Upper Canada, for example, 
the Governor recommended in 1789 that a model 
plan be uniformly adopted for all towns that were 
to be established in the townships. This model 
was similar to those plans of towns or rural vil
lages with land set aside for a common, a glebe, 
market places and public squares. There was a 
direct relationship between the layout of the 
town's network of streets and residential blocks 
and the township's roads system and the layout 
of its lots. The crown reserves, which were us
able for military purposes, were located through
out the township and in the sector immediately 
surrounding the town common. These reserves 
did not allow continuous lines of fortification to 
be built, however.19 

If the engineers took no part in drawing up 
urban plans when such towns as William Henry 
were founded, one cannot expect that their 
accomplishments in military urbanism in Québec 
were very important, especially since the town 
already had a permanent masonry enceinte. In 
fact, their contributions in military town planning 
in Québec amounted to very little. They verified 
the general plan of the town drawn up by the 
surveyor-general,20 examined street alignments 
laid out by the roads inspector,21 laid out a few 
new ones and opened up a small number of 
streets.22 These measures were taken for strictly 
military purposes, however, without any concern 
for the convenience of the population. 

14. BM. Add. MSS 21796, fol. 1, St-Léger to Haldimand, 27 Octo
ber 1778; Add. MSS 21814. pp. 84-6. Twiss to Haldimand, 
9 November 1778. 

15. Ibid.. Add. MSS 21814, fol. 120. Clarke to Haldimand. 2 March 
1779. 

16. Ibid.. Add. MSS 21798. fol. 331, Riedesel to Haldimand. 3 July 
1783. 

17. A. Shortt and A.G. Doughty, op. cit.. part II. p. 831, Instruc
tions to Dorchester. 1786. 

18. PRO, C O . 42/58, fol. 196-8, "Report of the Committee concern
ing the New Town of Sorel now called William Henry," 15 Octo
ber 1787. 

19. PRO, C O . 42/67, ff. 212-4, "Calculation for a Town and Town
ship of nine miles in front by twelve miles in depth proposed to 
be situated on a river or lake"; ff. 216-7. "Calculation for an 
Inland Town and Township often miles square." 17 February 
1789. The plan of York, now Toronto, conformed to this model. 
PRO. C O . 42/70, fol. 41, Report by G. Mann, 6 December 1788. 

20. ANQQ. AP-G/254. J. Thompson's journal, 18 May 1786. 
21. PAC RG4, A. 1, vol. 65, pp. 20977-80. Report on the alignment 

of a piece of land by John Coffin, 29 August 1797. 
22. PAC RG4. A, 1, vol. 25, p. 8337, February 1783; BM, Add. 

MSS 21885, ff. 227-8, 17 May 1784. 
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The engineers did not propose any general 
subdivision or street grid plan for Saint-Jean Sub
urb at the end of the 18th century, despite the 
suburb's rapid expansion and the risk that it 
would extend onto land needed for defence. For a 
period of almost 30 years, they even hindered all 
the steps taken by the civil authorities to draw up 
such an extension plan for the town.23 Only in 
1823, at the specific request of the justices of the 
peace and following a government order,24 did 
the engineers collaborate with the roads inspector 
and the surveyor-general in elaborating a general 
plan of the town. On that occasion, the justices of 
the peace sought to ensure that the engineers 
would assist in the designation of sectors needed 
for defence. The magistrates appealed to their 
traditions in town planning, at least in the cities of 
Europe: " . . . inasmuch as the knowledge or 
experience of the proper military officers and of 
the Surveyor General respecting the reserving of 
open spaces in European Cities for public pur
poses would be beneficial on this occasion . . ."25 

It wasn't until 1833 that a general plan of the city 
was finally drawn up on the occasion of the city's 
incorporation. The engineers' contribution in 
preparing this plan is not clear, and the plan does 
not reveal any concepts of military town 
planning. Only in the plans of some of the city's 
complexes is there evidence of British engineers' 
concepts in town planning. 

/. Military Complexes 
The British engineers laid out a few urban 

complexes in Québec, most of which were a 
strictly military type. Within them, sectors can be 
distinguished that had no buildings in their lay
out, such as parade or drill grounds, and also 
those that included military buildings. In the first 
case, the engineers' activities involved levelling 
the land, fencing it, and laying out pathways. The 
Esplanade, which was laid out between 1779 and 
1783 at the time of the temporary citadel's con
struction, was undoubtedly their major accom
plishment. The overseer James Thompson wrote 
in his journal in 1784 that the Esplanade, " . . . 
cost Government much labour and expence in 
Blowing down Rocks, filling up quarry Pits and 
levelling the place for public utility."26 The 

landscaping of the Esplanade was simply a large 
piece of fenced land planted with grass, dotted 
with a few trees and intersected with pathways. 

The layouts of complexes prepared by the 
French engineers during the 18th century were 
characterized by a strictness of the arrangement 
of their buildings, especially in the case of cita
dels. This tendency was not very evident in the 
projects of British engineers, at least not in 
Durnford's Citadel, which was their major 
accomplishment in Québec. In the 18th century, 
the interior buildings of citadels were generally 
arranged according to an orthogonal plan laid out 
around a rectangular court.27 In the Québec Cita
del, the desire to obtain a symmetrical court or 
place of arms was secondary.28 Indeed, in 1819 
two storehouses along the curtain wall between 
the Dalhousie and Cape Diamond bastions and 
officers' quarters along the top of the cliff were 
added to the existing structures by the engineer 
Durnford.29 On his 1831 plan, Durnford pro
posed that three additional storehouses be built; 
the sites chosen for these structures determined 
the shape of the place of arms, and thus it was 
very large in relation to the size of the Citadel. On 
the whole, defence requirements seem to have 
dictated the layout. In this sense, it may be noted 
that three buildings were concentrated in a row 
along the west curtain wall, which was the front 
most exposed to fire during a siege. On the other 
hand, the concentration of buildings in the south
west sector somewhat congested the approach to 
the Cape Diamond Bastion. The engineers were 
not concerned that the complex maintain a spe
cific shape. In the second half of the 19th century, 
a shot yard encroached upon the place of arms. In 
addition, new buildings were erected that 
obstructed passage to the King's Bastion. 

Elsewhere in the city, the engineers were at 
work creating new military complexes, such as 
that of the Royal Engineers' Yard and the St. 
Louis Bastion, or transforming others, such as 
those of Artillery Park and the Jesuit Barracks. 
On the outskirts of the city, complexes such as 
the Cavalry Barracks and the commanding engi
neer's quarters were far more integrated into a 
rural environment. Although the construction 

23. For an examination of this subject, see Chapter 13, "The urban 
program of the British enginneers." 

24. PAC. RG8, I, vol. 600. p. 179, A.Q. Cochran to the justices of 
the peace. 10 September 1823. 

23. Ibid., p. 177. Special Session of the Peace. 27 August 1823. 
26. ANQQ. AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal, 23 October 1784. The 

other complexes of this type were found particularly outside the 
western rampart, along Grande Allée. They comprised the 
racetrack and drill ground west of the towers and the cricket 
ground in front of St. Louis Gate. 

27. The citadels of Arras. Saint-Martin-de-Ré and Hâvre-de-Grace 
are good examples of this standard plan. This is also the case of 
Chaussegros de Léry's citadel project, even though its polygon 
was irregular. 

28. The plan for the construction of the Citadel has not been found, 
but we can deduce its interior layout from the complex proposed 
by Durnford in 183 1. 

29. The structures referred to here are the Cape Diamond Redoubt, 
the powder magazine built by Chaussegros de Léry and the pow
der magazine built by Gother Mann. 
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Esplanades separated citadels from the town's houses 
to create the open space essential to the citadel's protection 
if the town were overtaken during a revolt. The Esplanade 
also played the role of a place of arms, serving as an area for 
exercises and the assembly of troops. It is only from this 
viewpoint that the Esplanade of Québec, which was laid out 

between 1779 and 1783, may be considered to have been 
properly named, since it did not separate the Citadel from 
the city. J.P. Cockburn, 1829, Royal Ontario Museum. H.W. 
Bayfield, circa 1840, Pictures Division, Public Archives of 
Canada (C-10527). 

work in the city was important, the complexes 
were dealt with in a very rudimentary fashion. 
Their purpose was primarily a functional one, and 
they were elaborated according to necessity and 
without previous planning. Even though most of 

these complexes had been designated and erected 
by the 18th century, their functions, and thus 
their layouts, were for the most part greatly 
modified subsequently in accordance with the 
garrison's needs. 
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Judging from the large place of arms in the Québec Cita
del, symmetry was a secondary objective. Even though the 
layout of the buildings more or less followed the alignment of 

As can be seen from this plan of Artillery Park in 1852, 
the layout of the complex favoured the officers much more 
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the curtain walls, the shape of the place of arms was irregu
lar. E.W. Durnford, 1831, Public Archives of Canada. 

than the private soldiers. C. Sheatfield and R. Pilkington, 
1852, Public Record Office, London. 



The Royal Engineers' Yard and the St. Louis Bastion 
formed a military complex that was developed during the 
18,h and 19"' centuries. The complex, with its offices, work
shops, storehouses and barracks, served the engineers and 
the sappers and miners. The layout of the buildings does not 
demonstrate any particular order: it was worked out accord
ing to necessity and without previous planning. M. Chaplin. 
1840, Pictures Division, Public Archives of Canada (C-853), 
and G. Nicolls, 1816, Public Archives of Canada. 
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The Royal Engineers' Yard-St. Louis Bas
tion complex actually comprised two sectors. 
The first, the Royal Engineers' Yard, was laid out 
in the 18lh century when the temporary citadel 
was being built. At the end of the 18lh century, 
storehouses, a forge and a carpenters' workshop 
were found in this sector.30 No symmetry is evi
dent in the arrangement of the buildings: some 
lined the fence, whereas others were scattered 
about the yard. After the War of 1812, major 
changes were made in this sector. New work
shops (wheelwright) were built, and in 1816 the 
offices and drafting rooms of the royal engineers 
were installed.31 Facing Saint-Louis Street, 
these new buildings dominated the sector from 
this time forward. The second component of the 
complex was also integrated into the area: it was 
known as the Splinter Proof Barracks and was 
built in the gorge of the St. Louis Bastion 
between 1808 and 181432 for lodging the sappers 
and miners. Parts of the barracks were even 
appropriated for accommodating civilians 
employed by the engineering department.33 

The counterpart of this complex created for 
the engineers was erected for the artillery in the 
barracks sector designed by Chaussegros de 
Léry. Like the Royal Engineers' Yard, this com
plex, which is now known as Artillery Park, 
consisted of two sectors: the barracks and the 
Ordnance offices. The engineers made only 
minor changes by building additional structures. 
The arrangement of these structures and the 
landscaping of the complex, however, was 
related to a desire to keep the officers separate 
from the soldiers.34 Most of the troops were 
housed in the Jesuit Barracks.35 Here, the com
plex was elaborated by the military at the 
expense of the Jesuits' gardens and orchards, 
which disappeared in the first quarter of the 
19th century. The additional structures that the 
engineers integrated into this complex from 1816 
onward were distributed for the most part over its 
western end to keep a large area available for 
exercises. The organization of this sector was 
determined in relation to the housing and provi
sioning of a large number of soldiers. 

The other military complexes in Québec 
were smaller; they comprised the King's Wharf in 
Lower Town and the commissariat, the officers' 
quarters and the military hospital on Saint-Louis 
Street. The hospital was founded around 1811 
when the military bought a building on Saint-
Louis Street for lodging officers.36 The construc
tion of a military hospital and auxiliary structures 
was initiated in its courtyard at the same time.37 

Several King's wharfs must be distinguished: a 
first one near the Intendant's Palace, which was 
integrated along with the garrison's fuel-yard into 
a mixed complex (military-civilian); a second one 
at the foot of Cape Diamond, designed at the 
same time as the inclined plane for the construc
tion of the Citadel; and a third in the Cul-de-Sac, 
established for provisioning the garrison. These 
harbour complexes have a rather limited interest 
from the viewpoint of a comprehensive study. 
They were the sites of large storehouses, the 
most important of which was located in the Cul-
de-Sac and was built in 1819-20.38 

2. Mixed Complexes 
In Québec, the engineers played almost no 

role in planning areas of a non-military nature. 
They did participate, however, in two kinds of 
mixed projects, the first of which was part of a 
proposal to subdivide some of their urban hold
ings. In such instances, the development plans, 
which were very rudimentary, were solely profit-
oriented. These profits could be considerable, 
and the military did not overlook them when it 
disposed of its holdings that were no longer of 
use. In 1818-21 in Montréal, for example, when 
the decision was made to move military store
houses, barracks and hospitals onto St. Helen's 
Island,39 the engineer Henderson elaborated a 
plan for subdividing the city's military land. He 
evaluated the sale of over 73 lots at 34,500 
pounds, which would supposedly allow the mili
tary to defray the entire cost of the construction 
work to be carried out on St. Helen's Island.40 In 
1867 the engineer Gallwey made a similar pro
posal in Québec within the framework of his proj
ect for a new enceinte. The engineer did not over
look economic aspects, for he specified that: 

30. PAC. RG8, I, vol. 1147, p. 57. 24 July 1799. 
31. PRO. W.O. 55/860. ff. 189-94. "abs t rac t of s e rv i ce s , " 

18 November 1816. 
32. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 338, p. 239, "return of artificers." 17 Decem

ber 1814. 
33. Ibid., vol. 1255. p. 77. Letter from Bowles, 14 December 1819. 
34. On the subject of Artillery Park, see André Charbonneau, Clau

dette Lacelle and Marc Lafrance, Évolution structurale du Parc 
de l'Artillerie et du bastion Saint-Jean, Québec, passim. 

35. PAC. RG8. II, vol. 6-2. "Commissioners report 1825." The old 
Jesuits' College could lodge 1,350 soldiers at the time. 

36. A.J.H. Richardson. "Guide to the architecturally and historic
ally most significant buildings in the old city of Q u e b e c . . . , " 

Bulletin of the Association for Preservation Technology, vol. 2. 
no. 3-4 (1970), p. 30. 

37. PAC. RG8, I. vol. 514, pp. 246-50. 8 October 1811: vol. 1706. 
pp. 154-6, Report by Bruyères, 24 September 1811; vol. 412. 
p. 141. "return of services performed," 1 June 1822. 

38. PRO. W.O. 55/861, fol. 292. "Annual return." 25 October 1819; 
PAC. RG8, I, vol. 407, p. 86. Durnford to Darling, 18 July 1820. 

39. PRO, C O . 42/179. ff. 114-5. Richmond to Bathurst, 5 November 
1818. 

40. PAC. MG24. A, 12. vol. 3. part 3, Dalhousie to Harrison. 
21 November 1820; vol. 4. part 1. Harrison to Dalhousie, 
28 April 1821. 
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Even though the soldiers lived in the old Jesuits' College 
shortly after Québec was taken, the Jesuit Barracks complex 
was not formed until the 19th century. As can be seen in this 
illustration from the end of the British regime, the complex 
included 1) a guardhouse, 2) a gunsmith's workshop, 3) the 

barracks department offices. 4) the commissariat's bakery, 
5) an enginehouse, 6) storehouses, 7) barracks. 8) a parade 
around. 9) a wood-yard and 10) a ball court. L'Opinion 
Publique, 1870. 

. . . it is to be remembered however that 
these lots would not sell if forced upon the 
market at one and the same time owing 
chiefly to the sluggish state of trade and com
merce in Quebec and it would be sometime 
therefore before we could realize the value of 
the whole of the ground in question and for 
this reason it is difficult to calculate its 
approximate value.41 

Gallwey also proposed that the Jesuit Barracks 
be transferred to the provincial government on 
the condition that it build barracks on the aban
doned land following the demolition of the city's 
enceinte. 

Not all of the urban subdivision projects 
were so large-scale. More attention should be 
given to the project for the Palace Wood-Yard, 
since the development plans have been pre
served. The advantages of reorganizing the 
wood-yard's land became apparent as of the 
years 1816-21 and were undoubtedly related to 

the extension of Saint-Paul Street towards the 
bank of the St. Charles River. In 1819 Durnford 
proposed that a hospital be built and in 1821 that 
new streets be opened up and the King's Wharf 
extended.42 The wharf was to be extended from 
Saint-Paul Street up to the dike on the St. Charles 
River, and the land reclaimed from the river 
would serve in part for the garrison's fuel-yard. 
The old Palace Wood-Yard, which was no longer 
in use at the time, was given over to subdi
vision,43 and the money from the sale of these 
lots was to compensate for the cost of buying the 
Villeray fief.44 Durnford divided the wood-yard 
into three blocks, which were crossed by two 
streets and which comprised between 16 and 18 
plots of land intended to be allotted. This arrang
ement formed an extension of the checkerboard 
of Saint-Roch Suburb and fell into alignment with 
Saint-Vallier, Des Prairies, Sainte-Marguerite 
and Saint-Paul-Des-Fossés streets. Between 1820 

41. PAC. RG8. II. vol. 29. pp. 4-6, Report by Lieutenant-Colonel 
Gallwey. 27 April 1867. 

42. E.H. Dahl et al.. Lu ville de Québec. 1800-1850: un inventaire de 
cartes et plans, p. 113. 

43. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 81, p. 14. Report by Durnford, 1823. 
44. Ibid., vol. 1254. pp. 14-5. Maitland to Bathurst. 15 September 

1819. 
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The military served as civil town planners on occasion, 
such as when land that was no longer in use was sold. The 
project for subdividing the Palace Wood-Yard illustrates a 

very rudimentary set-up that was developed primarily for 
profit. E .W. Durnford. 1823, Public Archives of Canada . 

and 1822, several lots fronting on Saint-Vallier 
Street were sold to private individuals.45 

Subsequently, even though the plans seem to 
indicate that the project was still in existence, no 
mention was made of additional sales. Then in 
1829, since the project for extending the King's 
Wharf was still in abeyance, the military decided 
to recover the land that had already been sold in 
the vicinity of the wood-yard to make the wharfs 
extension possible.46 The sale of the King's 
Wharf in 1831 for building the Saint-Paul Market, 
however, definitively brought the project for 
subdividing the wood-yard to an end.47 

A second type of mixed project resembled 
the achievements of the French engineers in the 
18th century: the reorganization of places of 
arms. In 1798, at the Governor's request, the 
engineering department in Québec prepared plans 
and estimates for building courthouses and pris

ons throughout Lower Canada.48 Around the 
same time, following pressure from the Anglican 
Bishop of Québec and the Archbishop of 
Canterbury,49 the mother country ordered that 
an Anglican cathedral be built on the site of the 
Récollets' old church and monastery.50 Two sep
arate commissions were appointed to see to the 
construction of the Québec Courthouse and the 
new church; however, the work was to be 
co-ordinated by the military engineering depart
ment within the framework of a project for 
enlarging the Place d'Armes. A plan proposed by 
Captain Hall in 1799 for enlarging the square 
brought its west side into alignment with the pro
longation of Du Trésor Street.51 The work was 
carried out between 1799 and 1804, with the mili
tary taking a direct part in the construction of the 
Courthouse and the Anglican Church52 and in the 
surveying and new alignment of the Place 

43. Ibid., vol. 76. pp. 89-90, Jebb to Bowles. 16 May 1820; vol. 413. 
pp. 74-3. Durnford to Darling. 29 July 1822. 

46. Ibid., vol. 601, pp. 124-3. Routh to Couper. 16 February 1829. 
47. PRO. W.O. 33/868. ff. 4-3. Byham to Bryce, 12 January 1831. 
48. PAC. RG4. A. I. vol. 66. pp. 21156-7. Mann to Ryland. 15 March 

1798: RG7. G. 15. C. vol. 6. p. 45. Ryland to Mann. 20 March 
1798. 

49. PRO. C O . 42/109. ff. 388-9. The Archbishop of Canterbury to 
Portland. 2 February 1797. 

50. Ibid.. 112. ff. 180-2. Portland to Milnes. 24 July 1799. The Récol
lets' Church and Monastery on the Place d'Armes burned down 
in 1796. The last superior accepted a pension for life, and when 
he died the property was transferred to the government. Ibid.. 
107. fol. 171, Prescott to Portland. 9 September 1796. 

51. PAC. RG4. A. 1, vol. 69. pp. 21919-21. W. Hall to the commis
sioners responsible for building the Courthouse. 24 August 1799. 

52. A.J.H. Richardson, op. cit.. p. 35. 
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The reorganization and enlargement of the Place 
d'Armes according to the plan drawn up by the artilleryman 
Hall was one of the military's major accomplishments in civil 
town planning. The square was enlarged by realigning its 
west side with the prolongation of Du Trésor Street. The 
newly built Courthouse and Anglican Cathedral, located on 
the site of the Récollets' old monastery and church, com
pleted the project. The military was directly involved in the 
planning and construction of these buildings. (W. Hall, 1799) 
and S. Stretton, circa 1805, Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada (C-30607). 

d'Armes. Governor Milnes would even praise 
Captain Robe for the care with which he had 
supervised the work.53 

The reorganization of the Place d'Armes 
illustrates well the role of the military engineer as 
an architect. The architectural traditions of the 
French engineers were thus continued. In 1797 
Governor Prescott replied to London that the 
services of an architect were not required, since 
the military engineer answered all construction 
needs.54 In his capacity as a civil engineer-
architect, the military engineer carried out many 
projects at the request of the Governor or the 
Lieutenant-Governor.55 In Québec, apart from 
the buildings already mentioned on the Place 

53. PRO, CO. 42/121, ff. 102-3, Milnes to Hobart, 25 May 1803. 
54. PAC. MG23, G, II, 17, Series 2. volume I, pp. 763-4, Prescott to 

Delaney, 14 August 1797. 
55. PRO, CO. 42/167, ff. 113-4, Sherbrooke to Bathurst, 16 August 

1816. On the other hand, additional pay was sometimes 
requested for carrying out these projects. See PRO, CO. 42/167, 
fol. 31, Nicollsto Hall, 22 May 1816; fol. 33, Romilly to Nicolls, 
16 May 1816. 
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d'Armes, the military took part in building the 
Château Haldimand and in reconstructing the 
Château St. Louis. Elsewhere, the military did 
repair work on the General Hospital in 1785,56 

and the Bishop's Palace, which was partially con
verted into rooms for the sessions of the House of 
Assembly, in 1792.57 In addition, it participated 
in elaborating the plans for the layout and con
struction of the Upper Town Market in 1806.58 

The achievements of the British engineers in 
classical military urbanism are eclipsed totally by 
those of the French of the previous regime. Even 
taking into account their architectural contribu
tions and their involvement in reorganizing the 
Place d'Armes, they seldom took part in planning 
the spatial organization of non-military sectors. 
In addition, their concern for public convenience 
was limited. 

The British engineers did not adhere to the 
principle of strictly organized layouts in building 
military complexes. At first glance, the plans of 
these areas reflect a lack of organization. This is 
partly explained by the engineers' limited interest 
in the formal style, which lost its influence in 
England during the 18th century. Their layouts 
were also somewhat advantageous, however, not 
with a view to grandiose schemes, but in relation 
to specific roles and often immediate uses. They 
were functional and were elaborated according to 
necessity, with no strict pre-established planning. 
This explains the increase in the number of auxil
iary structures needed for various tasks and serv
ices — offices, workshops, sheds and store
houses, fuel-yards, recreation and drill grounds 
— in the appropriate areas of all these complexes. 

Without following the example of French 
urbanists, who at the end of the 18th century dis
regarded some elements to discern a functional 
logic in the apparen t d i sorder of urban 
quarters,59 and without crediting the engineers 
with the knowledge of a functionalist doctrine, a 
relationship of necessity must nevertheless be 
seen between form and function in the balance 
between the built-up areas and open spaces of the 
military complexes of the 19lh century. 

During almost the entire British period, the 
military distrusted the people of Québec, and this 
attitude was expressed in the way in which its 
military complexes occupied the city. The French 
had already chosen the Potasse Bastion sector 
(Artillery Park) for defending the fortress; the 
British artillery would live in this sector. The 
Esplanade greatly enlarged the fortification inside 
the city. This sector, which was reserved for mili
tary exercises , created a greater distance 
between the walled-in part of the city and the 
rampart. The rampart road and the powder maga
zine and storehouse sites were located along the 
fortification walls. But, in addition, almost the 
entire sector of the city south of Grande Allée 
was occupied by the Citadel and the adjacent mil
itary complexes and land. The Citadel on the 
heights was a safe refuge from any eventuality. 
With the fortification completely controlled, the 
military installed itself in the very heart of the 
city; the Jesuits' College and land was converted 
into a barracks sector and sometimes lodged 
1,000 soldiers. The garrison was isolated from the 
population, but in a way that made the soldiers 
more present than ever before. 

56. ANQQ. AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal, 9 September 1785. 
57. PAC. RG4, A, 1, vol. 54, pp. 17758-60, Report by the advisory 

committee, 20 September 1792. 

58. E.H. Dahl et al., op. cit., pp. 78-80. 
59. See Jean-Claude Perrot, Genèse d'une ville moderne. Caen au 

XVIII'' siècle, Paris, La Haye, Mouton & Co. et École des Hau
tes Études en Sciences Sociales, 1975, pp. 640-3. 
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The French engineers concentrated military complexes 
along the fortifications to facilitate the military's activities on 
the ramparts by separating the soldiers from the population. 
Conversely, as illustrated by this plan, the British engineers 

laid out their complexes in almost all parts of the city. In this 
way, the population was more aware of their presence. J. 
Oldfield, 1840-42, Public Archives of Canada. 
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The first decades of the 19th century represented a 
major period of growth for the garrison and a time of 
repeated demands for buildings in which the military could 
live and carry out its various activities. Such was the case of 
the Garrison Hospital built in 1811 and of the storehouse in 
the Cul-de-Sac erected a few years later. These two build
ings presented elements of classical architecture in the 
windows and their hierarchical organization from bottom to 
top to create an impression of height. The central part of the 
storehouse, which gave access to an interior court, pre
sented an architecture whose decorative elements were 
almost identical to those of the interior facade of Dalhousie 
Gate at the Citadel. Contrary to practice, the facade of the 
Garrison Hospital had no main entrance in the centre of the 
building. The doors were located on each side near the 
wings, an arrangement corresponding to the interior layout 
that divided the hospital into two separate parts. Rooms for 
patients and an operating theatre were located in each part; 
rooms for the morgue and the surgeons' living quarters and 
offices were located in the wings. E.W. Durnford, 1823, Pub
lic Archives of Canada. 



Defilement 

1. «Le corps de la place vu de la campagne» 
2-3. Arrangement of the rampart, ravelin, counterguard and glacis 

on the west front of the Citadel 
4. Ramparts and outworks facing the city 

(Photographs by D. Chamard. 1978. Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 13 The urban program 
of the 
British engineers 

ONE of the military engineers' primary 
objectives was the preservation of the 
town as a fortress.1 To achieve this, they 

undertook the reconnaissance of the fortress, 
which enabled them to identify the measures that 
had to be taken for its preservation. From this an 
urban program developed that might be described 
as a series of steps to be undertaken to attain a 
specific urban objective: the town as a utilitarian 
entity in the lives of its inhabitants was not to 
jeopardize the fortress' operation. In this sense, 
the surveys conducted by the French engineers 
were part of the reconnaissance of the fortress. 
Their urban program found expression in lot 
reallocation and extension plans, which were 
drawn up within the framework of fortification 
projects. Such plans favoured the laying out of 
non aedificandi zones, or sectors free of any con
struction capable of jeopardizing the tactical 
operation of the fortress. 

It should be recalled that this type of pro
gram, which was based on classical military 
urbanism, was not favoured by the British engi
neers in Québec. On the other hand, during the 

19th century in particular, they often sought 
determinedly to create this non aedificandi zone 
at the expense of suburbs that were already 
established and in the process of expanding. As 
the plans from the 19lh century show, it was 
between the years 1820 and 1850 in particular that 
the city was completely surrounded by military 
land. Was this the outcome of a definite urban 
program realized partially by the acquisition of 
numerous tracts of land? 

Before broaching this question, it would be 
best to study the phenomenon of the reconnais
sance of the fortress and to see how it was per
ceived and applied by the British engineers in 
Québec during the 19th century. The principle of 
the non aedificandi zone, which the British con
sidered fundamental during the 19th century, 
would then be better understood. By then 
evaluating the traditions and accomplishments of 
the French engineers on the eve of the conquest, 
it would be possible to see whether the context 
was favourable to the continuation of their pro
gram by the British. It should also be established 
whether the urban growth situation that faced the 

1. By "preservation," we do not mean only the maintenance of the 
fortification walls. As stated, it was important to protect the 
town in its capacity of fortress, and the objective was strategic. 

Thus Briquet included an article on the prohibition of suburbs in 
his code to ensure that a fortress' "fortifications" would be pre
served. Pierre de Briquet, op. cit.. titre CI, art. Ill, p. 337. 
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British engineers at the end of the 18th century 
explains their determination to create a non 
aedificandi zone during the 19th century. These 
considerations would make it possible to under
stand more fully the scope and orientation of their 
urban program, aimed at appropriating land 
needed for defence, as it was implemented during 
the first half of the 19th century. 

The Reconnaissance of the Québec Fortress at 
the End of the 18th Century 

The reconnaissance of a fortress was con
stant and generally invariable. The Governor of a 
fortress and its engineers always had to be vigi
lant, in times of peace and war alike. They had to 
consider the garrison's strength, regulate its 
activities, and make sure that it was supplied with 
food, ammunition and armaments. In security 
measures, they were not only concerned with 
questions of flanking and the solidity of works, or 
with high ground and enfilade situations; they 
also studied the correlations between the street 
network, the buildings and the fortifications, and 
examined aqueduct and drainage systems and 
storehouses and cisterns. They tried to control all 
the entrances to the town and ensured that the 
outworks and the areas around the fortification 
were free of all structures that could obstruct the 
field of fire of the fortress' guns.2 

If the reconnaissance of the Québec fortress 
throughout its entire period of military activity 
were made a specific research goal, it would 
undoubtedly explain to some extent some of the 
decisions made and the steps taken with regard to 
the fortress. On the other hand, such a study 
would be very tedious and would reveal very lit
tle new information about this activity, since as a 
process it evolved only slightly during the 18th 

and 19th centuries. 
It is especially at the end of the 18th century 

that the reconnaissance of the Québec fortress 
merits study. As well as illustrating the details of 
this phenomenon, such a study is important in the 
political and military context and helps to explain 
the urban program developed by the military 
engineers during the 19th century. In addition, it 
provides a better understanding of this program's 
social consequences and is a prerequisite for 
appreciating the constraints and obligations 
related to life within a fortress. 

After the fall of Montréal, Governor Murray 
and his engineers undertook the reconnaissance 
of the Québec fortress. Taking into account the 
site's topography, extent and situation, as well as 

Within the framework of the reconnaissance of the for
tress, the British engineers complained that a part of the gar
rison was lodged outside the enceinte in the Intendant's Pal
ace. In the event of a siege, a well-informed enemy could 
take advantage of this separation, since it was very difficult 
to reach Upper Town from the Intendant's Palace through 
Palace Gate. J. Marr, 1771, William Clements Library, Uni
versity of Michigan. 

the solidity and the layout of existing defensive 
works, they concluded that a citadel was essen
tial to preserving the fortress.3 Such a recom
mendation is not at all surprising. The conquest 
of New France inevitably involved the presence 
of an army of occupat ion, which naturally 
regarded the local population with suspicion. 
Special precautions were necessary for a con
quered fortress, and they usually found expres
sion in the strengthening of the fortifications and 
especially in the construction of a citadel. In this 
respect, Murray and his engineers followed the 
recommendations of theorists such as John 
Muller: a citadel commanded a certain respect 
mixed with fear from the population of a con
quered town and thus prevented attempts at 
insurrection.4 Moreover, a citadel met all a for
tress' needs, both because of its solidity and 
defensive efficiency and because of the space 
provided by its buildings for storage and the 
accommodation of troops. 

Following other reconnaissances of the for
tress, Governor Carleton and most of the engi
neers in Québec during the second half of the 
18th century repeated the recommendations 
made by Murray. These resulted in only a pro
gram of half-way measures, however. 

As of 1763, in anticipation of building a cita
del, Governor Murray began appropriating the 
necessary land on the Cape Diamond heights. 

2. To understand all the particulars of the recommendations made 
to the governors of fortresses on this subject, see Aide-Mémoire 
to the Military Sciences, parts D,E,F, 1846, pp. 254-5. 

3. PAC, MG8, E, 1, "Report on the Government of Quebec and 
dependencies thereof," 1762. 

4. John Muller, A Treatise Containing the Elementary Part of For
tification, Regular and Irregular, 1746, pp. 187-8. 
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Although it seemed evident to the Québec mili
tary that the town was in need of a citadel, 
London alone could make the final decision. 
While awaiting this decision, the Québec author
ities could only prohibit the construction of 
houses on the land set aside for the citadel and 
make the most urgent repairs to the existing 
fortifications.5 

The decision to postpone the construction of 
a citadel raised serious questions about lodging, 
supplying and arming the garrison. After the cap
ture of the town in 1759, the soldiers were housed 
in the Nouvelles Casernes, the Dauphine Bar
racks and the Intendants Palace. Since these 
buildings could not accommodate all the troops, 
several soldiers were billeted with residents in the 
town. As a result of the inhabitants' complaints 
that they found this too great a burden,6 Murray 
was instructed to stop housing soldiers with the 
residents.7 The barracks were then repaired and 
organized to accommodate more troops.8 In 
addition, a part of the Jesuits' College was con
verted into barracks and officers' quarters,9 and 
the military authorities appropriated several 
houses to use as storehouses and guardhouses.10 

Despite these measures, accommodation and 
storage in the town were still inadequate. For 
example, in 1773 the engineer Marr's reconnais
sance of the fortress revealed that in the event of 
a siege a well-informed enemy could easily sepa
rate the officers housed in Upper Town from their 
battalion lodged in the Intendant's Palace. Marr 
and several other officers complained that there 
were not enough powder magazines and that, like 
the storehouses and the artillery, they were 
poorly situated. Only the water supply posed no 
problems." 

Although the engineers' reports identified 
numerous problems during the reconnaissance of 
the fortress, little was actually done to improve 
the situation before the American War of Inde
pendence. The metropolitan authorities' sole 
objective was to minimize spending.12 With the 
arrival of Arnold's army at Québec in 1775, hasty 
measures were taken to prepare the town for 
withstanding a siege: barricades were set up; 

buildings detrimental to defence were demol
ished, especially in Saint-Jean Suburb; rationing 
was put into effect; militiamen were recruited; 
and American sympathizers were banished.13 It 
was only the American army's offensive weak
ness, however, that enabled the town to put an 
end to the blockade. 

When Governor Haldimand arrived in 
Québec he noted the precarious condition of the 
town's defences. Ever since France had initiated 
offensive operations at sea in 1778, the Governor 
had been haunted by the spectre of a French inva
sion, and he embarked upon a defence program 
that included significant measures to protect the 
Québec fortress. Haldimand's program illustrates 
all the aspects of a well-organized reconnaissance 
of a fortress. It should also be borne in mind that 
the Governor had received orders to build a cita
del in Québec, and thus he had the complete sup
port of the mother country to carry through this 
program. 

In addition to the strictly defensive works 
that the military built on the Cape Diamond 
heights, Haldimand took charge of setting up a 
communications network that would enable artil
lery to be transported between the town and the 
fortifications and between the different works of 
the temporary citadel. While urging London to 
provide Québec with a larger permanent 
garrison,14 he ordered that 12 new bomb-proof 
wooden barracks be built on the Cape Diamond 
heights. These barracks could accommodate 
more than 1,600 soldiers. He then ordered that a 
powder magazine, a workshop, water reservoirs 
and a series of storehouses for military equipment 
be erected.15 With these works the garrison 
finally had access to an ultimate refuge: the 
citadel. 

The Governor's plans did not overlook the 
town, however. Indeed, he undertook a recon
naissance aimed at eliminating the town's defen
sive weaknesses and communication problems. 
In 1779 he ordered the engineer, the Town Major 
and the foreman of works to report all cases of 
encroachment to prevent construction on the 

5. Little repair work was actually done, since the fortifications 
were considered to be of no use for the town's defence. PRO. 
C O . 5/87. fol. 255. Hillsborough to Gage. 4 August 1769. 

6. PAC, RG4. A. 1, vol. 2. p. 606. Petition by homeowners in 
Upper Town. 1764. 

7. PAC. MG23. G. II, Series I. vol. 2. p. 228. Murray to Burton. 
29 July 1765. 

8. Ibid., vol. 14. p. 5462, Murray to the Treasury. 5 October 1765. 
9. PAC, RG4.C.2 . vol. 1, p. 35, Order issued by Goldfrap, 29 June 

1765. 
10. PAC. RG4. B, vol. 78. p. 47. Report by Cameron and Fraser. 

12 July 1763. 

11. PAC. MG23. A. 1, Series 2, vol. 2, pp. 117-23. Report by John 
Marr. 31 March 1773. Even on the highest ground, springs could 
be found at a depth of only 80 feet. 

12. J. Mackay Hitsman. Safeguarding Canada 1763-1871, p. 27. 
13. George F.G. Stanley. L'invasion du Canada 1773-1776, Cahiers 

d'Histoire no. 28. La société historique de Québec. 1975. 
pp. 98-126. 

14. PRO. C O . 42/39. fol. 62. Haldimand to Germain. 13 September 
1779. 

15. Detailed illustrations of these works can be seen on the plan of 
the temporary citadel drawn up by William Twiss in 1783. 
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The means of communica t ion be tween the town and the 
citadel were extremely important in all for tresses. More
over , the citadel had to be able to sweep the t o w n ' s s treets 
with its artillery fire. Thus , in an effort to ensure the for t ress ' 
preservat ion, the British military extended Des Grisons 
Street up to Saint-Louis Street , be tween 1779 and 1784, to 
make it eas ie r to reach the t e m p o r a r y c i t ade l . Detai l : 
J. Marr, 1779, Public Archives of Canada . 

King's holdings.16 As a result, a number of bans 
on construction were issued, and certain build
ings especially detrimental to the fortifications 
were demolished. The engineer Twiss prohibited 
the construction of a building near the counter
scarp in 1781, since he considered that it would 
be prejudicial to defence.17 The engineer did not 
only concern himself with structures near the for
tifications; he even considered that the construc
tion of a building near the old King's Ironworks in 
Lower Town would pose problems, should it ever 
be necessary to set up batteries in this area.18 

The numerous fences around the town also fell 
victim to the reconnaissance. For example, Marr 
recommended that a fence located on Côte de la 
Canoterie be demolished because it might help 
the enemy to scale the cliff.19 In addition, certain 
inhabitants even had to sign documents that 
bound them to demolish their fences in the event 
of a siege.20 

The inspection of the means of communica
tion between the various sectors of the town and 

the fortifications was an integral part of the 
reconnaissance. There was not only the question 
of steps and porches encroaching on the streets. 
Without effective control by the authorities, cer
tain inhabitants might even block streets off com
pletely and thus prevent some parts of the town21 

from obtaining water or reaching the barracks 
sectors.22 In 1784, in order to avoid such inci
dents, Haldimand even asked a committee made 
up of the engineer, the surveyor-general and the 
inspector of police to conduct a systematic 
inspection of all means of communication in the 
town.23 A detailed report dealing with the inhab
itants' encroachments and the street alignments 
for the entire town followed; it was accompanied 
by precise recommendations for improving the 
situation.24 On Twiss' advice, the military 
authorities also began appropriating tracts of land 
that were considered essential to defence. They 
bought the site of the Cavalier du Moulin, since it 
was of major defensive importance in relation to 
the works on the Cape Diamond heights.25 Land 
bordering Saint-Louis Street was purchased in 
order to set up two lines of communication 
between this street and the citadel.26 They also 
appropriated other sites in the vicinity of Anse-
des-Mères in anticipation of building coastal 
batteries in this area.27 

Most of the old ordonnances aimed at 
preserving the fortifications were renewed. Thus 
the military authorities forbad the inhabitants to 
dispose of debris near the fortifications or to 
remove construction materials.28 They also 
demanded that the old ordonnances concerning 
stray animals on the fortifications be brought 
back into force.29 They had improvements made 
in the living conditions of the barracks sectors,30 

cleared the approaches to the batteries, bastions 
and city gates, and had these areas guarded more 
efficiently.31 All the measures involved in the 
reconnaissance of the fortress were not so strictly 
enforced at all times. They were more stringent 
during wartime, and more flexible during periods 
of peace. Once Haldimand had left and the war 

16. BM, Add. MSS 21740. fol. 85, Haldimand to the Town Major 
and the engineer Marr, 26 April 1779. 

17. ANQQ. AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal, 8 August 1781. 
18. Ibid., 14 November 1783. On the other hand, the military author

ities would let the Royal Battery deteriorate and would allow the 
construction of commercial warehouses and wharfs. 

19. BM. Add. MSS 21814. fol. 140. Marr to Haldimand, 20 May 
1779. 

20. ANQQ, AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal. 4 April 1785; 
27 April 1785. 

21. Ibid., 10 November 1781. 
22. Ibid.. 22 April 1783: 25 October 1784. 
23. BM, Add. MSS 21723. fol. 88, Order issued by Haldimand, 

7 May 1784. 

24. Ibid.. Add. MSS 21885, ff. 227-8, "Rapport de messieurs Samuel 
Holland, Henry Rudyerd, John Coffin et F.J. Cugnet au sujet de 
leur visite des rues de Québec, 17 mai 1784." 

25. BM, Add. MSS 21814, fol. 230, Haldimand to Twiss, 19 Decem
ber 1780. 

26. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 25, p. 8337. February 1783; BM, Add. 
MSS 21885. ff. 227-8, 17 May 1784. They comprised Des Grisons 
Street and probably the extension of Sainte-Ursule Street. 

27. BM, Add. MSS 21814, fol. 291, Twiss to Haldimand, 15 August 
1781. 

28. La Gazette de Québec, no. 728, 12 August 1779. 
29. ANQQ, AP-G/254, J. Thompson's journal, 14 July 1783. 
30. Ibid., 5 July 1781. 
31. Ibid., 16 July 1783; 30 August 1783; 25 October 1784. 
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was over, the town was less subject to the con
straints of the military reconnaissance. As shown 
by the reconnaissance of Québec between 1760 
and 1786, however, the military engineers consid
ered the town an entity that should constitute a 
defensive system in itself and should be entirely 
organized in accordance with defensive ob
jectives. 

Stating that the reconnaissance of the for
tress and the immediate measures that it entailed 
were strict does not necessarily mean that the 
reconnaissance was well organized and efficient. 
In fact, a basic weakness is apparent in the recon
naissance of the fortress conducted by the British 
between 1760 and 1786: they showed little con
cern for the existing enceinte. Of course, they 
identified work that had to be done on this struc
ture; however, they allowed Saint-Jean Suburb to 
expand, with the result that the enceinte was 
rendered practically inoperative. To better under
stand the full import of this weakness, which had 
repercussions until the 1850s, it is important to 
study in greater depth the creation of non 
aedificandi zones as a military phenomenon. 
Because of the large area that such a zone could 
occupy, it was a defensive element of consider
able magnitude. All engineers had to take this 
zone into account in their reconnaissance of the 
fortress. 

Efforts to Obtain the Open Space Essential 
to Defensive Operations 

Eighteenth-century theorists who followed 
Vauban's example emphasized the importance of 
clearing the countryside over a distance equiva
lent to the maximum range of a fortress' guns, by 
removing all structures and vegetation that could 
serve as cover for the enemy.32 Of course, the 
best solution to this defence problem was to place 
a ban on construction and cultivation in front of 
the fortifications.3 3 The laying out of non 
aedificandi zones, already practised in France 
during the 17th century, was sanctioned in 1713 
by an ordonnance prohibiting construction on 
land within 250 toises of the palisade of the cov
ered way.3 4 The royal ordonnances even 

expressly prohibited building in the suburbs with
out special permission.35 

There was some colonial legislation in New 
France, at least in the case of Fouisbourg, Mont
réal and such posts as Chambly and Saint-Jean,36 

that guaranteed the efficient operation of the for
tifications by laying-out non aedificandi zones. 
For example, after Montréal had been palisaded 
in 1688, Intendant Champigny laid out such a 
zone over a distance of 500 paces from the 
enceinte.37 An ordonnance issued in 1717 called 
for a 350-to/.vc-wide non aedificandi zone in front 
of the main works in Fouisbourg, Port Toulouse 
and Port Dauphine.38 No general ordonnance 
created such a zone in Québec; however, as Gov
ernor Vaudreuil stated, the colonial authorities 
were fully aware that there should be no 
cons t ruc t ion outs ide the town near the 
fortifications.39 The authorities also ensured that 
houses were not detrimental to the defensive 
works. Thus the concessionnaires of the Ensign 
Des Méloïzes' holdings were warned not to build 
on their land, at the risk of having their houses 
demolished without compensation.40 Similarly, 
André Bouchard and Joseph Rouillard were 
instructed not to build on their land located at the 
foot of the rampart, since the structures might 
obstruct the gate that was to be located at this 
spot.41 

The principle of the non aedificandi zone 
was not rigidly applied before 1745, however. 
This is demonstrated by the fact that structures 
were gradually set up one beside the other along 
the main thoroughfares leading to the town during 
the first half of the 18th century.42 One must also 
bear in mind, however, that the colonial authori
ties considered Beaucours' works of fortification 
to be obsolete. Most of the structures in front of 
this enceinte were to be integrated into the urban 
extension provided for in Chaussegros de Féry's 
new fortifications projects. Following the demoli
tion of houses by Chaussegros de Féry, it 
appeared that there would be a much more rigid 
application of the non aedificandi zone with 
respect to the 1745 enceinte. Thus, on the eve of 
the siege of 1759, very few houses hampered 

32. Vauban, Traité de la Défense des Places, p. 46. 
33. Abbé Deidier, Le parfait Ingénieur français . . ., pp. 175 and 199. 
34. Antoine-Marie Augoyat, Aperçu historic/lie sur les fortifications, 

les ingénieurs, le corps du génie en France, tome 1, p. 434. 
35. Pierre de Briquet. Code militaire, tome 2, titre CI, "De la con

servation des fortifications des places." art. III, p. 337. 
36. ANQQ, NF-12, vol. 3. ff. 77-77A 22 June 1712; PAC, RG4, 

B. 42. vol. 1. p. 6, Cramahé to Collins, 1 September 1770. 
37. Ordonnances, commissions, etc., vol. 2. pp. 175 and 177, 

15 June 1688. 

38. AN, Colonies, F3, vol. 50, ff. 68-9, "Ordonnance pour régler à 
quelle distance des fortifications des trois postes de l'isle Royale 
il sera permis de bastir et faire de clotures et plans d'arbres." 
12 June 1717. 

39. PAC, MG2, B1. vol. 8-1. "Mémoire suivant le plan des fortifica
tions de Québec." 1715, Comments by Vaudreuil. 

40. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 44:265-7, Petition by the ensign Des 
Méloïzes, 1720. 

41. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des ordonnances des intendants. . ., 
vol. 2, p. 13, 9 June 1727. 

42. Chaussegros de Léry's plan of 1742 shows more than 30 build
ings along the extensions of Saint-Louis and Saint-Jean streets 
beyond the alignment of Beaucours' enceinte. 
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defensive operations in front of the town's west
ern enceinte. It might be asked how the British 
engineers would keep this non aedificandi zone 
intact. 

At the time of the Seven Years' War, the 
British military was aware that it was important 
to apply the principle of the non aedificandi zone 
in front of the fortifications.43 Indeed, it could 
not help thinking of the disastrous defence of 
Minorca in 1756, where the reduction of the for
tress by the French Army was attributed to the 
negligence of the Governor and the chief engi
neer, since they had not demolished the houses in 
front of the fortifications.44 This event was still 
fresh in the authorities' minds when Dartmouth 
sent a letter in 1765 to all the Governors of the 
British colonies in America ordering them to 
ensure that forts maintained non aedificandi 
zones of adequate size.45 Murray was already 
concerned about this matter in 1764 when he 
ordered that all the land that had been granted by 
the French government be registered before the 
preliminary articles of peace were signed.46 He 
also asked his under-secretary to have the regis
ter of Quebec's Superior Council examined by a 
French lawyer and to prepare a report on the land 
located within the royal domain.47 It became 
important for the new government to know which 
land was actually part of the royal domain, espe
cially in the vicinity of the fortifications. In 1768 
Haldimand set the example at Pensacola, Florida. 
He laid out three-square-mile non aedificandi 
zones around the forts in the area.48 At Chambly 
and Saint-Jean the old military banlieues were 
surveyed once again in 1770.49 

It should have been relatively easy to apply 
the principle of the non aedificandi zone in 
Québec, especially since there were few obsta
cles to the zone's being laid out. Saint-Jean Sub
urb had been almost non-existent since the demo
lition ordered by the engineer Chaussegros de 
Léry during the construction of the town 's 
enceinte.50 This initial advantageous situation 
soon deteriorated. Indeed, the Governors and the 

On the eve of the 1759 siege, there were only a few 
houses in Saint-Jean Suburb , since the majority had been 
demol i shed dur ing the c o n s t r u c t i o n of C h a u s s e g r o s de 
L é r y ' s encein te . The British military authori t ies would toler
ate the const ruct ion of numerous houses in the suburb 
be tween 1760 and 1774. With the arrival of the American 
invading army and the 1775-76 b lockade , the suburb was 
completely demolished on the Gove rno r ' s orders to prevent 
the enemy from approaching the fortress. As shown by John 
Mar r ' s plan, Saint-Jean Suburb was still in ruins in 1779. 
Detail: J. Marr . 1779. Public Archives of Canada . 

British engineers, who were all opposed to 
strengthening the enceinte, took no measures to 
prevent the construction of houses in front of the 
defensive works. Furthermore, the new colonial 
authorities granted permission to build in this 
area and forbad anyone to hamper individuals 
who wanted to build homes in the suburb.51 Only 
the land needed to build the citadel was consid
ered essential to defence. 

Since there were no measures preventing 
construction in front of the fortifications, a small 
suburb grew up rapidly before St. John's Gate.52 

On the eve of the American War of Independ
ence, this suburb already constituted a problem. 
In May 1774, confronted with the growing ten
sions between England and its American colo
nies, the authorities realized for the first time that 
certain houses encroached upon the fortifica-

43. During the Seven Years' War. Loudoun, commander-in-chief of 
British troops in America, would complain that this principle 
was not applied very often. Indeed, in some forts, such as 
William Henry and Edward, the inhabitants even claimed to 
have letters patent for building in front of the defensive works. 
Stanley Pargellis (éd.). Military affairs in North America 
1748-1756, p. 280. Loudoun to Cumberland. 26 December 1756. 

44. Whitworth Porter, History of the corps of Royal Engineers, 
vol. 1, p. 177. The chief engineer in Minorca was John Bastide. 

45. PAC. RG4. A. 1. vol. 14. pp. 5357-9. Dartmouth to Murray. 2 
September 1765. 

46. PAC Report 1913. pp. 60-1. Ordonnance issued by Murray. 
6 November 1764. 

47. PAC, MG23, G. II. Series I. vol. 1(2). p. 213. Murray to 
Goldfrap, 31 March 1765. 

48. BM. Add. MSS 21663. fol. 203. Haldimand to Gage. 28 February 
1768. 

49. PAC. RG4, B, 42. vol. 1, p. 6. Cramahé to Collins. 1 September 
1770. 

50. In 1760 there were only four houses in Saint-Jean Suburb. 

51. In the case of P. Flammand, it was probably a matter ofa house 
that had already been demolished by the engineer Chaussegros 
de Léry during the construction of the enceinte. PAC, RG4, A, 
I. vol. 51, pp. 17100-1, Copy ofa reconstruction permit issued to 
P. Flammand. signed by Cramahé, 10 March 1761. 

52. Although we have little information on this subject and although 
the plans for the 1763-75 period are rather imprecise, it has been 
estimated that there were approximately 60 houses in the suburb 
in 1775. This estimate was reached by studying John Marr's plan 
of 1779 indicating the remains of the houses demolished in 1775. 
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tions' glacis.53 It was not until after the American 
invasion in 1775, however, that the presence of 
the suburb at the foot of the enceinte was consid
ered prejudicial to defence. During the siege, a 
corps of American troops took advantage of the 
refuge provided by the suburb's houses to reach 
the fortifications.54 The day after this attack the 
Council of War ordered that the suburb be com
pletely demolished.55 

As soon as the Americans had retreated, 
Saint-Jean Suburb rapidly redeveloped, since the 
military authorities did not adopt measures to 
prevent its reconstruction. At the very most, in 
some cases they prevented the reconstruction of 
houses that had been demolished during the 
blockade and that were considered particularly 
detrimental to the town's defence.56 More often 
that not, however, as in the case of the houses 
belonging to Lachaume and McKenzie, their 
opposition to reconstruction amounted to a warn
ing that this was done at the owners' risk.57 Even 
within the framework of Haldimand's reconnais
sance of the fortress, the suburb was not regarded 
as prejudicial to defence. Even though the engi
neer Marr considered the suburb to be in a com
plete state of ruin, he did not mention the prob
lems that would be caused by its reconstruction. 
He only pointed out the importance of cutting 
down some of the trees that were located on the 
heights of Abraham and that had been used as 
cover by the American besiegers to build their 
batteries.58 Meanwhile, the suburb was rebuilt 
and even expanded somewhat, developments 
that met with the approval of the local au
thorities.59 

An evaluation of how efficient the reconnais
sance of the Québec fortress was between 1760 
and 1786 prompts reflections on the phenomenon 
itself, as well as on the results obtained. For the 
entire period studied, 1760-86, the reconnais
sance of the fortress correctly identified the con
struction of a citadel as a priority.60 It was with
out doubt the most important and necessary 
recommendation for preserving the Québec for
tress. It was accepted, and partial measures were 
adopted: land was set aside for building a citadel 

The construction of houses on the glacis was detrimen
tal to the fortress' defence. They obstructed artillery fire 
from the ramparts and could serve as cover for the besiegers 
as they approached the fortress. Anonymous, 1792, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

in 1763, and a temporary citadel was erected 
between 1778 and 1785. 

Although the recommendation to build a cit
adel was valid, the refusal to acknowledge the 
defensive value of the existing enceinte that 
accompanied this work can only come as a sur
prise. When confronted with London's refusal to 
build a citadel immediately, only the most urgent 
repair work on the fortress' fortifications was 
identified by the reconnaissance of the fortress as 
an interim measure to prevent a coup de main. 
The reconnaissance was inadequate in this 
regard; it gave no priority to making the enceinte 
operational for sieges. 

Moreover, although the reconnaissance of 
the fortress identified priorities with respect to 
the garrison's operation (accommodation, provi
sioning, storage) for the years 1760 to 1774, it 
gave little thought to the defensive correlation 
between the fortress and the town; it did not see 
that the enemy could take advantage of utilitarian 
elements related to urban life. Since the recon
naissance of the fortress was inadequate, it 
stands to reason that the measures taken to guar
antee the preservation of the fortress were very 
limited. It is not at all surprising that the blockade 

53. PRO, C O . 42/33, fol. 60, Minutes of the meeting of the Council 
of War, 13 May 1774. 

54. PAC, MG23, B, 7, "Journal of the most remarkable events 
which happened in Canada between the months of July 1775 and 
June 1776," p. 14. 

55. PRO, W.O. 1/2, pt. 2, fol. 246, Minutes of the Council of War, 
16 November 1775. 

56. BM, Add. MSS 21878, fol. 9, Petition by Pierre Le Roy, 20 July 
1778; fol. 20, Marr to Haldimand, 3 August 1778. 

57. BM, Add. MSS 21878, fol. 13, Report by John Marr. 4 July 1778. 
58. Ibid. 

59. For example, during the years 1784 to 1786 alone, the chief roads 
officer laid out 16 building lines for the suburb's streets. P.G. 
Roy (éd.), Inventaire des procès-verbaux des grands voyers . . . . 
pp. 214, 216, 221, 222, 224-8. 

60. Apart from theoretical recommendations, one must also con
sider the constant fears and feelings of insecurity that were expe
rienced by the colony's English population and that would per
sist for many years. See F.M. Greenwood, The Development 
of a garrison mentality among the English in Lower-Canada 
1793-1811. Ph.D. thesis, University of British Columbia, 1970, 
301 pages. 
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of Québec brought about such hasty and stringent 
security measures as the complete demolition of 
Saint-Jean Suburb by the garrison's soldiers. 

The lessons of the 1775 blockade were only 
partially retained. The reconnaissance of the for
tress, initiated by Haldimand, and the suitable 
measures taken between 1778 and 1786 were 
signs that an urban program was being imple
mented. On the other hand, despite the engineer 
Twiss' reassertion of the value of the enceinte, 
and even though a few structures detrimental to 
defence were demolished, it was not advocated 
that a non aediflcandi zone be laid out in front of 
the enceinte. 

Although the Québec fortress had a tempo
rary citadel, it would still have to rely on the sup
port of the town's enceinte if confronted with 
another siege. In the event of such a threat, could 
the military authorities allow themselves to 
demolish Saint-Jean Suburb again, without run
ning the risk of alienating the population? From 
1786, the Québec military had to consider this 
dilemma, which was the outcome of an inade
quate reconnaissance. 

Towards a Program of Land Appropriation and 
Urban Expansion Control 

There were signs of renewed interest in the 
town's western enceinte with the arrival of the 
engineer Gother Mann. In accordance with his 
instructions, Mann had to determine which mea
sures should be taken to protect the enceinte 
between St. Louis Gate and the Potasse Demi-
Bastion.61 He was not unaware of the problems 
posed by the growth of the Saint-Jean Suburb at 
the expense of land needed for the fortress' 
defence. Although he had no immediate plans for 
applying the principle of the non aediflcandi 
zone, he at least attempted, with Governor 
Dorchester's assistance, to clear the area around 
the fortifications of the most detrimental build
ings. For this purpose, Dorchester appointed an 
advisory committee to investigate encroachments 
on the fortifications. 

The committee's task was to be facilitated by 
the fact that the problem of encroachments was 
an ever-growing concern of the Board of Ord
nance in England. Moreover, in 1790, while the 
committee was conducting its investigations in 
Québec, the Master-General instructed the com

manding engineers and foremen of works to pre
pare annual reports on encroachments on crown 
land and to take the measures needed to eliminate 
them.62 

Between 1789 and 1791 the committee 
appointed by Dorchester, together with the 
Attorney-General, the surveyor-general and the 
clerk of the terrars, noted several encroachments 
on the fortifications and attempted to establish 
the rights or to verify the t i t les of these 
landholders.63 Several of them were called 
before the committee. It was noted that most of 
these landholders had been granted land by 
Hôtel-Dieu, despite the fact that these plots were 
part of the land that the King of France had 
appropriated for the fortifications prior to the 
conquest.64 The inquiry yielded few results, 
however. The engineer freed the defensive works 
of a few encroachments , but the majority 
remained.65 In 1792, for instance, the engineer 
Fisher identified six stone houses, four wooden 
ones with masonry foundations, at least ten or so 
wooden houses or sheds, and several fences and 
gardens on the glacis between the Potasse Demi-
Bastion and St. John's Gate.66 Elsewhere in the 
suburb, large landholders continued to grant lots 
for construction that were located on land that 
was supposedly part of a non aediflcandi zone; 
some of these lots were even located on the 
glacis. 

After 1792 Dorchester's committee gradually 
became less active, even though the disorder con
tinued to worsen. Mann found the situation diffi
cult to understand, despite his being in the colony 
since 1785. Pondering the question once again, he 
wrote to Governor Prescott in 1798: 

. . . it nevertheless must be matter of sur
prise, at least it is not easy to assign any 
plausible reason, why the French govern
ment . . . should have been so inconsistent 
and so little attentive to the essential parts of 
the Defences it was constructing as to suffer 
the right of Private Property to remain and to 
be carried to the very foot of Walls.67 

If the engineer's surprise was such, he does 
not seem to have been aware of the former pre
rogatives of the King of France with respect to 

61. PAC, RG8, I. vol. 381. pp. 2-9. Instructions to Gother Mann. 
31 March 1783. 

62. Orders and regulations for the guidance of the Corps of Royal 
Engineers.. .. 24 September 1831. p. 36. Orders dated 31 De
cember 1790 and 30 September 1814. 

63. PAC. RG4. A. I. vol. 48, pp. 15802-3. Minutes of the committee. 
24 July 1790; pp. 15804-8, Minutes of the committee, 28 July 
1790; pp. 15818-20, Minutes of the committee. 12 October 1790. 

64. Ibid., pp. 15821-3. Minutes of the committee, 19 October 1790. 
65. Ibid., vol. 51. pp. 17006-7, Petition by Joseph Alexis Gauvreau, 

16 August 1791. 

66. PRO. C O . 42/91. fol. 1 19. Report by Benjamin Fisher, (Septem
ber 1792). 

67. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 599, pp. 18-9, Mann to Prescott. 6 November 
1798. 
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land set aside for fortifications,68 or of the fact 
that a non aedificandi zone had been laid out at 
the end of the French regime. But how could he 
have been unaware of his predecessors' indul
gence during the years 1760-85 with respect to the 
suburb's growth? 

In the same way that the re-evaluation of the 
western enceinte's defensive capabilities had 
raised the problem of encroachments on the gla
cis, Mann's proposal to occupy the heights of 
Abraham with defensive works made the military 
increasingly concerned about laying out a non 
aedificandi zone. The occupation of the heights 
of Abraham with works of fortification could not 
provide the fortress with adequate defence 
unless, at the same time, the authorities pre
vented the town from expanding in this direction. 
They had to prohibit large landholders from 
granting lots for construction in this sector. From 
1798, the question of gaining control of the land 
needed for defence became extremely important. 

Since the authorities were not aware that for
merly the King of France could make reserva
tions with respect to fortifications whenever land 
was granted, they could not conceive of any other 
solution to the problem of urban defence than a 
policy of appropriating the necessary land either 
through purchase or through expropriation with 
compensation.69 All other alternatives, such as 
manu militari occupation of land, risked 
alienating the population. The first measure they 
adopted was to ask for an inventory of the land 
held by the Ursulines and Hôtel-Dieu for assess
ment purposes. This inventory was supposed to 
allow the government to make the expropriations 
needed for defence, without jeopardizing the 
rights and income of the religious communities. 
An initial investigation conducted by the chief 
roads officer Tachereau on behalf of the govern
ment and by the notary Têtu on behalf of the 
communities was not very fruitful.70 They com
plained that there were not enough documents 
and that it was therefore impossible to establish 
the communities' rights to the land adjacent to 

the western enceinte. On the other hand, most of 
the land on the heights of the town had been 
granted by long leases by the communities. In 
addition, the communities were not opposed to 
the government's using the land they considered 
necessary for defence, provided that they 
received compensation.71 In the meantime, while 
waiting for a papier terrier* or censier to be 
drawn up, as Sewell had recommended,72 the 
engineer Mann continued exerting pressure on 
the military's general staff, constantly pointing 
out the magnitude of the problem and the conse
quences it could entail.73 

No immediate solution was found for the 
case of the land on the glacis or for that on the 
heights of the town, however, despite the draw
ing up of a plan and a papier terrier. When Gov
ernor Prescott left Canada in 1799, he recom
mended to one of his successors, the commander 
of the troops Hunter, that he pursue this matter 
without delay;74 however, his hopes were not 
fulfilled. Despite all the steps that had been taken 
and despite the fact that the government had 
established its right to make expropriations, no 
real measures were put into effect. Mann would 
cast the blame on Prescott 's replacements, 
Hunter and the administrator Milnes;75 however, 
it should be taken into account that between 1797 
and 1811 the military undertook important con
struction work between the Nouvelles Casernes 
and the new Prescott Gate. It also set up seven 
powder magazines in the town.76 Construction 
work, therefore, had priority over acquiring land. 

After so much effort on the part of Mann and 
Prescott to lay out a non aedificandi zone, the 
inaction of Hunter and Milnes in this matter was 
very inopportune. By this time the town had 
expanded onto the land needed for defence, 
because of the availability of the religious 
communities' holdings, as well as those of other 
large landholders in this sector. Although several 
factors favoured the growth of Saint-Jean Sub
urb, its expansion lacked planning. The direction 
and the layout of the town's growth were ran-

* A register of landed property including lists of vassals and tenants, 
with particulars of their holdings, rents and services. 

68. In all concessions made prior to 1760, the King reserved the 
right to appropriate and use the land for defensive works. This 
reservation was almost always implicit in the concessions. This 
subject is examined in Chapter 14, "Fortifications and the con
straints and obligations imposed upon an urban setting." 

69. The possibility of granting long leases was also proposed by 
Gother Mann in 1799. PAC, RG4, A, 1. vol. 68. pp. 21788-9. 
Mann to Prescott, 20 July 1799. 

70. PAC, MG23, G. II, 17, vol. 19, p. 92. Green to Sewell, 14 August 
1798. 

71. PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 599, pp. 10-3. Berthelot d'Artigny to Sewell. 
17 July 1797. 

72. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 67, pp. 21428-30, Sewell to Prescott, 
23 November 1798; PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 1207. Green to Sewell, 
9 November 1798. 

73. PAC. RG4. A, 1, vol. 68, pp. 21788-9, Mann to Prescott, 20 July 
1799; vol. 73, pp. 22913-4, Mann to Hunter, 29 March 1801. 

74. Ibid., vol. 68, p. 21789. Recommendation by Prescott. 22 July 
1799. 

75. PRO. W.O. 55/857, "Extracts from the report of the state of the 
fortified military posts. . . Mann's observations," n.d. 

76. It was in connection with this work that a piece of land would be 
bought from Hôtel-Dieu to build a powder magazine intended to 
supply the batteries along Remparts Street. 
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As shown by this plan, Québec already extended 
beyond its enceinte in 1799. In view of the ever-increasing 
growth of Saint-Jean Suburb, the civilian authorities had to 
consider drawing up a general plan to regulate the town's 
physical expansion. In 1799-1800 the surveyor William 
Vondenvelden proposed that the unoccupied land to the 
west of the town's enceinte be subdivided into streets, 
squares and residential blocks. The military would oppose 
this project for defence reasons, and the justices of the peace 
would refuse to homologate the plan. W. Hall, 1799, Public 
Archives of Canada. 

dom. As of 1799, the civil authorities' new inter
est in improving the planning of the colony's 
urban growth promised an end to this disorder. 

The town limits, laid out in 1792 by a procla
mation issued by the Governor, included the 
entire area located on the Québec promontory 
east of a line extending from the General Hospital 
to the St. Lawrence River.77 Seven years later, a 
law passed by the Parliament of Lower Canada 
recommending that a bridge, street and roads sur
veyor be appointed for the towns of Montréal and 
Québec ordered that general plans be drawn up to 
regulate urban growth.78 The civil authorities' 
new responsibility risked causing serious prob
lems for the defence of Québec. Mann soon 
became aware of this possibility, which explains 
why he recommended that when the roads sur
veyor drew up his plan, he work only within 
those sectors considered necessary for the town's 

expansion. Otherwise Mann imposed a military 
censorship on his work; the roads surveyor was 
not allowed to show the actual trace of the fortifi
cations on the town plan.79 These remarks were 
passed on to the surveyor William Vondenvel
den, who had been appointed to the post that 
same year,80 and were intended to guide him 
when he worked out his plans.81 

Vondenvelden ' s plan was drawn up in 
1799-1800 and submitted to the justices of the 
peace of the Québec district to be posted in the 
office of the clerk of peace to sound out public 
opinion. Numerous large landholder-speculators 
were immediately opposed to the grid proposed 
by Vondenvelden because it limited their profits 
considerably.82 The surveyor's plan posed other 
problems for the military authorities. Vondenvel
den proposed a grid of streets, blocks and public 
squares for the entire area to the west of the forti
fications up to the town limits. Only the land 
south of Grande Allée was not affected by these 
proposals. The surveyor even planned to subdi
vide the land on the glacis up to the counterscarp 
of the fortifications' ditch. Within the framework 
of the proposals made by Mann in 1791 to occupy 
the heights of Abraham and of those in 1799 to 
make an entrenched camp in that area, this plan 
for extending the town was totally unacceptable. 
Mann even specified that if such a plan were 
accepted, most of the houses in Saint-Jean Sub
urb, at least those within 800 yards of the foot of 
the enceinte, would be demolished in the event of 
a siege, as part of the reconnaissance of the 
fortress.83 The military's case was submitted to 
Chief Justice Sewell. In a representation to the 
justices of the peace, he wrote that the plan 
would make it impossible to defend the town 
effectively if it were besieged, and that for this 
reason alone, they should refuse to homologate 
the project.84 

In view of these pressures and undoubtedly 
those exerted by the religious communities and 
other large landholders, the magistrates refused 

77. PAC Report 1921, pp. 5-9, Proclamation dated 7 May 1792. 
78. Les statuts provinciaux du Bas-Canada, vol. 2, 1796-1800, chap

ter V, 3 June 1799. 
79. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 68, p. 21787, Mann to Prescott, 18 July 

1799. Mann was a step ahead of the Board of Ordnance on the 
subject of censorship. It was only in 1830 that the engineers were 
generally instructed to ensure that the civilian authorities did not 
trace defensive works on their urban plans. This order, dated 
13 January 1830, appears in Orders and regulations for the guid
ance of the Corps of Royal Engineers . . . . 24 September 1831, 
p. 41. This military censorship can be detected on most of the 
plans of Québec printed during the first half of the 19,h century. 
The plans drawn by Bouchette (1815 and 1830), Bennett (1822), 
Hawkins (1835 and 1845), Larue (1842), Wells (1842), Sinclair 
(1851) and McLaughlin (1855) show imprecise and fanciful traces 
of the fortifications. This phenomenon seems to have been gen

eralized during the 19lh century as far as the printed plans of 
most fortresses were concerned. For example, see Emile Von 
der Vekene, Les plans de la ville et forteresse de Luxembourg, 
édités de 1581 à 1867, Luxembourg, Éditions de l'imprimerie 
Saint-Paul, 1976, pp. 226-36. 

80. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 68, pp. 21712-4, Vondenvelden's appoint
ment, 10 June 1799. 

81. PAC, RG7, G, 15, C, vol. 6, p. 190, Gales to Vondenvelden, 
19 July 1799. 

82. ANQQ, QBC 28, vol. 41, Petition by William Grant to the just
ices of the peace, 15 April 1801. 

83. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 73, pp. 22910-4, Mann to Hunter, 
29 March 1801. 

84. ANQQ, QBC 28, vol. 41, Sewell to the justices of the peace, 
21 April 1801. 
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to homologate the plan.85 From then on, the 
chief engineer would have access at all times to 
the plans and documents in the surveyor-
general's office.86 

Although the military authorities succeeded 
in blocking civilian initiatives in town planning, 
they proposed no extension plan in return. There 
was still the risk that Saint-Jean Suburb would 
continue to grow at random over available land, 
some of which was of defensive interest. In fact, 
in 1804 Mann complained that inhabitants were 
beginning to build houses on the heights of Abra
ham. In view of the lack of co-ordination between 
the efforts of the military and civilian authorities, 
the inhabitants risked suffering the most loss. 
Mann outlined the problem in 1804: 

Individuals if permitted will nevertheless run 
all risques for a temporary convenience, 
where they do not see immediate danger, or 
where they suppose it remote. But it would 
be better to stop effectually at once the fur
ther progress of the evil, than to trust to con
sequences, which cannot fail ultimately to 
create much inconvenience, trouble and 
difficulty.87 

Were the town besieged, a number of inhabitants 
would be ruined because of the demolition that 
would be carried out. Moreover, this situation 
could be very embarrassing, both for the strate
gists responsible for the town's defence in the 
event of attack and for the government in the face 
of public opinion. 

During the last years of the 18th century, the 
military had tried to control the expansion of 
Saint-Jean Suburb, but without actually adopting, 
much to the despair of the engineers, a policy of 
land appropriation. Some land had been acquired 
during the American Revolutionary War, but 
these appropriations had not been very exten
sive. The control mechanisms that the engineers 
proposed had the potential drawback of involving 
heavy expenditures. The first two decades of the 
19th century would force the military authorities 
to finally take action, however. Three factors 
contributed to this: the considerable growth of 
Saint-Jean Suburb, the construction of advanced 
works in front of the enceinte, and the building of 
a new citadel. Because of its growth rate, the sub
urb ran the risk, on the one hand, of expanding up 

The purchase of the Villeray fief (no. 6 — green) in 1819, 
in connection with the decision to build a masonry citadel in 
Québec, and the appropriation of land (nos. 2, 3 and 5 — 
green) in the vicinity of the Martello towers in 1822 inaugu
rated the implementation of the military authorities' urban 
program aimed at controlling the town's expansion. 
[E.W. Durnford], 1821, Public Archives of Canada. 

to the Martello towers on the west within a very 
short time and, on the other, of rapidly devel
oping southward and thus separating the towers 
from the Citadel. Although the construction of 
advanced works had strengthened the western 
enceinte in the vicinity of St. Louis Gate, 
encroachments on the glacis near St. John's Gate 
had again increased since the beginning of the 
century.88 

As a result of the construction of the 
Martello towers to the west of the town, some of 
the land held by the religious communities was 
occupied.89 These structures, which actually 
formed a first line of defence, also required, like 
all defensive works, that the land around them be 
cleared of all obstructions. In view of the com
plaints made by the Ursulines, who were trying to 
obtain compensation, and as a result of the 
defence plan already worked out by Gother 
Mann, the military authorities re-examined the 
question of large-scale appropriations of urban 
land. 

Between 1811 and 1822 the military appropri
ated, either by renting or buying, approximately 
119 acres of land beyond the western enceinte but 
within the town limits.90 Most of these acquisi-

85. PAC. RG4. A. 1. vol. 73, p. 22971. Session of the Peace. 30 April 
1801. 

86. PAC. RG7, G. 15, C, vol. 7. p. 441. Ryland to Mann. 1 May 
1802. 

87. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 383. pp. 187-8. "Report on the defences of the 
City of Québec," Gother Mann, 1 August 1804. 

88. PAC, RG8. 1, vol. 602. p. 130. Report by Bruyères, 1 January 
1807. 

89. PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 599. pp. 98-9. Bruyères to Thornton. 18 May 
1811: pp. 89-91, Ursulines to Craig, 10 May 1811. 

90. See Claudette Lacelle, La propriété militaire dans la ville de 
Québec. 1760-1871. Travail inédit no. 253, Parcs Canada, 1978, 
pp. 6-28. It should also be mentioned that, in view of the grow
ing number of soldiers in the garrison during the first two dec
ades of the 19,h century, the military would buy land to build 
officers' quarters and the commissariat offices. 
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tions were made between 1819 and 1822, that is, 
after the decision to build a permanent masonry 
citadel on the Cape Diamond heights. E.W. 
Durnford, who had been in Québec since 1816, 
was chiefly responsible for these acquisitions. All 
the steps that had been taken between 1798 and 
1800 were repeated, and the same problems were 
encountered; but this time the military solved 
them more successfully. Given the importance of 
these acquisitions, the various events should be 
examined. 

At the time, the outworks between St. Louis 
Gate and the St. Ursule Bastion were complete. 
The military authorities were therefore busy 
expropriating landholders near St. John's Gate, 
in order to finish the ditch and glacis at this spot. 
Nevertheless, the engineer Durnford noted that 
the problem was far from being solved. Also, in 
his first report, he asked that the front part of the 
glacis, between Coteau de la Potasse and the new 
outworks, be cleared to make effective musket 
fire possible.91 

Without denying the importance of the deci
sion to build a permanent citadel, it must be 
added that the land appropriations made between 
1819 and 1822 were partly hastened by the new 
attempts of the justices of the peace to implement 
a plan for extending Saint-Jean Suburb. In the 
spring of 1818, the roads inspector, Jean Baptiste 
Larue, filed a town plan in the office of the clerk 
of the peace in which he recommended a more 
effectively planned extension. He indicated the 
area on the plan that had to be set aside for new 
squares and streets.92 Durnford immediately 
complained that the town plan "will militate most 
seriously against the principal defences of this 
important Fortress."93 Even the land that the 
military had recently acquired in the area of 
Martello towers no. 1 and no. 2 was subdivided 
into streets and residential blocks. Durnford 
stressed that a non aedificandi zone covering at 
least 800 yards around each tower was essential 
to the fortress' defence.94 Although it was costly 
to appropriate land near St. John's Gate because 
of the large number of houses in this sector this 
was not the case for the land to the southwest of 
the St. Ursule Bastion, or for the land around the 

Martello towers. In these areas, however, certain 
landholders were preparing to subdivide their 
land, and others, to build houses. While Judge 
Charles Marshall verified the landholders' titles 
and studied the legal implications,95 Durnford 
began negotiating with large landholders.96 

By consulting the most recent opinions of 
French jurists, Marshall established that land
holders were entitled to the total enjoyment of 
their property and that only " res t ra in t s of 
princes" could deprive them of this right. He 
insisted in this regard, like Chief Justice Sewell, 
that owners who risked being expropriated or 
prevented from building be compensated.97 Sew
ell, in his interpretation of "l'ancienne loi du 
Canada," claimed that, in addition, the govern
ment had to compensate all landholders for the 
value of the land appropriated for building defen
sive works, unless the original concessions had 
reserved the crown the right to make appropria
tions without compensation. But according to 
Sewell, no such right had been mentioned in the 
l andho lde r s ' t i t les or in the deeds of 
concession.98 Neither Sewell nor Marshall sus
pected that this reservation was implicit in all the 
deeds of concession drawn up by the King of 
France prior to 1760. Thus the military authori
ties found themselves obliged to compensate 
landholders for land that was expropriated or 
subject to a ban on construction. 

The landholders attempted to make profits in 
these negotiations. By using numerous tactics, 
such as subdividing their land for construction or 
simply threatening to do so, they pressed the mili
tary authorities to agree to the highest prices.99 

Thus 9,000 pounds sterling were paid to Archi
bald Ferguson for the 31 acres making up the 
Villeray fief, even though the military considered 
the price to be far too high. Actually it had feared 
that the value of the land would increase as it was 
subdivided and used for building houses.100 By 
purchasing this land, the military prevented any 
future expansion of Saint-Jean Suburb towards 
the south and thus ensured that there would be a 
non aedificandi zone to the west of the Citadel. 

Two questions still remain to be studied: the 
appropriation of the land in front of the western 

91. PAC, RG8. II. vol. 13, Report by Durnford, 20 November 1816. 
According to the engineer. 68 wooden buildings and three stone 
ones had to be demolished. 

92. La Gazette de Québec, 20 April 1818. Because of pressure 
exerted by the military, the justices of the peace would once 
again refuse to homologate this plan. 

93. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 402, p. 122, Durnford to Addison, 27 April 
1818. 

94. PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 402, pp. 145-6, Durnford to Addison, 22 May 
1818; vol. 599, pp. 141-2, Durnford to Addison, 9 March 1818. 

95. Ibid., vol. 403, p. 173, Marshall to Bowles, 5 April 1819. 

96. PAC, MG11, C O . 42 (Series Q). vol. 149, pp. 76-7, Durnford 
to Addison, 22 July 1818; pp. 62-4, Richmond, Lennox and 
Aubigny to Bathurst, 11 August 1818; PAC, RG8, I, vol. 403, 
pp. 179-81, Durnford to Bowles, 11 January 1819. 

97. PAC, RG8, 1, vol. 403, p. 167, Marshall to Bowles, 27 April 
1819. 

98. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 403, pp. 176-8. Sewell to Bowles, 16 May 
1819. 

99. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 280, pp. 146-7, Letter dated 12 July 1821 ; vol. 
600, p. 13, Anderson and Bélanger to Dalhousie, 20 June 1821. 

100. PAC, MG11, C O . 42 (Series Q), vol. 149, pp. 62-4, Richmond, 
Lennox and Aubigny to Bathurst, 11 August 1818. 
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enceinte and the strengthening of the military's 
position on the heights of Abraham, as well as in 
the area around the Martello towers. The land in 
front of the enceinte was deemed less of a prior
ity; had not Chartier de Lotbinière, a large land
holder, promised to build only in wood on his 
holdings?101 In the vicinity of the Martello tow
e r s , however , cer ta in landholders began 
subdividing their land. To Durnford, the acquisi
tion of this land was a priority, for it would allow 
the military to direct and control the suburb's 
expansion. Even though the 1818 plan for 
extending the town had not been homologated, 
the suburb's limits were nevertheless defined by 
the proclamation of 1792; and the law passed in 
1799 demanded that the suburb's extension onto 
the land within the town limits be planned. 
According to Durnford, the buying or renting of 
the land held by Anderson, Bélanger, Coffin, 
Taylor and Moorhead, amounting to a total of 
67Y2 acres and located within the town limits, 
was intended to "disjoint the suburbs so com
pletely that very few buildings will ever be 
erected beyond that boundary." It was an oppor
tune time, for there were still no buildings on this 
land, and its value increased each year.102 

London agreed to Durnford's demands: the 
leases of the holdings were bought for a total of 
6,569 pounds in 1822, with the government also 
promising to pay the annual rents involved, either 
to the Ursulines or to Hôtel-Dieu.103 Hence
forth, the western end of Saint-Jean Suburb was 
enclosed within a wide band of military land. All 
plans to enlarge the suburb were faced with the 
possibility of it being broken up into two parts 
and extended beyond the town limits. 

The Strengthening of Military Control 
over the City 

As of 1826, military buildings, works and 
land were placed under the responsibility of the 
Board of Ordnance.104 The next year the Master-
General demanded that the Governor study the 
land deemed necessary for the fortress' defence 
in Québec.105 Once again, the objective was to 
control all the land on the heights of Abraham to 
prevent the suburb from extending into this area. 
Moreover, it was necessary to clear the Citadel's 

The open space needed for defensive operations was 
just as important for the Citadel's glacis within the city as for 
that of the main enceinte. Several landholders were expro
priated, and some suffered financial loss, whereas others 
took advantage of the opportunity to negotiate agreements 
with the military to their advantage. S.B. Howlett, 1829, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

glacis in the walled part of Upper Town so that 
work on the Citadel could continue. 

Once more, the military asked for Jonathan 
Sewell's opinion on the legal implications should 
transactions be initiated. Most of the land on the 
heights of Abraham belonged to the Ursulines, 
who held it in perpetual ownership. Some tenants 
had long leases of fields or lots set aside for build
ing houses. Several individuals held small pieces 
of land along Grande Allée. As before, Sewell 
recommended that the land or the lease be 
bought. The major problem he raised was that 
most of the tenants' leases stipulated that they 
had to build within a specified time limit.106 The 
problem could be solved if Parliament would pass 
a law expressly prohibiting construction on the 
heights of Abraham; but the Board of Ordnance 
considered such a measure too arbitrary.107 

However, Cochran's secret investigation soon 
caught the interest of speculators. For example, 
John Anderson, who had already had dealings 
with the military authorities, immediately pur
chased a piece of land in the vicinity of the 
Martello towers, in order to offer it to the mili
tary; at the same time, he specified that other par
ties appeared interested.1 0 8 John Stewart 

101. PAC, RG8. I, vol. 599. pp. 139-40. Chartier de Lotbinière to 
Sherbrooke. 5 March 1818. 

102. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 600. pp. 26-7. Durnford to Darling. 24 
August 1821. 

103. Ibid., vol. 60. pp. 87-9. Campbell to Darling. 18 May 1822: 
pp. 90-1, Campbell to Darling. 3 June 1822; PAC. RG8. II. 
vol. 98. pp. 15-6, Transactions conducted in May 1822. 

104. PRO. W.O. 44/29. ff. 635-6, 1 January 1826. 
105. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 601, pp. 23-6. Bigham to Horton. 24 Febru

ary 1827: Dalhousie appointed his secretary. A.W. Cochran, to 

conduct the investigation. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 602. pp. 115-7, 
Cochran to Couper. 27 April 1830. 

106. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 601. pp. 30-9. Sewell to Bigham. 9 February 
1827. 

107. PRO. W.O. 44/43. fol. 97. Note by Bigham, 21 February 1827. 
108. PAC, RG8. I. vol. 601. p. 70. Anderson to Darling. 1827; vol. 

602. p. 61. Anderson to the respective officers, 15 January 
1830. 
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When the inhabitants built their houses on the glacis or 
in the adjacent non aedifwandi zone , they did so at their own 
risk. During periods of alert or war t ime, the houses could be 
demolished by the military with no compensat ion for the loss 
suffered. In 1831 the engineer Durnford r ecommended that 
approximately 100 houses near the glacis be bought to avoid 
such a situation in the event of war. E .W. Durnford, 1831, 
Copied by J. Nightingale, 1832, Public Archives of Canada . 

announced that he intended to sell his land near 
St. Louis Gate for building a church.109 The 
widow Dunn began surveying and subdividing 
her land; at the same time she wrote Durnford 
that, in this way, she hoped to receive a net rent 
of approximately 300 pounds per year.110 The 
engineer received a similar letter from Charles 
and Louis Panet, who mentioned their willing
ness to negotiate a sale to the government."1 In 
view of such pressures and its inability to prevent 
landholders and tenants from building on their 
lo ts ," 2 the Board of Ordnance found itself 
obliged to take the measures needed to counter 
another extension of the suburb."3 

On the other hand, in view of the Treasury's 
tight budget, the acquisition of the land needed to 
finish the Citadel's glacis was considered a prior

ity. Major-General Carmichael-Smyth had recog
nized in 1825 that it would be impossible to finish 
the slopes of the Citadel's parapets and glacis 
unless this land were acquired."4 The opinion 
expressed by the head of the special commission 
on the defences of the British colonies in America 
brought results, for as of 1826 the military autho
rities began evaluating these holdings by 
arbitration."5 Despite several minor problems, 
the negotiations for the land were settled relatively 
quickly; all the transactions for the 13 holdings 
were completed by 1830. " 6 

There was still the problem of negotiating for 
the land in front of the city's enceinte. The costs 
seemed prohibitive. There were not only fields 
and gardens, but also several houses, and in 1831 
the total assessment amounted to nearly 70,000 
pounds ." 7 Several solutions were proposed. 
Durnford suggested that the land that had not 
been subdivided into streets and blocks be pur
chased first. The next step would be to ensure 
that the houses already built on the land needed 
for defence were appropriated gradually over a 
period of several years."8 Be that as it may, 
everyone corroborated the opinion of the 
Inspector-General of Fortifications, Alexander 
Bryce, when he criticized the military authorities 
in 1830 for their indulgence with respect to the 
construction of houses in front of the fortifi
cations: 

. . . the inconsistency of constructing expen
sive works calculated for a siege and, after 
that, allowing them to be blockaded by 
Buildings within musket shot, so to paralize 
all the early operations of their defence has 
been acknowledged by all Military Men."9 

That same year the Board of Ordnance issued 
instructions on this subject, recommending that 
no construction be allowed within 600 yards of 
the fortifications.120 In view of the large number 

109. PRO. W.O . 44/43. fol. 118. Couper to Durnford. 1 1 May 1830. 
110. Ibid., fol. 166. Dunn to Durnford. 31 May 1830. 
111. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 602. p. 109. Charles and Louis Panet to 

Durnford. 23 April 1830. 
112. PRO. W.O. 44/43, fol. 106. Primrose to Yorke. 17 May 1830. 
113. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 602. p. 107. Durnford to Couper. 24 April 

1830. 
114. PRO. W.O. 44/41. ff. I 17-8. Smyth to Mann. 24 July 1825. 

115. Ibid., fol. 83. "Minutes of proceedings of the respective offi
cers of His Majesty's Ordnance." 25 August 1826. 

116. These were the holdings to the south of Saint-Denis Street held 
by P. Van Courtland. Charles Petitclair, Mme Langan. Joseph 
Petitclair. Joseph Moisan, the widow Levasseur. Gabriel 
Petitclair and the widow Marsan; and those held by John Can
non. James Irvine. William Smith. J.G. Clapham and Jonathan 
Sewell located between the Citadel, the Royal Engineers' Yard 
and Saint-Louis Street. 

117. PRO. W.O. 44/43. ff. 166-73. Minutes of assessments by arbi
tration, 6 October 1831. and Durnford's assessment. 12 No
vember 1831. 

118. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 602, pp. 125 and 140. Durnford to Couper. 
10 May and 22 June 1830; vol. 603. p. 114. Durnford to Elli-
combe, I July 1830. 

119. PRO. W.O. 44/43. fol. 109. Bryce's recommendations. 24 Sep
tember 1830. 

120. Orders mid regulations for the guidance of the Corps of Royal 
Engineers and Royal Sappers and Miners at home and abroad, 
24 September 1X3/. pp. 41-2. Instructions issued 26 May 1830. 
The problem of houses being built in front of the fortifications 
was not limited to Québec City. As can be seen from the 
instructions issued in 1830. it was relatively common in other 
fortified towns in the empire. In Corfu the British military 
authorities even tried to have a ban prohibiting construction on 
the land located within 600 yards of the fortifications inte
grated into the city's municipal regulations. PRO. W.O. 1/537, 
pp. 783-91. Letter from G. Murray. 3 February 1835. 
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of buildings on the glacis in Québec, however, 
Bryce only proposed that the enceinte be cleared 
of detrimental structures located within a dis
tance of 200 yards of the parapet.121 

Although the Board of Ordnance believed 
that it was urgent to appropriate this land, the 
Treasury viewed the situation differently. 
Indeed, it considered it unlikely that a regular 
siege would be conducted in Québec and deemed 
such an expenditure of public funds inopportune 
within the framework of the country's financial 
difficulties.122 Thus the Board of Ordnance rec
ommended that negotiations be slowed down, 
and it postponed purchasing until a later date. 
Durnford and Bryce continued exerting pressure 
on the Board of Ordnance and the Treasury, 
since the postponement of these purchases could 
only increase land values. In addition, the land
holders continued bringing pressure to bear on 
the military by constantly threatening to begin 
subdividing their land and selling it for 
construct ion.1 2 4 At the very most, John 
Stewart's holdings, located in front of St. Louis 
Gate, were acquired. These were considered 
essential to raising the counterscarp and 
extending the glacis far enough to cover the 
escarp between the Citadel and St. Louis 
Gate.125 This transaction was approved by the 
Treasury in 1834-35, since it amounted to an 
exchange of land with Stewart and thus did not 
require any financial outlay.126 The prices asked 
for by other holders of land located in front of the 
enceinte, such as Dunn, Lotbinière and Panet, 
were considered too high, however.127 More
over, a new priority was beginning to take shape 
as far as acquisition was concerned. 

Since 1822, few steps had been taken to 
acquire the land held by the Ursulines between 
the Villeray fief and the Martello tower no. 1. In 
1839 the Ursulines sold a piece of land on these 
heights to the merchant William Lampson.128 He 
immediately announced his acquisition to the mil
itary authorities. He told them that he intended to 
sell them the land and that should they refuse to 

Speculators' interest was aroused as the military pur
sued its land appropriation program. Some projects, such as 
that of William Lampson to subdivide land on the Plains of 
Abraham, were perceived by the military as speculation 
attempts aimed at increasing land values. Anonymous, 1839, 
Public Archives of Canada. 

buy it he would begin subdividing it for the con
struction of houses.129 As far as the chief engi
neer Wright was concerned, Lampson's transac
tion with the Ursulines had been made in the 
hope that the government would find itself 
obliged to purchase the land. According to the 
engineer, Lampson was a well-known American, 
who probably represented a group of merchant-
speculators in the town.130 For the military 
authorities, the construction of houses between 
the Citadel and the Martello towers placed a con
siderable obstruction in the city's defensive sys
tem. Since communication thus became impossi
ble, there would be no defensive co-ordination 
between the towers and the city's works; in addi
tion, the enemy could take cover on a site that 
commanded the Citadel and was located only 600 
to 900 yards away.131 

The land held by Lampson was expropriated 
by a proclamation of the province of Lower Can
ada in 1839 in order to build defensive works. 
Lampson described the proclamation as a "high 
handed and unprecedented act of authority for 
military purposes."132 His holdings were evalu
ated by arbitration, and the amount awarded was 
lower than the profits that the speculator had 
expected to make.133 

121. PRO. W.O. 44/43. fol. 109. Bryce's recommendations. 24 Sep
tember 1830. 

122. Ibid., fol. 140, Letter from the Treasury to the Board of Ord
nance. 6 January 1830. 

123. Ibid., fol. 140, Memorandum dated 17 January 1831 from the 
Board of Ordnance. 

124. PRO, W.O. 44/43, fol. 157, Dunn to Durnford. 20 June 1831; 
PAC, MG11, C O . 42 (Series Q). vol. 222, part 1, pp. 49-50. 
Respective officers to the Military Secretary. 5 February 1835. 

125. Ibid., p. 135. Memorandum from the Board of Ordnance. 
18 October 1830. 

126. S tewar t ' s holdings were acquired in exchange for the 
Marchmont property located to the west of the city limits. It had 
been bought by John Harvey in 1829. PAC. MGII, C O . 42 

(Series Q), vol. 222(1), p. 42, Letter to Craig. 24 October 1834; 
PRO, W.O. 44/43. fol. 182. Memorandum dated 10 May 1834. 

127. PAC RG8. 1. vol. 604, p. 31, Heathfield to Airey. 14 February 
1835. 

128. PAC RG4. A. 1. vol. 561. p. 224, Sale dated 20 March 1839. 
129. Ibid., p. 225, W. Rowan to the Attorney-General. 3 May 1839. 
130. Ibid., p. 223, Wright to Rowan, 30 April 1839. 
131. Ibid., p. 229. Whitmore to Oldfield, 10 August 1839; vol. 582. 

p. 24, Oldfield to O'Donnell. 4 December 1839. 
132. PAC RG8, I, vol. 604. p. 217. Lampson to O'Donnell. 4 July 

1840. 
133. P A C RGL L, 3, L. vol. 162. pp. 78975-7. Campbell to 

O'Donnell. 17 February 1840; pp. 78978-83, Whitmore to the 
respective officers, 7 and 8 February 1840. 

413 



During the 18,h and 19"' centur ies , the military con
stantly tried to maintain a non aedificandi zone , or a tract of 
land where house-building was prohibi ted, in front of the 
defensive works . The dimensions of this zone were variable. 
During the 18"' century in France , a royal o rdonnance set its 
width at 250 toises, beginning at the palisade of the covered 
way. In 1831 the Board of Ordnance declared that it should 
extend 600 yards out from the fortifications. The engineers in 
Québec would propose various d imensions and would finally 
agree to end the non aedificandi zone 200 yards from the 
salient points of the coun te r sca rp . A n o n y m o u s , 1841, Public 
Archives of Canada . 

Despite the lack of success of Lampson's 
venture, other speculators tried their luck. In 
1840 the engineer Whitmore wrote that Charles 
and Louis Panet had begun subdividing their land 
for the construction of houses. John Bonner, 
whose holdings were located to the west of the 
Martello towers, but within the city limits, 
planned to take similar action.134 Panet's threats 
to subdivide his land were not very important 
within the framework of a proposal made in 1840 
to demolish the western enceinte and replace it 
with advanced works and detached posts; but 
those made by Bonner were potentially disas
trous. On the other hand, within the framework 
of the project advocated by the engineer Oldfield 
to improve the city's enceinte, it was essential to 
appropriate the holdings of Panet and Lotbinière. 
Panet's land extended up to within almost 150 
feet of the salient angle of the St. Louis Ravelin. 
The construction of houses on this land would 
greatly hamper fire from the Dalhousie Bastion 
and its counterguard.135 

Once again the military considered the legal 
implications of clearing the city's enceinte.136 A 
military proposal advocated integrating a ban on 
construction in materials other than wood in front 
of the for t i f icat ions into the municipal 
regulations.137 This suggestion seems ludicrous 
when one considers the efforts of North Ameri
can municipalities at this time with respect to fire 
prevention. Other military officials recommended 
that the colony's legislature pass a law prohib
iting the construction of houses within a definite 
radius of the fortifications. Such a law would 
make it possible to check the tendency to over
value land in these areas.138 

Two circumstances finally made the Treas
ury decide to buy the land. First, the fire in the 
Québec suburbs in 1845 had lowered land 
value.139 Secondly, the legislature had taken 
advantage of the opportunity to decide to build an 
aqueduct across the suburbs to provide the city 
with drinking water. Realizing that it was in a 
good position to buy the land that had been 
needed for so long, and in an attempt to prevent 
structures related to the aqueduct from being 
built in front of the fortifications,140 the military 
purchased the holdings of Panet, Lotbinière, 
Gauvin, Voyer and Prévost in front of the city's 
western enceinte. It also took advantage of the 
situation by buying several holdings located on 
Canoter ie , Saint-Charles and Saint-Vallier 
streets, which had been damaged by the fire, and 
thus cleared the cliff to the north and northeast of 
the city.141 

With these appropriations, the military's 
control over the city, and especially over Saint-
Jean Suburb, reached its height. There were 
rumours of other proposals to buy land after this 
date, but no more major appropriations were 
carried out. During this period, the new fortifica
tions projects showed the engineers' desire to 
move defensive works away from the heart of the 
city. Ironically, the western enceinte was finally 
clear of structures that were detrimental to 
defence at a time when this work began to be con
sidered obsolete. Some military officials even 
demanded that it be demolished to make way for 
the construction of detached forts. Thus, in 1852, 
after so much effort to acquire land, the military 

134. PAC. RG8, 1, vol. 604, pp. 172-6, Whitmore to Oldfield. 
17 February 1840. 

135. PRO. W.O. 44/38, pp. 208-9, Holloway to Mulcaster, 8 Novem
ber 1843. 

136. PAC. RG1. L. 3, L. vol. 162. pp. 78994-5, Oldfield to 
O'Donnell, 20 February 1840. 

137. PRO. W.O. 1/537, pt. 2, ff. 767-70, Murray to Stanley, 28 Octo
ber 1841; vol. 538. pt. 2. ff. 1029-32. Trevelyan to Stephen, 
13 January 1842. 

138. PRO. W.O. 1/541. pt. 1, ff. 532-5. Stephen to Trevelyan. 
27 December 1841. 

139. PRO, W.O. 1/553, pt. 2, ff. 656-7, Murray to Stanley. 1 August 
1845. 

140. PRO, W.O. 1/555, pt. 2, fol. 302, Bigham to Stephen, 22 Octo
ber 1846. 

141. For details on this land, see Claudette Lacelle, op. cit. The 
acquisitions in front of the western enceinte totalled 5'h acres. 
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authorities ceded Moorehead's old holdings near 
the tower no. 1 to the municipal corporation, 
which then began subdividing the land. 

Under both the British and French regimes, 
the preservation of the fortress was the primary 
objective of the military engineers in Québec. 
The British engineers' reconnaissance of the for
tress was essentially the same as that carried out 
by their counterparts in the French regime. The 
urban program that the British adopted, however, 
was very different from that of the French engi
neers. This change in the orientation of the 
Québec engineers ' urban program can be 
explained both by the differences between 
French and British traditions in military town 
planning and by the fact that the British were 
faced with a conquered town. The best indication 
of this is that they immediately opted for a citadel 
as opposed to any other option. In fact, this deci
sion, at the same time as it demonstrated the mili
tary's distrust of the urban population, mortgaged 
the future of the urban extension scheme related 
to Chaussegros de Léry's fortification. As a 
result, the British engineers' program made the 
town more of a military object than ever before. 

Prior to 1786, the British engineers' urban 
program suffered from a major tactical weakness 
with respect to the fortress. Because they did not 
value the town's western enceinte adequately, 
they took no measures to check the growth of 
Saint-Jean Suburb onto the land needed for the 
defensive operation of this work. This weakness 
seems even more serious when one considers that 
during the early years of the British regime it 
would have been relatively easy to preserve the 
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non aedificandi zone laid out by Chaussegros de 
Léry. Indeed, Saint-Jean Suburb had practically 
disappeared as a result of the construction of the 
enceinte. 

The fact that initially the British engineers 
saw no use for Chaussegros de Léry's enceinte 
and therefore did not lay out a non aedificandi 
zone constantly hampered, in later years, the set
ting up of the defensive system that they advo
cated. This also had important urban implica
tions. Until 1789-90, the military made little effort 
to direct the expansion of Saint-Jean Suburb so 
that its growth would not be detrimental to the 
fortifications. Gother Mann's new defence pro
posals mark an about-face in this regard; how
ever, a large suburb was already established. 
Henceforth, while trying to reduce the defensive 
problems created by the suburb, the military 
fought all attempts by the civilian authorities to 
plan its extension. The military's objectives in 
this matter were favoured by a coalition with the 
suburb's large landholder-speculators in an effort 
to defeat the roads surveyor's urban plans. When 
the justices of the peace collaborated with the 
military, the dispute was settled in favour of the 
fortress. The roads surveyor would find himself 
powerless, and the town would become a victim 
of military imperatives. The events of 1799 and 
1818 concerning the urban plans reveal that there 
was a basic conflict between the concept and 
functions of the town and those of the fortress. At 
least until 1840, without an efficient administra
tion to look after its interests, the town, as a 
social milieu, would find itself disadvantaged by 
its military function. 

Between 1835 and 1847. the military appropriated 
approximately 37 acres within the city limits, at the cost of 
64,000 pounds; it did so to ensure that the defensive works 
were provided with the open space essential to their opera
tion and thus could provide effective defence. The lots at the 
foot of the cliff were purchased to defend the rampart 

between Palace and Hope gates more efficiently. These 
appropriations, which were not a priority, were made after 
the 1845 fire when the value of the land damaged by the fire 
had decreased. After the land had been purchased, all the 
buildings on it were demolished. W. Holloway, 1847, Public 
Archives of Canada. 



The urban program that the military adopted 
from the beginning of the 19th century was aimed 
at eliminating the defensive weaknesses of the 
fortress caused by the urban phenomenon. The 
basic characteristic of this urban program was 
embodied in the military's determination to 
appropriate all urban land needed for defence and 
to prevent the subsequent pursuance of all urban 
activities on this land, such as the construction of 
houses, which would be prejudicial to the for
tress' preservation. Within the context of Québec 
City's dynamism during the first half of the 19th 

century, the military's program might be consid
ered anti-urban. The engineer Durnford; on his 
own admission, was trying to dismember Saint-
Jean Suburb. 

By pursuing its appropriation program, the 
military came into close contact with certain ele
ments of the population. In accordance with its 
jurists' advice, it recognized that individuals had 
the right to enjoy their holdings and recom
mended that there be compensation in most 
cases. This generosity originated perhaps from 
the fact that the military was unaware of the 
former French prerogatives with respect to land 
reserved for fortifications; however, the British 
military's attitude on this subject also reflects the 
feelings of insecurity that influenced it. In fact, 
it mentioned many times that it must avoid 
alienating the population. Manu militari occupa
tion was too dangerous. This explains the efforts 
made to establish landholders' rights. 

In conclusion, the scope of this urban pro
gram can be appreciated from the results; that is, 
from the amount of land acquired and from the 
cost of these acquisitions. Between 1800 and 1850 
the military authorities acquired 15772 acres 
within Québec City, of which 14872 acres were 
located in Saint-Jean Suburb.142 With these 
acquisitions, the military held a total of 357 acres 
in the city in 1850. Most of its land was located in 
Saint-Jean Suburb (35 per cent of the surface area 
of the suburb) and in Upper Town (42 per cent of 
its surface area). The cost of these acquisitions 
totalled 113,714 pounds. This figure is even more 
important and representative of the military 
authorities' urban program when one compares it 
with the cost of the Citadel's construction, which 
reached 226,000 pounds between 1820 and 1831. 
It is not surprising that in 1865, when the engineer 
Jervois prepared his report recommending that 
Pointe-Lévis be fortified, he insisted on including 
the cost of purchasing the necessary land in his 
estimate of the project's costs.143 

142. These figures, as well as those concerning cost, were taken 
from Claudette Lacelle, op. cit.; as far as the holdings acquired 
between 1830 and 1850 are concerned, those making up the 
race track and the Marchmont property have not been included 
in these calculations. They were located outside the city limits. 

143. PAC, RG8, II, vol. 32, "Report on the Defence of Canada 
Lieutenant-Colonel Jervois, January 1865. 
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Chapter 14 Fortifications and 
the constraints and 
obligations imposed 
upon an urban setting 

THE construction, maintenance and preser
vation of a classical defence system like 
the fortifications of Québec imposed 

severe constraints and obligations upon the city 
and its inhabitants. Some of these, such as cor
vées, taxation and expropriation, had a direct and 
burdensome effect upon the population. They 
involved a great deal of work, as well as material 
and financial loss for the inhabitants. The burden 
could become even greater if these constraints 
and obligations were not shared equally by all 
levels of society. Since the significance of cor
vées and taxation has already been examined, 
this chapter will deal primarily with the expropri
ation of land and the demolition of buildings in 
Québec. 

The existence of fortifications in an urban 
environment also imposed long-term constraints, 
especially with respect to space. A classical 
defence system could occupy a considerable 
area. In some towns, this space, enlarged by a 
non aedificandi zone located beyond the glacis, 
was even more extensive than the area occupied 
by the town itself, that is, the streets, squares 
and residential blocks. Without adequate town 
planning during the construction of the enceinte, 
the town might well exceed the limits of the forti
fication and form suburbs. Increased vertical 
growth and overcrowding of houses might also 
occur within the ramparts. Not only was the town 

cut off from the countryside, but the unoccupied 
areas within the walls gradually disappeared as 
the population increased. The number of gardens 
and orchards that contributed to the town's food 
supply might be greatly reduced, whereas land 
and houses might increase in value. The result 
was the phenomenon of urban spatial segrega
tion, which the inhabitants sometimes came to 
identify with the existence of the town walls. Not 
all of these phenomena occurred to the same 
degree in Québec. They were primarily a product 
of the 19th century and resulted from the applica
tion of the urban program developed by the Brit
ish engineers. 

The constraints and obligations imposed 
upon the population also originated from the fact 
that the military officials in charge of the security 
of the fortress formed a separate level of govern
ment in the town and thus directed some aspects 
of daily life. As shown by the phenomenon of the 
reconnaissance of the fortress, the military con
stantly ensured that the inhabitants did not com
promise its safekeeping by their actions or even 
by their intentions. The exercise of this authority 
sometimes led to abuses and always inconven
ienced the population, which was subjected to the 
general problems arising from a large number of 
soldiers living in the town and occupying a major 
part of the available space. 
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The defensive works of the fortress of Huningue , built 
by Vauban in 1678 on the site of a small village, covered a 
larger area than the town itself (s treets , squares and blocks). 
The following elements were found extending ou twards from 
the rampart road at Huningue: magistral line of the enceinte 
(bastions and curtain walls), di tch, tenailles, demi- lunes , 
covered way, glacis, second ditch filled with water at the 
foot of the glacis, as well as hornworks fronted by demi
lunes and another glacis. N . de Fer , Introduction à la Fortifi
cation . . . . 1696. 

Expropriations and Damage 
More often than not, the construction of a 

defensive system was accompanied by the expro
priation of landed property. Under the French 
regime, the royal prerogative to legally dispos
sess a landholder of his holdings was legitimized 
by the concept of the King's supreme right over 
the kingdom's land. The difference between the 
kingdom and the royal domain was not clear. As 
was pointed out to Intendant Duchesneau in 1679 
with respect to the preparation of the papier ter
rier, the monarchy was based on a "d ro i t 
universel,"1 and thus the principles of the indi

visibility and the inalienability of the kingdom 
could be applied to the royal domain.2 In New 
France these principles were applied, at least in 
the case of fortifications, as part of the King's 
prerogatives over the land of the royal domain. 
In 1747 Maurepas informed La Jonquière and 
Hocquart that in all cases where land was granted 
in the colonies, the King reserved certain rights 
with respect to the construction of fortifications. 
Even though this clause did not appear in the 
deeds of concession, "elle y est supplée de 
droit."3 

Compensation, in the form of legal guaran
tees for landholders, began to appear in the 
17th century, but only rarely. Even during the 
mid-18th century, landholders were at the mercy 
of the King's magnanimity, at least with respect 
to land expropriated for fortifications. The 
instructions given to La Galissonière and 
Hocquart regarding the expropriation of the land 
held by the merchant Nicolas Boisseau remove 
all doubts in this matter: 

Je dois mesme vous rappeler à cette occasion 
qu'il n'est dû aucune indemnité aux haans p1 

les terrains qu'on leur prend p1 les fortiffons 
puisque le Roy s'en réserve la faculté dans 
toutes les concessions et que quand mesme 
cette réserve n'y serait pas exprimée, elle y 
est toujours sous entendue.4 

This was not always the rule. In fact, the 
colonial authorities asked that there be compen
sation for land in all cases of expropriation for 
fortifications.5 The King preferred to examine 
each case individually, however, and never pro
nounced himself in favour of such a restrictive 
principle.6 Thus what happened in practice was 
often different from what the colonial authorities 
hoped for and advised. The King's magnanimity 
was sometimes quite arbitrary. 

Louis Rouer de Villeray, a former member 
of the Sovereign Council and owner of the Ville
ray fief, received a pension for life of 400 livres 
eight years after his land had been seized. In 
1704, after his death, 150 livres of this pension 
was transferred to his son, Louis Rouer d'Arti-
gny,7 and in 1726 d 'Art igny 's pension was 
increased to 400 livres to compensate for land 
appropriated for Chaussegros de Léry's fortifica-

1. AN, Colonies. F-\ 5:245, Memorandum to Duchesneau. 10 June 
1679. 

2. For a discussion of the King's prerogatives and the legal aspects 
of the royal domain, see Jean Brissaud, A History of French 
Public Law. London, John Murray, 1915, pp. 478-9 and A His
tory of French Private Law, London. John Murray. 1912, pp. 
279-82. 

3. AN, Colonies, B. 85:208(34), The Minister to La Jonquière and 
Hocquart. 3 April 1747. 

4. AN, Colonies, B. 87:183, The Minister to La Galissonière and 
Hocquart, 18 January 1748. 

5. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 18:10-1. Callières and Champigny to the 
Minister, 18 October 1700. 

6. AN, Colonies, B, 22:236-7. Memorandum from the King to 
Callières and Champigny, 3 May 1701. 

7. AN. Colonies, C"G, 1:3-25, Memorandum from the King to 
Vaudreuil and Bégon, 10 June 1704. 
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Not everyone was compensa ted for financial loss or 
demolished buildings when defensive works were built. 
W h e n the V a u d r e u i l B a t t e r y w a s set up on N i c o l a s 
Boisseau ' s holdings in 1745, his losses included a ware
house , whose storage facilities were a source of income, and 
a wharf. The letter A indicates the limits of Boisseau ' s prop
erty, C his wa rehouse . D a small shed and E his wharf. 
Anonymous , circa 1747, Archives nat ionales . F rance , Sec
tion Colonies . 

tions project.8 This method of compensation was 
rare. In 1710 the authorities discussed whether 
Sieur de Bécancour should be reimbursed simply 
by repaying him the cost of clearing his land or 
"sur le pied des deux tiers de la valeur présente" 
of his land.9 Some of the elite believed that 
favouritism played a role. Chartier de Lotbinière, 
representing the children of the ensign Renaud 
d'Avène Des Méloïzes for loss of income because 
of a ban on construction on their holdings, com
plained that d'Artigny had received a higher pen
sion for land taken for the same fortifications 
project.10 

Nevertheless, the fate of the large landhold
ers was better than that of the small. The small 
landholders were not as well treated as Saint-
Simon, who, on the Intendanfs orders, was 
granted one cask of wine annually while waiting 
to be compensated for land occupied by the 
fortifications." The case of Nicolas Boisseau 
was quite different. Boisseau, a former clerk of 
the provost court, had tried to increase his 
income by building a wharf and a warehouse on 
his holdings in Lower Town; the income from 
renting his warehouse to merchants amounted to 
300 livres annually. In 1745 the engineer used the 
wharf and a large part of Boisseau's land to set up 
a battery, and Boisseau was granted 750 livres in 
compensation. He submitted a petition for more. 
Boisseau enumerated the damage and also 
pointed out that by using his wharf as a battery, 
the King had not been obliged to spend nearly as 
much on construction and the cartage of fill.12 

His petition provoked a rather brutal response; 
the King did not approve the 750 livres compen
sation already promised.13 

In the Boisseau case, as well as in the case of 
those holding land on the alignment of the 1745 
enceinte, the King exercised his prerogative to 
expropriate for fortifications. The estimates and 
orders for payment for property, drawn up in 
connection with the work on this enceinte, did 
not take land into account.14 Conversely, during 
the same period, landholders whose land was 
expropriated for the construction of the Cul-de-
Sac Shipyards were compensated at the rate of 
two to three livres per square foot of their 
holdings.1 5 In some cases expropriations 
affected leased land. The expropriations prohib-

8. AN. Colonies, B, 49:644-644*. The Minister to Beauharnois and 
Dupuy. 14 May 1726. 

9. AN, Colonies, C ' A . 18:10-1, Callières and Champigny to the 
Minister, 18 October 1700; B, 22:84. Memorandum from the 
King. 5 May 1700. 

10. AN. Colonies, C ' A . 41:382-4. Chartier de Lotbinière to the 
Council. 9 November 1720. 

11. Marthe Lacombe and Norma Lee, Profil des maisons de la côte 
du Palais, p. 13. 
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12. AN, Colonies. E, dossier N. Boisseau. 1747. 

13. AN. Colonies. B. 85:208. The Minister to La Jonquière and 
Hocquart, 3 April 1747. 

14. AN, Colonies, G2, vol. 215. passim. Reports on estimates and 
orders for payment in connection with work on the 1745 
enceinte. 

15. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 90:37-8, 78-9. 140-3. 199-203. 247-5(1. 
308-10. Reports on estimates made in connection with expropri
ations for the Cul-de-Sac Shipyards. 1747. 



ited construction and consequently meant that 
the tenants could not enjoy their land. Their only 
recourse was to sue the landholder for compensa
tion. As for the latter, he was deprived of his 
annual income.16 Some of these landowners, 
such as the pilot Denis de Vitré, would never be 
compensated for the non-enjoyment of their land. 
In de Vitré's case, it might be asked whether the 
authorities' inaction did not encourage him to 
betray his country.17 

Although the King had the right to expropri
ate the land needed for building fortifications 
without awarding compensation, he could also 
restore the land to its former holders when it was 
considered to be of no use for defence.18 In one 
such case, involving land held by Mme Claude 
Vigoureux, there was even a non-enjoyment 
compensation.19 The restoration of land to its 
former owners was not always automatic, how
ever. In fact, before the authorities became aware 
of the widow Bécancour's titles to a piece of land 
no longer useful for defence the engineer very 
nearly granted it to other individuals.20 

The construction of an enceinte also 
involved the expropriation of buildings, as well as 
other material damage, whose reparation was the 
responsibility of the state. The compensation 
required for this damage could even become an 
important factor in choosing the trace of an 
enceinte. In 1710 Galliffet preferred Levasseur de 
Neré's project to that of Beaucours, even though 
Levasseur's involved more banking and cartage 
of earth. In response to those who rejected 
Levasseur's project, Galliffet replied: " . . . que le 
prix des maisons qu'on sera obligé d'abattre en 
suivant le plan du s1 de Beaucours parce qu'elles 
se trouvent sur le glacis, excédera celui des terres 
qu'il faudra p e l e r . . . " 2 1 Thus the colonial 
authorities did recognize the principle of compen
sation for material loss. In 1664, after the demoli
tion of Sieur Denis' house to use the materials for 
defensive works, the Sovereign Council ordered 
that the owner be compensated with the wood 
from a casemate.22 The documents rarely make it 
possible to verify if the compensation was or 
appeared to be equitable. The bases on which 

Like the towns where all the available land was ei ther 
built up or prohibitively expens ive , Québec expanded to 
some extent by the piecemeal addition of one s t ructure to 
another during the 18"1 cen tury . Buildings were set up 
beyond the enceintes of Beaucours and Levasseur and espe
cially along the roads leading into the town. This type of 
expansion made several expropriat ions necessary at the end 
of the French regime when Chaussegros de L é r y ' s enceinte 
was built; it also gave rise to numerous defence problems 
during the early 19th cen tury . Chaussegros de Léry fils, 
1742, negat ive , Public Archives of Canada ; original, Archi
ves nat ionales , F r ance , Section Out re -Mer . 

compensation was assessed varied, and all the 
problems and difficulties resulting from an expro
priation caused immeasurable inconvenience. 

The most common method of compensating 
owners for demolished buildings, at least in 1720 
and especially as of 1745, consisted of estimating 
reconstruction costs. Between 1750 and 1752, 
compensation for the demolition of houses expro
priated for the 1745 enceinte was estimated as fol
lows: 24 livres per toise of masonry; 3 sols, 
6 deniers per foot of timber; 3 sols per foot of 
small joists; 30 livres per hundred roof-planks; 
35 livres per hundred floor- and partition-boards 
and 5 livres per toise of ceiling materials. In addi
tion, the value of a fireplace might be estimated at 
16 livres, a well in a cellar at 200 livres, and a 
stairway at 60 livres. The authorities also pro
vided compensation for dormer windows, shut
ters, iron fittings, locks and window glass.23 

16. AN, Colonies, C ' A , 44:265-7, Petition by Des Méloïzes. 
18 June 1720. 

17. PAC. RG1. L, 3, L. pp. 94125-8. De Vitré to Carleton. 5 Septem
ber 1769. De Vitré, who had piloted the British fleet to Québec in 
1759, would present a petition to Carleton ten years later to 
obtain the compensation promised him in payment for land 
expropriated for the construction of the Nouvelles Casernes. 

18. ANQQ, NF-2, cahier I, p. 91, Ordonnance issued by Raudot. 
15 March 1707; vol. 27. p. 21, Ordonnance issued by Hocquart. 
5 March 1739. 

19. Ibid., cahier I, p. 92. Ordonnance issued by Raudot, 17 March 
1707. 

20. AN, Colonies. B, 63:473-473v, The Minister to Beauharnois and 
Hocquart, 19 April 1735. 

21. AN. Outre-Mer, D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 382. "Mémoire sur les for
tifications de Québec." 2 November 1710. 

22. Jugements et délibérations dit Conseil Souverain de la Nouvelle-
France, vol. 1, Order for payment to Sieur Denis, 24 April 1664. 

23. AN, Colonies, G2, vol. 215 contains 15 reports on estimates of 
this kind made in connection with the expropriation and demoli
tion of houses for the construction of the Nouvelles Casernes 
and a part of Quebec's western enceinte. A study of plans has 
enabled us to identify at least 17 cases of demolition for the west
ern enceinte, six of which were located on the extension of 
Saint-Jean Street. We have been unable to trace either estimates 
or orders for payments for the demolished buildings. 
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The enceinte built by Beaucou i s in 1693 constra ined the 
town. As indicated, the Ursul ines ' proper ty was bisected, 
their gardens ruined and their t rees cut down to make 
gabions . Beaucours ' enceinte lasted for many years , 
and although it was judged inadequate , the engineer still 
thwarted the c o m m u n i t y ' s a t tempts to regain its holdings in 
1725. Detail: A n o n y m o u s , 1693, negat ive. Public Archives of 
C a n a d a ; or ig ina l . A r c h i v e s n a t i o n a l e s , F r a n c e , Sec t ion 
Outre-Mer . 

These figures, at least for masonry, compared 
quite favourably with the current construction 
costs of a house.24 In 1754, however, when a 
toise of masonry for a new house cost between 23 
and 24 livres, the King granted only 18 livres per 
toise as compensation for demolition.25 Simi
larly, in 1757, when the construction cost of a 
toise of masonry was still the same, compensa
tion for the demolished masonry of a house 
dropped to 15 livres per toise.26 This was no 
doubt related to the state's financial difficulties 
during its preparations for war. 

Although some cases of compensation were 
settled rapidly and fairly, others were grievous. 
The Cureux heirs had to wait almost 20 years 
before the authorities even estimated the loss 
they had suffered from the demolition of their 
house in 1709. Since Mme Cureux ran a tavern, 

the demolition of the house deprived the Cureux 
family of its livelihood, and because they did not 
have the means to rebuild the structure and were 
forced to pay an annual rent of 140 livres for their 
land, based on a principal of 2,800 livres, the chil
dren were reduced to beggary. Promises of recon
struction brought few results, and it wasn't until 
1725 that the authorities began taking steps to 
compensate the family. The assessed 3,000 livres 
was calculated according to what it would cost to 
rebuild only the various structures that had been 
demolished, and the settlement was still in abey
ance in 1727.27 Some cases of compensation for 
housing demolition were never settled, depending 
on the sums involved. The indemnities awarded 
for the demolition carried out in connection with 
the construction of the western enceinte and the 
Nouvelles Casernes varied from 600 to 4,500 
livres.2* Pierre Marchand, whose house was torn 
down to build defensive works on Côte de la 
Montagne, had compensation estimated at 15,000 
livres, but he was still awaiting it in 1764. He also 
complained that his house had been undervalued, 
since it had cost him 20,000 livres.29 

In addition to the demolition of buildings, 
losses sometimes included the destruction of 
landscaping. To build the earthworks, soil had to 
be removed to the level of bedrock, which ruined 
pasture, gardens, orchards and wooded areas 
near the ramparts. In such instances, compensa
tion could vary widely. The estimate of the losses 
suffered by the Cureux family did not include 
such damage, whereas the yearly sum paid to 
Rouer de Villeray took it into consideration.30 In 
the case of the fabrique* of the parish of Québec, 
the King elevated their holdings on the Cape Dia
mond heights into a fief in compensation for dam
age caused to this land by building the 1693 
earthworks.31 The Ursulines were not as fortu
nate; for a long time they persisted in trying to 
obtain compensation for similar losses. As of the 
first manu militari occupation of part of their land 
in 1689, they asked that their wooded areas not be 
cleared.32 Subsequently, with the work on 

* A committee charged with administering the funds allocated to the 
construction and maintenance of a church. 

24. This was also true in 1747. In the case of the houses demolished 
for the construction of the Cul-de-Sac Shipyards, compensation 
for masonry corresponded closely to construction costs at the 
time. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 90:37-8. 78-9. 140-3. 199-203. 247-50, 
308-10, Reports. 

25. These were the estimates for the demolition of the houses 
belonging to the notary Panet and to Michel Laporte on Saint-
Louis Street near the glacis. AN. Colonies. G2. vol. 214. pièces 
262 and 265. 

26. Ibid., pièce 268. Report on an appraisal of Charles Gilbert's 
house. 1757. 

27. AN. Colonies, E, dossier Cureux, pièces 1-7. 1717-27. 

28. AN. Colonies. G2. vol. 215. passim. Orders for payment. 
1747-57. 

29. PAC. RG4, A, 1, vol. 3, pp. 1276-7. List of bills of exchange 
belonging to Pierre Marchand. 2 April 1764. 

30. AN. Colonies. C"G. 1:3-25. Memorandum from the King to 
Vaudreuil and Bégon. 10 June 1704. 

31. P.G. Roy (éd.), Inventaire ties concessions en fief et seigneurie. 
fois et hommages; et aveux et dénombrements conserves aux 
Archives de la province de Québec. Beauceville, L'Éclaireur, 
1928, vol. 4, pp. 147-8. Cape Diamond fief, 15 May 1697. 

32. Les Ursulines de Québec depuis leur établissement jusqu'à nos 
jours, Québec. C. Darveau, 1863-66, tome 1, p. 477. 
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Beaucours' enceinte in 1693 and the temporary 
earthworks of 1709, their holdings were cut in 
half, their gardens ruined by the excavations for 
the earthworks, and their trees cut down to make 
gabions. The Ursulines were not very pleased 
with their compensation of 1,500 livres, which 
they estimated covered just one-rghth of their 
losses.31 In 1714 Vaudreuil and Bégon, even 
though they sent the Ursulines' petition to the 
Court, asked them not to pursue the issue, 
stressing that they still had five arpents in the 
town and that they were allowed to keep their 
animals there.34 The sisters did not agree, how
ever, and in 1721 they once again asked for com
pensation. In their opinion, it was not merely a 
question of material damage; they were also 
annoyed that Beaucours' earthworks allowed 
anyone passing their convent to see inside.35 An 
analysis of their losses, like those of the other 
religious communities, notably, the sisters of 
Hôtel-Dieu,36 must ultimately consider the large 
subsidies that the mother country paid for their 
upkeep.37 

From 1760, by right of conquest, the British 
Army took over all the land occupied by the forti
fications and military buildings in Québec. In 
addition, in some cases the new rulers extended 
the principle of the right of conquest to holdings 
that had already been allotted in the King's 
tensive. Thus they occupied the Esplanade and 
part of the Jesuits' College, as well as the land 
needed for building a citadel on the Cape Dia
mond heights. In 1763, in the case of the area set 
aside for a citadel, the appropriation of the land 
held by the Ursulines and the fabrique of the par
ish of Québec and of Jonathan Sewell's newly 
acquired holdings actually took the form of a ban 
on construction. No transactions were signed or 
compensations granted, since the effective occu

pation of this land would not take place until the 
citadel was built. Even after the construction of 
the temporary citadel in 1779-83, no compensa
tion was granted to the various landholders.38 

Once again, in 1826, Judge Sewell vehemently 
complained that he had never been compensated 
for his land and that the response to his petitions 
had always been "That neither restoration nor 
Indemnity could be obtained before it was deter
mined whether the Land so taken would or would 
not be required for the scite of the Citadel."39 

The documents give no clue whether or not the 
indemnities were paid after the Citadel was 
built.40 

These cases were exceptional during the 
British regime; in general, authority was not often 
abused. In fact, most of the land required for the 
fortress was either purchased, expropriated with 
compensation or rented.41 Even though in some 
cases, such as that of Manon de Brouague around 
1779,42 the military carried out manu militari 
occupations of holdings, landholders were even
tually compensated for their land. In 1766 the 
judicial authorities emphasized that landholders 
had the right to compensation unless a special 
reservation for the construction of fortifications 
had been specified in the original concessions.43 

This opinion was expressed throughout the 
1763-1815 per iod . As a resul t , with few 
exceptions,44 transactions were executed rela
tively quickly and inconvenience to landholders 
was thus reduced.45 After 1815, however, trans
actions were conducted more slowly, and this 
sometimes caused inconveniences to the land
holders. But, although some transactions entailed 
financial loss, others resulted in gains. In 1827, 
seven landholders on the Citadel 's glacis 
accepted lower compensations in final settle-

33. AN. Colonies. C ' A . 20:257. Ursulines to Pontchartrain, n.d. 
34. AN. Colonies, C ' A , 34:230. Vaudreuil and Bégon to the Minis

ter. 26 September 1714. 
35. AN. Colonies. C ' A , 43:257-9. Petition by the Ursulines sent to 

the Council of the Marine by Bégon. 24 May 1721; 48:93-6. 
Beauharnois and Dupuy to the Minister, 30 October 1726. 

36. PAC. MG17. A. 10. vol. 1, pp. 54-5. Pontbriand to Sister de 
F Enfant-Jésus, 24 July 1752; p. 295, Sister de l'Enfant-Jésus to 
La Galissonière. 1752. The 1745 fortifications divided the Hôtel-
Dieu and Des Pauvres properties in two. 

37. Since they were indebted to the King, the religious communities 
recognized, like Sister de Sainte-Hélène, that the King had "un 
droi naturel sur tous leurs biens." PAC. MG17, A. 7. l .vol. 15. 
no. 5. pièce H, Sister Marie Andrée de Sainte-Hélène to Sieur de 
Moras. 30 October 1757. 

38. P A C R G l . L. 3. L.vol. 23. p. 11863. "Déclaration des titres par 
les Dames Ursulines de Québec . . . ." 15 June 1790. The Ursu
lines had purchased their land on the Cape Diamond heights 
from Louis Rouer d'Artigny in 1727. 

39. PRO. W.O. 44/41. fol. 138. Petition by Jonathan Sewell. 20 
December 1826. 

40. We do, however, have a wealth of documents dealing with the 
compensations granted for the land expropriated for the Cita
del's glacis. 

4L For an examination of methods of acquisition, see Claudette 
Lacelle. La propriété militaire' clairs la ville de Québec. 
1760-1871. p. 20. 

42. BM. Add. MSS 21. 878. fol. 142. Petition by Manon de Broua
gue, 21 May 1779: fol. 209. Petition by Manon de Brouague. 
17 January 1780. 

43. This opinion seems to have been expressed for the first time in 
1766 after Sieur de Lanaudière claimed compensation when his 
land was used to lay out a military street to reach the batteries 
on Remparts Street near the Seminary. PAC. RGL L, 3, L, vol. 
118. p. 57693, Lanaudière to Murray, n.d.; p. 57699. Thomas 
Dunn's opinion, 18 June 1766. 

44. In particular, we are thinking of the properties of Charles and 
Michel Jourdain. These transactions, which were very trouble
some for these landholders, continued for almost 20 years before 
a satisfactory solution was reached. See PAC, RG8, 1. vol. 600, 
pp. 58-63. Judge Bowen to Col. Darling. II December 1821. 

45. Claudette Lacelle. op. cit., p. 23. Most of the transactions 
between 1760 and 1871 were settled in less than three years. 
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ments than had been set by arbitration.46 On the 
other hand, one of these landholders, Philip Van 
Courtland, stated that the judges had arrived at 
an evaluation that was higher than he had 
expected.47 Of the landholders who were expro
priated for the construction of the Citadel's gla
cis, only Jonathan Sewell, who was able to exert 
pressure in the right places, managed to obtain a 
higher indemnity.48 

The slowness of these transactions was just 
as disadvantageous to the military. In 1823 the 
price of the holdings on the Citadel's glacis was 
evaluated at 7,000 pounds; in 1826 it had risen to 
14,000 pounds,49 and the settlement reached 
between 1827 and 1831 cost 19,701 pounds.50 A 
similar phenomenon is evident in the transactions 
for the land opposite the western enceinte. The 
Panet brothers asked for 1,500 pounds for their 
land in 1830; 13 years later the figure had risen to 
4,000 pounds. In 1845, because the land had lost 
some of its value following the fire in Saint-Jean 
Suburb, they accepted 3,500 pounds.51 It is very 
difficult to evaluate the real gains or losses of all 
parties concerned in the land located in Saint-
Jean Suburb, such as that of the Panet brothers, 
since most of the transactions involved specula
tion attempts. 

Under the British regime, there was very lit
tle compensation for demolished houses and 
other material loss. People in the town and espe
cially those in Saint-Jean Suburb suffered consid
erable loss. Most of this demolition occurred dur
ing periods of alert and especially during the 
1775-76 blockade. The military authorities' policy 
in this matter was defined from the beginning of 
the British regime. In 1765 Ignace Delzenne 
asked for compensation because his house had 
been demolished by the engineers in 1762.52 The 
authorities answered that the demolition had 
occurred during a period of alert: Saint John's, 
Newfoundland, had been taken by a French 
squadron. The military had feared that Québec 

would be attacked and had had to prepare the 
town for withstanding a siege.53 During periods 
of alert, the military authorities were not obliged 
to compensate homeowners for their losses dur
ing the reconnaissance of the fortress. The way in 
which the military pursued this policy, following 
the blockade of Québec in 1775-76, is revealing. 
Although compensation was awarded to all the 
owners of boats and ships that had been requisi
tioned for military service, and although some 
inhabitants were compensated for damage when 
their homes had been used as barracks54 or 
guardhouses,55 homeowners in Saint-Jean Sub
urb received no indemnity for the demolition of 
their residences by the garrison during the 
blockade.56 Since the military authorities had 
shown little interest in applying the principle of 
the non aedifwandi zone in Québec before the 
siege, and considering their leniency with respect 
to constructions on the glacis, there was some 
injustice in the fact that these homeowners were 
not compensated for their losses. In fact, it was 
only after the 1775-76 blockade that the military 
authorities proclaimed that residents who built 
their houses close to the fortifications' glacis did 
so at the risk of having them demolished without 
compensation.57 How can the behaviour of the 
military authorities be justified, and why were the 
inhabitants' legal actions in vain? The explana
tion lies in the exceptional nature of the situation: 
the town had been under enemy attack. Under 
such circumstances, no court action could be 
taken against the King's servants who were fol
lowing orders to safeguard royal possessions, 
"the Maxim being that the King can do no 
wrong."58 

Spatial Constraints and Urban Growth 
Since the question of land is a major feature 

of all urbanization phenomena, the study of spa
tial constraints in relation to the dynamism of a 
town's growth is fundamental. In a fortress, these 
constraints were usually associated with a lack of 

46. PRO, W.O. 44/41, fol. 217. "A schedule of further propos
a l s . . . ," 19 February 1827. 

47. Ibid., fol. 199, Van Courtland to Durnford, 17 May 1827. 
48. Ibid., fol. 205, "an abstract of valuation." 17 February 1826; 

fol. 271, Settlements. 20 April 1829. 
49. Ibid., ff. 117-8, Smyth to Mann, 24 July 1825; fol. 120, Griffin to 

Mann, 17 February 1826. 
50. This figure is similar to the one reached by the judges in 1827. 

Ibid., fol. 145, "abstract of the evaluation," 1827. 
51. PRO, W.O. 44/38, fol. 211, Louis and Charles Panet to the 

respective officers. 29 September 1843. 
52. PAC, RG4, A, 1, vol. 16, pp. 5974-5. Petition by Ignace 

Delzenne. 3 February 1765. 
53. PAC, RG1, E. 15. A. vol. 3. "Report of the committee to take 

into consideration accompts and claims against the Govern
ment . . . ," 11 April 1767. 

54. Reference is made here to Montcalm's house, which at that 
time belonged to George Allsopp. PAC. RG4. A, 1, vol. 47. 
pp. 15619-21. Petition by George Allsopp. 3 September 1790. 

55. The buildings belonging to the sisters of the Congrégation, the 
sisters of Hôtel-Dieu, and to Simon Fraser and Martial Paradis. 

56. Compensations awarded after the 1775-76 blockade are regis
tered in the Board of Audit records. No mention is made of com
pensation for the houses demolished in Saint-Jean Suburb. PAC. 
RG1. E, 15, A. vol. 330. "An account of claims against govern
ment." 1777. 

57. ANQQ. AP-G/254. J. Thompson's journal, 30 July 1776. 
58. Judge Bowen wrote these words in 1821 in connection with the 

demolition of Jourdain's fences by the military engineers. PAC, 
RG8, I, vol. 600. p. 61. Bowen to Darling, 11 December 1821. 
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available land for construction.59 This shortage, 
which was normally a product of the military 
authorities' decisions and actions, could make a 
town's spatial development somewhat disor
derly: a sector's maximum growth capacity might 
be reached prematurely; there might be gradual 
overcrowding, vertical construction and the 
spontaneous growth of suburbs beyond the walls. 

In Québec during the 18th and 19lh centu
ries, the military authorities took a series of steps 
that directly affected urban space: creation of a 
non aedificandi zone in front of the enceinte 
(1745-52); laying out of a grid for Saint-Roch Sub
urb (1752); reallocation of lots in Upper Town 
(1752-54); appropriation of land in Upper Town in 
anticipation of building a citadel (1763); lobbying 
against the homologation of urban plans (1799 
and 1818); and purchasing of land needed for 
defence in Saint-Jean Suburb (1819-47). Some of 
these actions were influenced by a practical con
cern for the city as a physical and social environ
ment, whereas others were motivated solely by 
defence requirements. 

The consequences of these actions in the 
evolution of Quebec's spatial organization at the 
end of the 18"' century and during the 19th cen
tury must be evaluated in the light of the dyna
mism of the city's growth. Obviously, spatial 
constraints were specially pronounced in those 
areas where there was a strong military presence: 
Upper Town and Saint-Jean Suburb. 

/. Overcrowding and Vertical Construction 
in Upper Town 

As of 1752 the reallocation of lots within the 
walled part of Québec, which was prompted by 
the construction of Chaussegros de Léry ' s 
enceinte, was an objective that the colonial and 
metropolitan authorities had long pursued. In 
fact, this lot reallocation scheme was intended to 
allow the extension of Upper Town in accordance 

with a plan based on military urbanism principles 
and thus to prevent spatial problems; these prob
lems often resulted from a town's being too 
closely surrounded by an enceinte, such as the 
one built by Beaucours in 1693. 

Although this urban extension was very 
important, it was only one aspect of a more global 
scheme of urban development that the engineers 
Chaussegros de Léry and Franquet envisioned 
for Québec. In fact, this scheme also included an 
urban extension project in Uower Town and the 
spatial organization of Hiché or Saint-Roch Sub
urb. Chaussegros de Léry saw this suburb as an 
area that could relieve population pressure in 
Upper Town: " . . . une grande partie des artisans 
de la ville se sont logés, ce qui a débarassé la vil
le."6 0 Moreover, the development of this suburb 
must also be seen as a precautionary measure 
taken by the engineer to prevent the revival of 
Saint-Jean Suburb and thus to keep the non 
aedificandi zone in front of the enceinte intact. 

These plans and achievements presupposed 
that the town's definite growth capacity61 had to 
be calculated, at least for Upper Town, which 
was surrounded by an enceinte, and for the pro
posed extension of Lower Town, which was also 
to be enclosed. Any reduction in the space vital 
to urban expansion within these distinct entities 
endangered the balance between urban utilitari
anism and defence requirements62 sought by the 
engineers, and risked creating more spatial con
straints within the town. Nevertheless, the valid
ity of the engineers' plans regarding spatial prob
lems must be evaluated in the context of the 
town's particular circumstances and the dyna
mism of its growth. 

Even though Quebec ' s population had 
almost doubled since 173963 as a result of a rela
tive increase in immigration and a shift of the 
rural population to the town,64 in 1754 there was 

59. A "non altius tollendi" servitude might also have existed. This 
was a servitude imposed by the military or the municipal author
ities by means of a regulation prohibiting construction above a 
certain height. 

60. AN. Outre-Mer. D.F.C.. no. d'ordre 428. "Projet pour fortifier 
la Basse-ville de Québec." Chaussegros de Léry, 20 October 
1752. 

61. As was pointed out in Chapter 11. when an engineer drew up 
projects for urban extension, he could take into account the 
town's previous growth, as well as the increase in the number of 
buildings. Obviously, he could not foresee the town's future 
dynamism. Nevertheless, the zone for urban extension that he 
worked out had specific properties governing the number of 
buildings it could contain (dimensions of the extension, topo
graphical features), which enabled him to calculate a definite 
physical expansion. In addition, by taking into account military 
requirements (rampart road, barracks and storage sectors . . . ) 
and town planning criteria (street widths, size of public squares, 
number of houses per block, size of residential blocks . . . see 
Neuf-Brisach's ideal plan), his reallocation scheme would be 
designed for a specific growth capacity in terms of buildings. 
Calculations were also made during the 18"' century to deter

mine a fortress' maximum population. These were made in 
accordance with the rules of "defense limitée dans le temps." 
(See L. Grodecki, op. cit.. pp. 331-4.) These calculations could 
be used especially for frontier fortresses, under strict military 
control. Since Québec was not only a fortress, but also a capital 
and a seaport, calculations of this sort were not of any use. 

62. The realization of the Lower Town project involved one essen
tial condition: the construction of dikes and ramparts. With 
respect to the engineers' more global scheme of urban growth, 
the abandonment of the Lower Town project at the end of the 
French regime did not mean a real reduction in the town's 
growth capacity. The properties governing the number of build
ings that the Lower Town project could contain were the prod
uct of planning, whereas those affecting the reallocation of lots 
in Upper Town were real. 

63. Recensement du Canada, 1870-71, vol. 4. Censuses from 1739 to 
1754. 

64. P.G. Roy (éd.). Inventaire des ordonnances des intendants . . ., 
tome 3. p. 125. Ordonnance issued by Bigot. 20 April 1749. To 
check the flow of the rural population to the towns. Bigot forbad 
country residents to move to urban centres. 
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Reduction of the habitable area of Upper Town 
as a result of the Citadel's construction 

The occupat ion of the Cape Diamond heights with the 
construct ion of a citadel meant that the walled part of Upper 
Town had much less capaci ty for physical expans ion . In 

1752 Chaussegros had reserved this sector for laying out 
14 regular and 5 irregular blocks able to accommoda te about 
300 houses . 

still very little pressure on the town to expand 
physically. Indeed, the growth of Saint-Roch 
Suburb and the development of the Seminary's 
enclosure had eased the subdivision and con
struction pressures elsewhere in the town. At the 
end of the French regime, Upper Town still 
answered the description written by Pehr Kalm in 
1749: an open site with many gardens and rela
tively few houses and therefore pleasant to live 
in, unlike Lower Town.65 Although part of the 
area within the walls belonged to the religious 
communities, there was still a large amount of 
space available for building new houses. 

At the very most, the construct ion of 
Chaussegros de Léry ' s enceinte may have 

increased land values in Upper Town. Moreover, 
from the last decade of the French regime, the 
metropolitan authorities had refused to ratify a 
number of concessions in Upper Town while they 
waited for the general subdivision and street-
network plan to be finalized. The considerable 
growth of Saint-Roch Suburb as of 1745, the year 
in which the town's enceinte was built, cannot be 
attributed only to the impetus provided by the 
Palace Shipyards.66 The walled part of Upper 
Town already seemed destined to become a quar
ter for the elite. Although this trend became 
firmly established during the 19th century, the 
advent of the British regime also ensured that this 
sector would enjoy military reserve status. 

65. J. Rousseau and G. Béthune (éd.). Voyage de Pehr Kalm au 
Canada en 1749, p. 324. 

66. In 1742 Saint-Roch had only 27 houses; in 1760 there were 
between 80 and 120. These figures were obtained by studying 
maps of Québec. The numerous plans drawn up between 1759 
and 1760 show the suburb in many different states. To gain an 

idea of Saint-Roch's physical state in terms of construction 
units, we have eliminated the numerous plans of sieges, battles 
and fortification projects to base our conclusions on surveys 
alone. As for the impetus provided by the Palace Shipyards, one 
must bear in mind that they had to compete with the Cul-de-Sac 
Shipyards from the last decade of the French regime onward. 
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By right of conquest, the British Army 
appropriated approximately 141 acres in Québec 
City. One hundred and twenty-seven acres were 
in Upper Town, whereas only 14 were in Lower 
Town.67 Some of the land in Upper Town was 
already occupied by defensive works or military 
buildings and courtyards (67lh acres);68 how
ever, the rest (593/4 acres) was part of the land 
that had been reallocated by the French engineers 
for subdivision and construction.69 The appropri
ation of this land for military purposes could only 
decrease Upper Town's growth capacity. 

As of 1763, when the military reserved land 
on the Cape Diamond heights for building a cita
del, the area for urban extension within the 
enceinte was reduced. This meant that almost 
half the land affected by Chaussegros de Léry's 
lot reallocation project would no longer be avail
able. As indicated on his 1752 plan, this sector 
could accommodate 14 regular and 5 irregular 
blocks.70 The engineer had followed the recom
mendations laid down in Belidor's manual on 
street widths and the size of residential blocks. 
By following Belidor's rules on housefronts, it is 
possible to evaluate by how much the town's 
growth capacity was reduced in construction 
units.71 Ideally, the area set aside by Chausse
gros could have accommodated approximately 
300 new houses. Its appropriation by the military 
in 1763 meant a 30 per cent reduction in housing 
space in Upper Town.72 

When the Esplanade and the Royal Engi
neers' Yard on Saint-Louis Street were laid out at 
the end of the 18th century, the growth capacity 
of Upper Town in the extension zone provided 
for by Chaussegros and Franquet was reduced 
once more. Other appropriations at the end of the 
18th century and during the 19th century, 
undertaken to perfect the town's defensive sys
tem or to meet the growing garrison's needs for 
housing, activity and service areas, resulted in an 
even greater reduction of Upper Town's living 
space. By the middle of the 19th century, military 
holdings in Upper Town occupied more than 42 
per cent of the space within the town walls.73 

But to what extent was the growth of Upper 
Town influenced by the fortifications and the mil
itary's appropriations of land? Since a large part 
of the land set aside for subdivision was no longer 
available, the phenomena of overcrowding and 
vertical construction increased in Upper Town; 
however, these phenomena occurred only in pro
portion to the town's growth rate and in accord
ance with the demand for space in this privileged 
area of subdivision and construction. 

The slow growth of the town at the end of the 
18th century74 mitigated the problem for a while. 
In 1800, 48 years after Chaussegros and Franquet 
had worked out their extension plans, there were 
only approximately 60 new constructions in this 
sector.75 As travellers passing through Québec at 
the end of the 18th century noted, dwellings were 
still quite small76 and there was still a tendency 

67. Our figures were taken from Claudette Lacelle, op. cit., 
pp. 9-12. The land occupied by the fortifications and the glacis is 
included in the total for Upper Town. 

68. These included the fortifications and their glacis (60 acres); the 
land and buildings in the Potasse Barracks sector (Artillery Park) 
(2 acres); the Royal Redoubt ('A acre); the Jesuits' College and 
land (5'A acres). 

69. This included the land for the future Citadel and its glacis 
(53'A acres); land for the future Royal Engineers' Yard (l'A 
acres); land for the future Esplanade (4 acres); land for the gar
den of the Château (1 acre). 

70. These estimates have been reached by superposing 19"'-century 
plans of the Citadel and its glacis on Chaussegros de Léry's 1752 
plan. It is impossible to determine the limits of the land appropri
ated for the Citadel from the plans drawn up at the beginning of 
the British regime (53'A acres). The land occupied by the Cita
del and its glacis in the mid-19lh century amounted to 56 acres 
(See Claudette Lacelle, op. cit . , pp. 9-14). Although 
Chaussegros de Léry's lot reallocation project was not approved 
by the mother country, which preferred the one proposed by 
Franquet. it has been concluded that there was actually little dif
ference between the two. Since we do not have Franquet's plan 
in our possession, we have used the one drawn up by Chausse
gros in order to work out Upper Town's growth potential. 

71. Bélidor recommended housefronts of 5 to 6 toises. The Citadel 
sector, with its 14 regular and 5 irregular lots, could accommo

date houses with fronts of 5.5 toises over 1,687 linear toises. A 
study of 30 building contracts for Upper Town between 1716 and 
1752, the period in which Chaussegros de Léry was active before 
he drew up his extension plan, reveals that the average house-
front measured 5 toises. 

72. The housing capacity of Upper Town (1,000) was calculated for 
its entire area on the basis of 300 houses per 53-acre tract of 
land. Of course, these calculations do not include the public or 
religious buildings in this sector or their courtyards and gardens. 
On the other hand, the premise of 300 houses per 53 acres com
pensates in part for this omission since it was calculated on the 
basis of an urban plan including a large public square. In accord
ance with this data, the maximum number of houses that Upper 
Town could contain was reduced as of 1763 to approximately 
700. In 1871, when the British garrison left Québec, Upper Town 
contained 712 houses! Recensement da Canada, 1871, city of 
Québec, pp. 54-5. 

73. Claudette Lacelle, op. cit., p. 60. 
74. John Hare, "La population de la ville de Québec, 1795-1805" in 

Histoire sociale,.vol. 7, no. 13 (May 1974), p. 24. 
75. This figure was obtained by comparing the 1752 plan with the 

plans drawn up by the British engineers in 1799 and 1800. 
76. Isaac Weld. Travels through the states and the provinces of 

upper and lower Canada during the years 1795. 1796 and 1797, 
London, John Stockdale, 1799, p. 200. 
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to build houses with fewer than three storeys.77 

Even though the town grew considerably during 
the first two decades of the 19th century, growth 
was absorbed mainly by the suburbs. In fact, by 
the second decade of the 19th century, the sub
urbs overtook the old quarters in population and 
number of buildings.78 

As of 1820, and especially after 1830, as a 
result of more intensive construction activity and 
the increased growth rate of Upper Town's popu
lation, the sector reserved for extension in this 
quarter by the French engineers was rapidly 
occupied. The first signs of this growth can be 
seen in the requests made by the justices of the 
peace in 1823 and 1824 for the extension of Saint-
Denis, Sainte-Geneviève, Sainte-Ursule, 
d'Auteuil, Sainte-Anne (Dauphine) and Sainte-
Angèle streets and for the opening up of some 
smaller streets, such as Carleton and Duchesse 
d'Aiguillon.79 This horizontal expansion contin
ued until the 1840s. With 651 houses in 1842,80 

Upper Town had almost reached its maximum 
capacity in terms of construction units (700). 
Fifty years later, there were only 695 houses in 
this sector.81 

The scarcity of available construction space 
in Upper Town also resulted in increased vertical 
development. A study of building contracts 
reveals a general trend towards the construction 
of one- or two-storey houses between 1800 and 
1820. On the other hand, more building contracts 
for three-storey houses had been awarded than 
during the 18th century.82 As of 1820, the trend 
towards building three-storey houses in Upper 
Town was clearly established (61 per cent of the 
contracts between 1820 and 1842), and it 
increased after 1842 (70 per cent of the contracts 

between 1842 and 1871). Moreover, 13 per cent of 
the building contracts for the 1842-1871 period 
were for houses with four or more storeys.83 

The study of building contracts also reveals 
that as of 1820 one- or two-storey additions were 
made frequently, houses were rebuilt and new 
wings added.84 In addition, many adjoining or 
row-houses were built: for example, the three 
three-storey stone houses built in 1847 for 
William Ramsay on Remparts Street; the series of 
three three-storey and two four-storey adjoining 
houses built in 1831-32 for Joseph de Foy on 
Sainte-Geneviève Street; and the row of three 
three-storey brick houses built on Mont-Carmel 
Street for Edward Bowen in 1850.85 All these 
reconstructions, vertical additions and improve
ments also helped to increase Upper Town's 
property values; when the rare plots of land still 
available were put up for sale, the inevitable 
result was overbidding. 

Despite the scarcity of space in the habitable 
part of Upper Town, it should not be imagined 
that there was any serious overcrowding of peo
ple per construction unit. Encircled and enclosed 
by its fortifications, graced with many monumen
tal structures, and controlled by the religious 
communities, the military and wealthy landhold
ers, Upper Town was largely reserved for the 
elite. Although remaining an administrative, mili
tary, religious and cultural centre in the 19th cen
tury, it also became a centre for retail trade and a 
place of residence for many merchants, some of 
whom were fugitives of the epidemics in Lower 
Town during the 1830s and 1840s. Compared with 
several other old fortified towns, where over
crowding within the walls became a social 

77. Sixty-five percent of the building contracts indicating the num
ber of storeys for new houses built between 1760 and 1800 (20 in 
all) were for two-storey houses: 25 per cent were for one-storey 
houses and 10 per cent were for three-storey. For the 1716-60 
period, 50 per cent of the 28 building contracts that indicated the 
number of storeys in Upper Town were for one-storey houses, 
46 per cent were for two-storey ones and only 4 per cent were 
for houses with three or more storeys. Although there was a 
trend towards building taller houses in Upper Town between 
1760 and 1800 in comparison with the 1716-1760 period, there 
was no serious housing congestion in Upper Town. On the other 
hand, this trend probably shows that there was a greater concen
tration of wealthy people living in this sector. These figures were 
obtained by studying the building contracts listed in Doris Drolet 
Dubé and Marthe Lacombe. Inventaire des marelles de cons
ultation des Archives nationales à Québec, XVII'' et XVIII'' siè
cles, Histoire et Archéologie no. 17. passim. 

78. Marc Lafrance and Thiery Ruddel. Aspects de l'urbanisation 
de Québec: 1790-1840. Paper presented at the conference on 
research problems in urban history. Stanley House, 2-6 August 
1976. pp. 16-28. 

79. AVQ. Bas-Canada. Juges de Paix, sessions spéciales de la Paix, 
vol. A, p. 504, no. 1014 and p. 512. no. 1031. 16 April 1823: 
vol. B(2). p. 30. no. 102. 19 November 1823: p. 32. no. 111. 31 

December 1823; p. 50. no. 174. 5 May 1823; p. 52. no. 187. 5 May 
1824: p. 60. no. 211.22 June 1824; p. 85. no. 287, 11 August 1824. 

80. PAC, RG31, Census of Lower Canada. 1831 and 1842, Québec 
City. Between 1831 and 1842, the number of houses in Upper 
Town increased from 487 to 651. 

81. Recensement dit Canada. 1891, province of Québec, city of 
Québec, p. 102. 

82. Twenty-seven per cent of the building contracts indicating the 
number of storeys for new buildings between 1800 and 1820 (26 
in all) were for houses with three or more storeys. These figures 
were obtained by studying the contracts listed in: Geneviève 
Bastien. Doris D. Dubé and Christina Southam. Inventaire 
des inarches de construction des Archives civiles de Québec 
1800-1870, Histoire et Archéologie no. 1, passim. 

83. These figures were obtained by studying the contracts listed in 
Geneviève Bastien, Doris D. Dubé and Christina Southam. 
op. cit. For the period 1820-42. we have studied the 72 building 
contracts that indicated the number of storeys per house; for the 
years 1842 to 1871, 138 building contracts give this information. 

84. Geneviève Bastien et ah, op. cit. For example, nos. 1616, 1623, 
1757, 2066. 2067. 2417. 3419 and 3357. 

85. Ibid., nos. 1901. 2136. 3434 and 3435. 
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scourge,86 Quebec's Upper Town never reached 
a level of human congestion that could influence 
the living conditions of its population.87 

2. Saint-Jean Suburb: Ill-Regulated Expansion 
As in the case of Upper Town, some of the 

military authorities' decisions and actions, which 
directly or indirectly involved urban space, 
imposed constraints on the physical growth of 
Saint-Jean Suburb. The first important action of 
this kind, dating from 1745, concerned Chausse-
gros de Léry's enceinte. As of 1745 the engineer 
almost completely demolished the suburb to cre
ate a non aedificandi zone. To compensate for 
this loss of land for expansion, he laid out a grid 
for Saint-Roch Suburb, an achievement that had 
potentially significant consequences since the 
construction of a masonry enceinte often 
increased the value of the land within the town 
walls and put it beyond the reach of some of the 
population. By the end of the French regime, a 
large urban population was already concentrated 
in Saint-Roch, whereas the old Saint-Jean Suburb 
had been replaced by a non aedificandi zone. 

After the conquest , since new defence 
requirements emphasized the need for a citadel 
and since it was no longer felt that the town's 
enceinte could play a defensive role, the non 
aedificandi zone laid out by Chaussegros de Léry 
was no longer maintained. Saint-Jean Suburb was 
henceforth relinquished to subdivision and 
construction. 

Since a large part of the land that had been 
reserved for subdivision in Upper Town was no 
longer available following the military's appropri
ations in 1763 in anticipation of building a citadel, 
some of the town's physical growth had to take 
place elsewhere. Saint-Jean Suburb, in particu
lar, benefitted by this. In fact, for many people, 
especially artisans, this suburb was a more 
attractive place in which to live and work than the 
highly priced land in Upper Town or the marshy 

areas of Saint-Roch Suburb. Moreover, ship
building, which was the main attraction in Saint-
Roch Suburb, had been stagnant since the end of 
the French regime. In addition, more direct com
munication was possible between Saint-Jean Sub
urb and Upper Town, and thus the suburb could 
more easily attract the wealthy clientele of Upper 
Town to its artisans. 

These attractions were very important fac
tors. Despite the town's slow population growth 
between 1760 and 180088 and despite the small 
new suburb's complete devastation during the 
1775-76 American blockade, it expanded tremen
dously, especially from 1780 onward, in compari
son with the other sectors of the town.89 In 1795 
there were 171 houses in Saint-Jean Suburb, 
almost 40 more than in Saint-Roch Suburb.90 

This first expansion of Saint-Jean Suburb 
took the form of a piecemeal addition of one 
structure to another along Saint-Jean Street, 
beginning at St. John's Gate. Streets parallel to 
Saint-Jean (d'Aiguillon and Saint-Joachim) devel
oped during the years 1779-85, followed by Saint-
George Street (Côte d'Abraham), which led to 
Coteau Sainte-Geneviève. By the end of the 18th 

century, the houses on Saint-Jean Street 
extended beyond the future location of Claire 
Fontaine Street.91 It was therefore natural that 
the suburb tended to spread out on each side of 
Saint-Jean Street, to the north over the land on 
Coteau Sainte-Geneviève and to the south 
towards the heights of the town. 

Lacking an urban plan, Saint-Jean Suburb 
underwent a veritable explosion of disorganized 
growth from the first decade of the 19th century 
onward. Streets were traced according to partial 
subdivision plans, such as the one drawn up for 
the Hôtel-Dieu holdings in 1783, or were simply 
laid out wherever there were buildings.92 This 
growth continued during the second decade of the 
19th century; however, as a result of pressure 
exerted by the military to acquire land and to pro-

86. In Lyon, for example, the number of inhabitants per house 
reached 37.5 during the 18"' century. See Maurice Garden. Lyon 
et les Lyonnais an XVIIL' siècle, Paris. Flammarion, 1975, p. 38. 

87. In Upper Town, the greater number of storeys per house did not 
result in an increase in the proportion of inhabitants per building. 
Congestion was at the level of 6.7 inhabitants per house in 1805. 
8.2 in 1819. 9.2 in 1831, 7.2 in 1842 and 7.2 in 1871. Similar fig
ures were obtained for Lower Town and the suburbs. However, 
the houses in the suburbs were much smaller than those in 
Upper Town. As for the large buildings in Lower Town, they 
were mainly devoted to its commercial activities. These figures 
were obtained from the enumerations made by Québec parish 
priests in 1805 and 1819 and from the 1831, 1842 and 1871 
censuses. 

88. During the last decade of the French regime. Québec had 
approximately 8,000 inhabitants; in 1805, the town had only 
8,862 inhabitants. Marc Lafrance and Thiery Ruddel. op. cit., 
pp. 4 and 19. 

89. For a more global understanding of this phenomenon, it seems 
essential to study the evolution of the town's population and, 
especially, the question of migration during this period. A plausi
ble hypothesis seems to be that the suburb's growth was mainly 
the result of an important change in population strata and 
increased land values in Upper Town. 

90. John Hare. "La population de la ville de Québec, 1795-1805" in 
Histoire sociale, vol. 7. no. 13 (May 1974), pp. 28-9. 

91. This description of the suburb's growth is based on a study of 
Quebec's major plans between 1760 and 1800. 

92. The subdivision plan for the land belonging to Hôtel-Dieu in 
Saint-Jean Suburb in 1783 is reproduced in Luc Noppen, Claude 
Paulette and Michel Tremblay. Québec, trois siècles d'architec
ture, Éditions Libre Expression. 1979, p. 44. 
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In 1831 the military held 28 per cent of the t o w n ' s sur
face area as a result of appropr ia t ions . This percentage was 
even greater in 1850, after the 1835-1847 acquis i t ions , when 
35.5 per cent of Saint-Jean Suburb ' s surface area and 42 per 

cent of that within the walls of Upper Town were controlled 
by the military. W. Hol loway, 1850, Public Archives of 
Canada . 

hibit the construction of houses, it slowed down 
considerably. Moreover, it was during this period 
that Saint-Roch Suburb, undoubtedly given new 
life by the shipbuilding industry, surpassed Saint-
Jean Suburb in its number of construct ion 
units.93 

From 1822, the growth capacity of Saint-
Jean Suburb was greatly limited by the military's 
appropriation of the Villeray fief and the land bor
dering the Martello towers. Since the 1799 and 
1818 plans had not been homologated because of 
pressure from the military, the suburb had no 
plan to co-ordinate its expansion and thus it 
spread out over available land. The large holdings 
of Jean Guillet and Vallières de Saint-Réal on 
Coteau Sainte-Geneviève, and those of Michel 
and Amable Berthelot south of Saint-Jean Street, 
were subdivided into streets and blocks.94 An 

attempt was made to expand southward onto the 
holdings of the Panets, the Lotbinières and the 
Stewarts, but these landholders, who were in the 
process of negotiating with the military authori
ties, refused to allow this expansion. By threaten
ing the military's general staff that they would 
subdivide their land, they were merely trying to 
raise the value of their holdings. The opposition 
mounted by the Lotbinière heirs to the extension 
of Saint-Augustin and Saint-Eustache streets 
onto their land is most revealing in this regard.95 

Without a direct link between Saint-Louis and 
Saint-Jean streets, a considerable detour had to 
be made. There were several cases of encroach
ment on the land of these large landholders, 
sometimes causing damage to fences and 
gardens.96 

93. There were 609 houses in Saint-Roch Suburb in 1818. whereas 
Saint-Jean Suburb contained 539. See Honorius Provost (éd.). 
Recensement de In ville de Québec en 1818 par le en ré Joseph 
Signay, Cahiers d'histoire no. 29. Québec, La Société historique 
de Québec, 1976. p. 278. 

94. Antonio Drolet. La ville de Québec, histoire municipale, II, 
Cahiers d'histoire no. 17, Québec, La Société historique de Qué
bec, 1965. pp. 86-7; AVQ, Bas-Canada, Juges de Paix, sessions 
spéciales de la paix. vol. A. no. 527. p. 291, 16 June 1819. 

95. Antonio Drolet. op. cit., p. 87. AVQ. Bas-Canada, Juges de 
Paix, sessions spéciales de la paix. vol. B(2), p. 500. no. 1010. 
16 April 1823; p. 57, no. 206. 26 May 1824. As a result of the 
opposition from the Lotbinière heirs, extension work on these 
streets was suspended. 

96. AVQ, Bas-Canada, Juges de Paix, sessions spéciales de la paix, 
vol. A. no. 1010. pp. 500-2. Petition dated 31 March 1823. 
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The military was not in favour of granting 
permission to open up streets on land that it had 
acquired for defence purposes. In 1837 the city's 
request to extend d'Aiguillon Street a short dis
tance to Sainte-Foy Road over the military land 
adjacent to tower no. 4 was refused.97 The 
absence of an extension plan also caused serious 
problems for the roads inspector, who was con
stantly complaining about manoeuvres by petty 
speculators: they laid out streets to their own 
advantage, granted irregular plots of land, 
blocked road extension projects and even subdi
vided land that had been reserved for streets or 
public squares.98 

Although there was increased co-operation 
between the municipal and military authorities 
following the city's incorporation in 1833, the mil
itary still remained the indisputable master of a 
large part of the suburb. In fact, the military's 
control over the suburb reached its peak in 1848 
when it held 153V2 acres, which represented 35.5 
per cent of the suburb's total surface area.99 In 
addition, immediately to the west of the city lim
its, the military held a 713/4-acre tract of land, 
which had been appropriated from the Ursulines 
in 1802 for use as a drill ground. As a result of the 
pressures exerted by the city from the 1850s to 
push its limits further west,'00 control over this 
land was potentially rather important. 

The location of military land in Saint-Jean 
Suburb is even more revealing with respect to the 
constraints it imposed. As well as breaching the 
suburb to the west, military land also limited it on 
three sides. This restriction, which had persisted 
since 1822, considerably stunted the suburb's 
growth. In fact, it had little chance to expand 
except by extending beyond the city limits and 
the strip of military land next to the Martello tow
ers. The two thoroughfares cutting across mili
tary property, Saint-Jean Road and Saint-Louis 
Road, provided the sole means of communication 
between the two parts of the suburb. Salaberry 
Street, which was located within the limits of the 
Saint-Jean Suburb but beyond the towers, was 
already isolated from the rest of the suburb in 
1840; its inhabitants had to follow the long 

detours formed by the city's two main thorough
fares to reach the rest of the suburb. 

This critical situation in Saint-Jean Suburb 
only began to improve slowly as of the mid-19th 

century. In fact, although the engineer Holloway 
still recommended in 1849 that the municipality's 
attempts to encroach upon the land reserved for 
defence'01 be regarded with some suspicion, the 
military ceded a piece of property to the city for 
subdivision three years later. Nevertheless, for at 
least 50 years, military actions involving urban 
space directly (appropriation of land) or indi
rectly (opposition to urban plans) had shaped, by 
the spatial constraints that they imposed, the 
nature of the suburb's physical expansion. The 
military was largely responsible for the poorly 
regulated expansion of Saint-Jean Suburb during 
the first half of the 19lh century. 

Life Within a Fortress 
Life within a fortress involved frequent con

tact with the military phenomenon, and this con
tact risked being rather disagreeable for the civil
ian population if the military presence was 
overpowering. Without intending to minimize the 
problems created by this contact under the 
French regime, we wish to point out that it was 
significantly greater under British rule, when 
Quebec's role as a fortress was at its peak. The 
number of troops within the garrison increased 
considerably and the defensive system was 
improved by the construction of new works. This 
automatically led to an increase in the number of 
buildings and plots of land reserved for the mili
tary's accommodation and activities and placed 
an even larger area within the city at the mercy of 
defence requirements. As a result, the population 
had more frequent and more direct contact with 
the military phenomenon. Within the context of a 
more rigorous urban program with respect to the 
preservation of the fortress, this contact risked 
involving even more of the constraints that were 
an integral part of life within a fortress than it had 
during the French regime. 

/. Civilian-Military Contact 
An increasing number of petitions asked to 

purchase or make use of military land102 or to 

97. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 604. p. 129. Perrault and Scott to Nicolls, 
6 February 1837: pp. 131-3, Nicolls to Rowan. 16 February 1837. 

98. AVQ. Bas-Canada. Bureau de l'inspecteur des chemins, rap
ports de J.B. Lame. fol. 59. 10 November 1818: fol. 74. 4 May 
1819; fol. 197. 16 December 1823; fol. 239. 8 June 1825; fol. 255. 
15 May 1826. 

99. Saint-Jean Suburb was known as Saint-Jean Ward after the 
city's incorporation. In 1848 it bordered on Saint-Roch Ward, 
Upper Town's western enceinte, the summit of Cape Diamond 
overlooking the St. Lawrence River and the city's western limits 
as laid out in 1792. It occupied a total of 433 acres. 

100. Antonio Drolet. l.a ville tie Québec, histoire municipale. 111. 
Cahiers d'histoire no. 19. Québec, La Société historique de 
Québec. 1967. pp. 97-8. 

101. PAC. National Map Collection. "Québec. Revised plan show
ing in yellow the portions of Ordnance property under leases 
which expired 30"' April 1849." Comments by W.W. 
Holloway. 9 June 1849. Moreover, it was during this period that 
the military was preparing plans of all its property to define its 
limits and thus prevent encroachments. 

102. A study of these petitions has been done by Claudette Lacelle, 
op. cit.. pp. 34-48. 
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The Citadel's glacis, whose limits were marked by 
picket fences, occupied areas useful for the city's expansion, 
but it also provided vacant land for the inhabitants ' 

recreation. J.P. Cockburn, 1829, Pictures Division, Public 
Archives of Canada (C-I2636). 

gain passage across it; this resulted from the mili
tary's occupation of a large part of the city (28 per 
cent of the total surface area in 1831).103 These 
requests and petitions shed some light on the 
inconveniences that the fortifications and their 
adjacent land caused the city's inhabitants. They 
requested land for building a new market,104 

making a schoolyard,105 gaining access to inte
rior courtyards,106 and opening up or extending 
streets. As a rule, the military refused to cede or 
even allow temporary use of its land. Whether the 
land was directly related to the fortifications107 

or the barracks sectors, or was simply needed for 
storage space,108 or even if no immediate use 
was assigned to or envisioned for it, the military 
always considered it best to retain possession.109 

Furthermore, when the military did agree to cede 

or allow the use of its land, various restrictions 
were imposed. In most cases, the construction of 
buildings or other structures likely to jeopardize 
defence was prohibited in specific areas; some
times the right to demolish structures in the event 
of an enemy attack was reserved;110 and some
times the land was allowed to be used for agricul
ture only.111 

The extent and location of military land 
blocked off old thoroughfares that were useful to 
the population"2 and often caused drainage 
problems"3 and quarrels over boundaries and 
party walls."4 These factors also meant that the 
land was frequently used as refuge for criminals 
and drunks or as a garbage dump,"5 precluded 
the exploitation of some good quarries,116 and 

103. Marc Lafrunce and Thiery Ruddel, op. cit., p. 33. 
104. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 600, pp 36-41, Petition by the inhabitants of 

Saint-Roch, August 1821. 
105. Ibid., pp. 72-3, Harriet Martin to Dalhousie, 28 January 1822. 
106. Ibid., vol. 601, pp. 3-4, Petition by A. Mclntyre, 5 April 1826. 
107. Ibid., vol. 600, p. 74, Answer to H. Martin's petition. 1 Febru

ary 1822. 
108. PAC.RG4, A, 1, vol. 71, pp. 22368-9, Report by the committee 

on the King's Wharf concession, 29 April 1800. 
109. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 601, pp. 121-2, Durnford to Couper, 14 Feb

ruary 1829; Routh to Couper, 16 February 1829. 
110. PAC, RG8. I, vol. 405, p. 105, Durnford to Bowles, 5 June 

1819. 

111. PAC. RG8, I, vol. 602, pp. 22-8, 33-47, Durnford to Philips. 
8 February 1830; Respective officers to B. Tremain, 2 February 
1830. 

112. PAC, RG8, 1. vol. 604, pp. 212-3, Petition to Kempt, 16 June 
1840. 

113. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 601, pp. 102-7, Petition dated 16 September 
1828. 

114. Ibid., vol. 603, pp. 116-7, Petition by F. Bowen, 8 October 
1831. 

115. Ibid., vol. 600, pp. 173-4, Petition by F. Bellet, 31 October 
1823; vol. 603, pp. 259-61, Petition to Aylmer, 4 September 
1833. 

116. Ibid., vol. 599, p. 88, Boutillier to Craig, 12 April 1811. 
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made it difficult to gain acccess to the city's 
drinking water."7 

The military authorities did not always look 
after their property, and this neglect prompted 
several disputes with the municipal authorities. 
The military was in no hurry to remove the 
various barricades erected during sieges, and 
some of the town's streets, which had been barri
caded during the 1759 siege, were still blocked off 
in 1769 despi te s teps taken by the town 
magistrates."8 At the beginning of the 19lh cen
tury, the military was very slow to repair the 
drains leading out of the Jesuit Barracks, and in 
1805 the clerk of the peace complained that the 
water from these drains was overflowing and 
flooding Fabrique Street, causing considerable 
damage to the street's cobblestones, and pre
senting a danger to public health."9 The drains 
had still not been repaired in 1807 and were 
producing a "disagreeable and very unhealthy 
stench. . . and a Public Nuisance."120 The prob
lem created by the drains originating on military 
property was often the subject of later corre
spondence between the municipal and military 
authorities.121 

The military authorities did not do a better 
job of maintaining the streets bordering on their 
property, despite an agreement on this subject in 
the Roads Act. In 1827 and again in 1835 the 
roads inspector listed more than ten places where 
the military had neglected repairs that were its 
responsibility.122 The military even neglected 
making all the necessary repairs to its own build
ings and fortifications; for example, between 1837 
and 1839, the municipal authorities warned the 
military that the walls of the glacis and the coun-
terguards, as well as several sections of the ram
part and the walls near Prescott, Palace and St. 
Louis gates, were about to collapse and were a 
great danger to passers-by.122 

Despite all these problems, it would be false 
to claim that there was no collaboration whatso

ever between the different levels of authority in 
the city. In fact, the military looked after the 
drainage, repair and paving of certain streets;124 

and despite its reluctance, it did occasionally 
allow streets to be opened up on military 
property.125 In addition, it participated in the 
city's police force and fire brigade. On the other 
hand, the military did not pay any property tax 
and thus made no contribution to municipal 
finances. 

In addition to the problems caused by the 
concentration of military land and buildings 
needed to service the fortress, there were the 
problems resulting from the presence of the large 
garrison maintaining it. The garrison increased 
considerably126 under British rule, reaching over 
3,000 soldiers in 1812. On average, there were 
2,425 soldiers in Québec annually between 1810 
and 1816. Subsequently, between 1817 and 1857, 
the garrison averaged 1,300 soldiers.1 2 7 

Although the proportion of soldiers actually 
dropped in relation to the city's population after 
1816, troops could be found in all parts of the city 
during the 19th century. The soldiers were lodged 
mainly in the barracks sectors of Upper Town 
and in several of the city's houses. For example, 
in 1807, 1,000 soldiers were lodged in the Jesuits' 
College alone, right in the heart of Upper 
Town.128 They occupied a large portion of the 
gardens belonging to this order. In the 18lh cen
tury, these gardens provided Upper Town's mar
ket with a significant share of its vegetable sup
ply, but they were abandoned in the 19th century 
because of damage caused by the soldiers.129 

The growing number of disturbances in 
Québec might be explained partially by the pres
ence of too many soldiers. They contributed con
siderably to the crime rate and disorder in the city 
simply by frequenting inns, taverns and houses of 
prostitution. The increase in the number of drink
ing establishments and brothels in the city was 
related to the military phenomenon; in fact, the 

117. Ibid., vol. 405, p. 146. Petition to Richmond, 8 June 1819; 
pp. 149-52. Special Session of the Peace. 9 June 1819. 

118. ANQQ. QBC 28. vol. 17. Representations by the grand jurors, 
7 August 1769. 

119. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 599, p. 47 1/2. Perrault and Bentley to the 
justices of the peace, 10 July 1805. 

120. Ibid., p. 55. Representation by the justices of the peace, April 
1807. 

121. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 405. p. 175. Special Session of the Peace. 
9 June 1819; vol. 601. pp. 102-3. Petition to James- Kempt, 
16 September 1828; vol. 603. p. 176. Petition to the respective 
officers. 27 December 1830. 

122. Ibid., vol. 601. pp. 19-20. Larue to Darling. 4 January 1827; 
vol. 604. pp. 53-4. Larue to Airey. 19 August 1835; pp. 85-6, 
Larue to the mayor, 28 December 1835. 

123. AVQ. Bureau de l'inspecteur des chemins, rapports de l'ins
pecteur des chemins, p. 419. 12 May 1837; p. 487. 11 October 
1838; p. 507. 24 May 1839. 

124. PAC. RG8, I. vol. 599. pp. 116-7. Cockburn and Paradis to 
Loring, 27 May 1816; vol. 601. p. 138, Larue to Couper. 5 June 
1829; PAC. MG24, A. 12. vol. 15. part 1. Treasury to the officer 
commanding in Canada, 18 December 1827; La Gazette tie 
Quebec, 22 July 1824. 

125. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 599, pp. 156-7. Marshall to Bowles. 18 June 
1819; vol. 600. p. 176. Durnford to Darling, 18 November 1823. 

126. During the French regime, the garrison was quite small. It 
totalled only 169 soldiers in 1748 and 540 in 1757. Gilles Proulx. 
Soldat à Québec 1748-1759, p. 10. 

127. These figures were taken from Claudette Lacelle, La garnison 
britannique dans la ville de Québec d'après les journaux de 
1764 à 1840, pp. 7 and 110. 

128. PAC. MG24. B. 10. pp. 179-81. Brock to Dunn. 2 May 1807. 
129. Ibid., pp. 165-7. Dunn to Windham. 10 May 1807. 
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proximity of a barracks sector was even recog
nized as a positive factor when the site of such 
establishments was chosen. The military authori
ties simply regarded the proliferation of these 
places as a necessary evil, but one that undoubt
edly increased the number of thefts, brawls and 
violent crimes. These incidents sometimes had 
tragic consequences since soldiers were allowed 
to carry arms in the city.130 

From some points of view, however, the city 
did benefit from the military's presence. In 1873 a 
Journal de Québec reader estimated that before 
the British garrison left Québec, it had put 
100,000 pounds into circulation in the city annu
ally. It is estimated that the annual pay of the 
troops at the end of the British regime accounted 
for 80,000 pounds of this total.131 Military con
tracts for construction materials and work, as 
well as for provisions and transportation, should 
also be taken into consideration. 

2. City Gates and Urban Communication 
Problems 

Of all the problems that a fortress created for 
its inhabitants, that of communication is the most 
obvious and undoubtedly the one most directly 
related to the fortifications. It resulted from the 
small number of gates in the town, their narrow
ness and location. Not only did the fortifications 
cut the town off from the countryside, but in the 
case of cities like Québec, where suburbs had 
developed outside the walls, the fortifications 
also interrupted the street network; communica
tion between the city and the suburbs had to be 
channelled through the city gates, which could be 
reached only by long detours. Furthermore, the 
small number of gates through an enceinte and 
the narrowness of their passageways sometimes 
caused traffic jams. The problem was aggravated 
by the practice of guarding the gates. The senti
nels posted in the guardhouses questioned all 
passers-by. In accordance with French ordon
nances, the gates were opened at sunrise and 
closed at sunset. As a rule, they were closed dur
ing the night. In addition, the Governor of the for
tress could shut them at whatever time he thought 
best for the fortress' safety.132 Such precautions 
made urban communication even more difficult. 

At the beginning of the British regime, the 
Québec enceinte had gates at the main thorough
fares between the town and the countryside: 

Saint-Louis, Saint-Jean and Du Palais streets. To 
the north, on Côte de la Canoterie, the small 
Seminary Gate guarded the entrance to the town. 
There was no gate on Côte de la Montagne, how
ever: this street had been barricaded during the 
sieges and blockade of the 18lh century. 

The first indications that the gates posed 
serious problems for the inhabitants appeared at 
the end of the 18th century. The growth of the 
suburbs during this period meant that the popula
tion used the gates more often. In addition, the 
gates had been closed every evening since the 
American Revolutionary War. It was even more 
difficult for the inhabitants of the suburbs to gain 
access to the town following the construction of 
Hope Gate on Sainte-Famille Street in 1786 and 
Prescott Gate on Côte de la Montagne in 1797. 

The nocturnal suspension of communication 
between the city and its suburbs was cause for 
serious concern. Most of the doctors and sur
geons, as well as the clergy, lived in Upper Town, 
and fire-fighting equipment was also located 
there. In 1799 the residents of Saint-Roch and 
Saint-Jean suburbs complained that closing the 
gates at night lowered the value of their property. 
From their point of view, this measure was 
exceptionally arbitrary, since Prescott Gate, 
which allowed communication between Upper 
Town and the commercial quarter of Lower 
Town, remained open at night.133 

As well as being closed at night, the gates' 
approaches were not lit. Inhabitants or soldiers 
approaching the gates often risked injuring them
selves, since the city had no lighting system 
before 1818.134 In 1831, following an incident in 
which two soldiers were hurt when they fell into 
the ditch near Saint-Louis Gate, the military 
authorities finally decided to install a lamp at this 
spot.135 This did not prevent drunks and crimi
nals from hiding in the area around the gate, how
ever: the labyrinth of advanced works was well 
suited to their activities.136 The clerk of the 
peace admonished the military authorities about 
this matter in 1836: 

. . . many serious offences have lately 
occurred in that Neighbourhood, among oth
ers, frequent instances of highway Robbery 
and that it is a matter of notoriety that the 
walls and Fortifications outside St. Lewis 

130. On the subject of military offences in Québec, see Claudette 
Laeelle. op. cit.. pp. 34-9. 

131. Journal de Québec. 19 July 1873. 
132. M. de Guignard, L'Ecole de Mars, Paris. Simart, 1725. tome I, 

p. 228. 

133. PAC. RG8. 1. vol. 512. pp. 46-7. Petition by the residents of 
Saint-Roch and Saint-Jean suburbs, 5 December 1799. 

134. Antonio Drolet. Lu ville de Québec, histoire municipale. II, 
pp. 40-1. 

135. PAC. RG8. 1. vol. 585. p. 245. Maitland to Ingall, 13 September 
1830; p. 246. Heathfield to Glegg. 11 November 1831. 

136. Ibid., vol. 603. pp. 259-61. Petition to Aylmer. 4 September 
1833. 
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Soldiers were found throughout Québec. By 1812 there 
were more than 3,000 soldiers in its garrison, whereas the 
town had fewer than 15,000 inhabitants. As well, many sol
diers passed through Québec as they returned to England or 

other parts of the empire or moved on to other military posts 
in Upper and Lower Canada. J.P. Cockburn, 1829, Royal 
Ontario Museum. R.A. Sproule, 1832, published in 1874, 
Séminaire de Québec. 
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Since the fortifications separated the city from its sub
urbs and from the countryside, they aggravated the problem 
of urban communication. Those living in the suburbs saw 

them as a constant obstacle to the growth of trade and even 
as a barrier promoting social "segregation." E. Whitefield, 
1855, Pictures Division, Public Archives of Canada (C-3724). 

Gate, from their peculiar arrangement and 
plan form in fact a Nest for Thieves and but 
too convenient a place of resort and conceal
ment for the most dissolute and depraved 
characters.137 

Even though the gates remained open during 
the day, communication was still very difficult. 
Palace Gate was only 8 feet wide, barely enough 
to accommodate a cart loaded with straw or hay. 
The approach to the gate from outside the 
enceinte was difficult because of the steep slope 
of Côte du Palais. Although work done between 
1791 and 1804 made the approach more practical, 
many accidents still took place at this gate 
between vehicles, and between pedestrians and 
vehicles.138 Pressure from the justices of the 
peace persuaded the military to add a pedestrian 
passageway in 1820-21,139 but this opening was a 
temporary measure only and soon became inade
quate. A new gate with two pedestrian passage
ways was built in 1830-31; however, it was not 
better adapted to vehicle traffic because the 
width of its main passageway was still 8 feet 
across at its narrowest point. The exterior 
approach to Hope Gate, which was a little wider 
(10 feet), was also very difficult. It was not only 
very steep, but also made a right-angle turn in 
front of the gate. Entry by way of St. Louis Gate 
was also difficult because of the outworks set up 
in this area. The arrangement of the tenailles and 
ravelin in this sector created a very tortuous 

137. Ibid., vol. 604, p. 115, Letter from the clerk of the peace, 
8 August 1836. 

138. AVQ, Bas-Canada, Bureau de l'inspecteur des chemins, rap
ports de J.B. Larue, fol. 81, 8 June 1819. 

139. PAC, RG8, I, vol. 600, pp. 19-22, Special Session of the Peace, 
4 July 1821. 
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Hope Gate, which was probably the least busy of all 
the Québec gates, was very narrow and very difficult to 
reach from the outside. To enter, vehicles had to make a 
right-angle turn on the hill in front of the gate. Canadian 
Illustrated News, 1877. 



carried out on St. John's Gate. Several inhabit
ants of Saint-Jean Suburb complained of having 
lost their jobs; in fact, when the gate was closed, 
contractors in Upper Town, who were their main 
employers, were forced to halt many projects, 
"ne pouvant transporter, sans grands frais les 
matériaux nécessaires à leurs entreprises."140 

Similarly, a reduction in clientele from Upper 
Town forced several of the suburb's artisans to 
abandon their trades. A cause and effect relation
ship is obvious between this problem and the 
pressure exerted by the justices of the peace to 
open up Saint-Eustache and Saint-Augustin 
streets, and by the "commissioners for internal 
communications" to open up Côte à Coton.141 

As might be expected, the gates were under 
stricter surveillance during wartime or periods of 
alert and the military adopted a more rigid atti
tude towards the urban improvements requested 
by the inhabitants or the municipal authorities. 
During the 1837-38 rebellion, the military rejected 
a request to make a new opening through the 
enceinte walls between Upper and Lower Town. 
Considering the city's defence requirements, the 
military felt that there was a sufficient number of 
gates for the convenience of the population and 
for the city's trade.142 At this time, military 
authorities even urged the municipal authorities 
to install traps and iron gratings in the drains 
passing through Prescott Gate, as well as in those 
located underneath the ramparts' escarpment, to 
prevent access to the city through these 
openings.143 The military once again decided to 
close the city gates at night: initially, in 1837, at 
eight o'clock, leaving the pedestrian exits open 
all night, and in 1839, at eleven o'clock, with the 
pedestrian passageways being closed at midnight. 
These measures aroused controversy in the city's 
newspapers: some sided with the fortress and 
others stressed that such actions infringed upon 
citizens' rights.144 

The city council approached the military 
authorities in an attempt to settle the problem to 
the citizens' advantage. In 1840 the council wrote 
to the garrison's commanding officer asking that 
the gates be kept open at night.145 This petition, 
which went unanswered, was followed by a letter 

140. PAC, RG8. I. vol. 599. pp. 52-3a, Petition by the residents of 
Saint-Jean Suburb. 12 July 1806. 

141. Palace Gate had been closed in 1820 when work was done on 
Des Pauvres Street. Côte à Coton was intended to facilitate 
communication between Saint-Roch and Upper Town. PAC. 
RG8. I. vol. 1255. p. 182. Bowles to Jebb. 8 May 1820. Subse
quently, the gates were closed on several occasions because of 
various projects. Sometimes they were shut for a very short 
period of time, but in other cases they were closed for several 
weeks. In 1841 Prescott Gate was closed for two weeks, and in 
1842 St. Louis Gate was closed for four. The Quebec Mercury, 
14 September 1841 and 10 May 1842. 

142. PAC. RG8, I. vol. 604, pp. 157-60. Wright to Rowan. 27 August 
1838. 

143. Ibid., p. 149, Perrault and Scott to Couper. 15 June 1838; 
ANQQ. QBC 26. vol. 1. "Estimate of expense of making traps 
and iron-gratings to prevent persons having access to the city 
through the drains," 29 June 18.39. 

144. Claudette Lacelle, La garnison britannique dans la ville de 
Québec d'après les journaux de 1764 à 1840, pp. 43-4. 

145. AVQ, Fonds conseil et comités, cont. 1646. cons. V1 133-16, 
Report by the council delegates. 12 November 1840. 
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Palace Gate underwent several modifications during the 
18"' and 19"' centur ies . Some of this work was done to facil
itate communicat ion be tween Saint-Roch Suburb and Upper 
Town. A very busy gate , it was the site of many accidents 
between vehicles and pedestr ians and vehicles. A n o n y m o u s , 
circa 1865, Ontario Archives . 

approach. Although the streets leading up to St. 
John's and Prescott gates were more direct, the 
communication problem persisted there because 
of the narrowness of the gates' main passage
ways. 

Communication became more complicated 
whenever construction or repair work was 
carried out on the gates, their adjacent walls or 
approaches. When this occurred, the military 
authorities closed the gates. Before the 1820s, 
when St. John's Gate was blocked off, the inhab
itants of Saint-Jean Suburb had to make a long 
detour by way of Saint-Jean Street to reach Claire 
Fontaine and Saint-Louis streets so that they 
could then enter Upper Town through St. Louis 
Gate. Their alternative was to make a detour by 
Saint-George Street (Côte d'Abraham) to Saint-
Vallier Street in Saint-Roch Suburb to reach Côte 
du Palais and then Upper Town through Palace 
Gate. This was the case in 1806 when work was 



After the 1837-38 rebellion, Québec City was once again 
the object of more intensive military surveillance. The gates 
were shut at night and there was stricter reconnaissance of 
the fortress. In 1839 the drains passing through the fortifica

tions along Remparts Street were equipped with traps and 
iron gratings to prevent people from entering the city 
through these openings in the fortification walls. 

from the council to Major-General MacDonnell. 
The closure of the gates was called an arbitrary 
and oppressive measure. The council stressed 
that the city's security and the maintenance of 
law and order fell within its jurisdiction, thus 
implying that the opening and closing of the gates 
was its responsibility.146 Outraged by the tone of 
the request, Major-General MacDonnell initially 
refused to consider the council's resolution, but 
then decided to inform the councillors of the 
duties of the governors and officers in charge of 
fortresses: 

In closing the gates at a specified time for the 
night, the Commandant has been guided by 
the rules of the Service, the custom of all 

fortified towns and a consideration of his 
own responsibility... he cannot therefore 
cede to the Deputation or the Body they rep
resent the right of judging as represent the 
expediency or usefulness of the measure or 
let his charge depend on the assurance they 
hold out.147 

In addition, MacDonnell, stressed that the 
serious inconveniences caused by such measures 
were taken into consideration. Doctors, surgeons 
and the clergy had passes, and these were avail
able to anyone upon request.148 After further 
consideration, he granted permission to leave the 
pedestrian wickets open at night.149 

146. Ibid., cons. V 113-16. The ciiy council to MacDonnell. 
10 November 1840. 

147. PAC. RG8. I. vol. 450, pp. 326-9. MacDonnell to the city coun
cil. 9 November 1840. 

148. Ibid., pp. 308-9. MacDonnell to the Military Secretary. 
31 October 1840. 

149. Ibid., pp. 375-6. Resolution adopted by the city council. 
14 December 1840. 
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Before one could reach St. Louis Gate , it was necessary 
to pass through a labyrinth of ou tworks ; since there was no 
lighting sys tem, criminals sought refuge in this maze at night. 
Anonymous , circa 1865. Ontario Archives . 

Subsequently, the municipal authorities reg
ularly exerted pressure on the military about the 
gates. In 1844, in answer to petitions, the postern 
to the south of St. John's Gate was opened to 
make it easier for pedestrians to reach the 
city.150 In 1852 the municipality requested that 
Prescott Gate be widened,151 and a similar 
request was made for St. John's Gate in 1854.152 

These requests were repeated in 1858,153 but it 
was not until 1863 that the military's general staff 
finally approved requests to widen St. John's 
Gate. Inconveniences had increased daily in pro
portion to population growth and traffic because 
the majority of the city's population had been 
living in the suburbs since 1815-20. The old 
St. John's Gate would be demolished eventually 
along with the walls supporting the glacis, and 
plans would be drawn up for the construction of a 

new gate to facilitate vehicle traffic. This would 
be carried out by the municipality rather than by 
the military.154 

The concessions made by the military in 
Québec were part of a profound transformation 
in the concept of the role of city gates. The 
determining factors in this change of attitude 
were the evolution of the art of fortification and 
the rapid expansion of cities during this period. 
Even fortifications manuals, such as the one writ
ten by Hector Straith, pointed out that city gates 
were "especially made for the convenience and 
use of the inhabitants in their intercourse with the 
country."155 Straith added that their passage
ways should therefore be large enough (18 to 24 
feet wide by 12 feet high) for vehicles to pass 
through them without difficulty. In Québec, the 
military continued to defend its interests to some 
extent. In fact, it insisted that the city integrate 
defensive measures into the architecture of the 
new St. John's Gate.156 Then, during the Fenian 
scare in 1866, they once again closed the city 
gates and for several months kept a barricade 
across the new St. John's Gate, which was under 
construction.157 

The era of fortified towns and their war gates 
had drawn to a close, however. With the con
struction of the forts at Levis, the urban defence 
policy of the military's general staff became much 
more flexible. On the eve of its departure from 
Québec, the British military gave the city permis
sion to demolish Prescott and St. Louis gates, on 
the condition that the city agree to rebuild them in 
the event of war.158 

The constraints and obligations imposed 
upon Québec by its fortifications or the operation 
of its fortress varied considerably throughout the 
city's history. In some respects, they were more 
severe during alerts and sieges or when works 
were under construction. Overall, they were 
more restrictive for the population and the city 
itself during the British regime. 

Expropriations and material damage, as well 
as corvées and taxation, were a great burden 
upon the population. It will be remembered how 

150. AVQ. Corporation de Québec, comité des chemins, procès-
verbaux nos. 251 and 252. 1 May 1844. 

151. PAC. RG8. 1. vol. 1417. p. 401. Minute from the Royal Engi
neers' office. 3 November 1852. 

152. AVQ. Fonds conseil et comités, cont. 1646, eons. V 133-16, 
Letter from Col. Wulff. 27 March 1854. 

153. AVQ, Corporation de Québec, cont. 1378. cons. V 642-10. 
The mayor of Québec to Colonel Hadden. 3 February 1858. 

154. Ibid., cont. 1378. cons. V 642-9. n.d.; PAC. RG8. I. vol. 482. 
pp. 162-3. Garncau to Ferguson. 14 July 1863. 

155. H. Straith, Introductory Essay to the Study of Fortification for 
Yottitf! Officers of the Army, p. 81. 

156. AVQ. Corporation de Québec, cont. 1379, cons V 654-12. 
"Specification received from the Engineer Department ." 
19 November 1863. Two-lane gates for vehicles, such as the St. 
John's Gate built in 1866-67, were being set up almost every
where in old fortified towns during this period. They were the 
product of compromise: while retaining certain defensive ele
ments they greatly facilitated traffic. 

157. PAC. RG8. I, vol. 485. pp. 201-2. Cauchon to Russell. 12 May 
1866. 

158. PAC. RG11. III. vol. 405. no. 6026, Hamilton to the mayor of 
Québec. 27 June 1871. 
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powerless landholders were against the expropri
ation of their land during the French regime. The 
King's magnanimity was the determining factor 
for compensation, and it was not always distrib
uted equitably; the fate of large landholders was 
better than that of small. On the other hand, when 
buildings were expropriated, compensation was 
granted for material loss. The settlements did not 
take into consideration all the damage caused to 
the owners, however. Some damage, such as that 
of an emotional nature, was immeasurable. 

During the early years of the British regime, 
there were blatant abuses in land transactions, 
such as the manu militari occupations of hold
ings, but these were exceptional cases. In gen
eral, the British were honest in their transactions 
with the population for land required for defence 
purposes. It should be noted, however, that they 
feared alienating the population and that they 
were unaware of the prerogatives that the King of 
France could exercise with respect to the land 
required for fortifications. Moreover, the exces
sive duration of the transactions caused problems 
and encouraged people to speculate on land. 

During both the French and British regimes, 
Québec City had to endure the presence of walls 
and land devoted to defence and that occupied a 
large part of the city's habitable area. Under the 
French regime, this constraint had less serious 
consequences because of the city's relatively 
small size and because French engineers were 
constantly concerned about the city's physical 
layout. On the other hand, during the British 
regime, the engineers' lack of interest in this mat
ter, the decision to build a citadel, and the devel
opment of a program to appropriate urban land 
for defence were factors detrimental to the geog
raphy and social environment of the city. 

The British engineer had a more limited role 
than his French counterpart, for he was con
cerned only with the fortress' preservation and 
not at all with the social environment of the city. 
His criterion for intervening in municipal affairs 
was the efficient operation of the fortress. As a 
result, Saint-Jean Suburb expanded in a com
pletely ill-regulated fashion, surrounded by a 
band of property devoted to defence. British 
engineers succeeded in controlling the physical 
expansion of the suburb, but made no effort to 
guide it. 

By appropriating numerous holdings in 
Upper Town, the British military encouraged a 
trend that had been apparent before 1760 and that 
had been favoured by the French authorities. As 
land became increasingly scarce, Upper Town 

The new St. John 's Gate, built around 1867 and 
equipped with two main passageways, was designed to facili
tate travel between Upper Town and Saint-Jean Suburb. 
This gate would be demolished in 1897. Anonymous, circa 
1870. Ontario Archives. 

progressively became a quarter for the elite. But 
the phenomena of overcrowding and vertical con
struction probably occurred earlier as a result of 
the abandonment of the 1752-54 physical devel
opment scheme. 

Some contemporary authors consider that 
life within a fortress had some compensations. 
They point out that urban living conditions within 
the walls and the lifestyle of the inhabitants had 
their pleasant side because people came to con
sider this part of the city a vast private ante
chamber with all necessities close at hand.159 As 
long as the fortress did not suffer from excessive 
human congestion and, like Quebec's Upper 
Town, was reserved for an elite, life within the 
walled sector of the city could be agreeable, at 
least when compared with life in the suburbs. On 
the other hand, the fortress did not consist only 
of an enceinte. In Québec, with the military 
controlling 42 per cent of the habitable area of 
Upper Town and 35 per cent of that of Saint-Jean 
Suburb, and with a garrison totalling more than 
2,000 soldiers between 1810 and 1816, the mili
tary phenomenon was omnipresent. Moreover, 
this phenomenon was not always pleasant for the 
population. The many problems inherent in living 
in a fortress were all the more trying in Québec, 
since until 1840 the citizens could not depend on a 
dynamic municipal administration to defend their 
interests and exert pressure upon the military 
authorities. 

159. Christopher Duffy. Fire and Stone, The Science of Fortress 
Warfare, 1660-1860, pp. 17-8. 
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Subsequently, the mayor and the aldermen 
representing the population did put more pres
sure on the military authorities and succeeded in 
winning some concessions. The conflict between 
the municipality and the military over the gates 
after 1840 is a good illustration of the different 
conceptions these two groups had of the city. 
Both claimed that they were responsible for its 
security. The municipality was concerned with 
the security of the citizens, whereas the military 
was concerned with that of the fortress in the face 
of an eventual enemy. The military saw Québec 
first and foremost as a fortress; the inhabitants 
needed only submit to the rules and to the partic
ular lifestyle it entailed. 

This study has touched only lightly upon the 
constraint that had the most disastrous conse
quences for the city. This constraint was directly 
related to the city as a military object. For three 
centuries, the fortifications and the presence of a 
garrison doomed Québec to siege warfare. Even 
Maurepas believed that fortifying a city aroused 
envy and encouraged attacks. The city and its 
inhabitants endured four sieges, whose implica
tions in destruction, deprivation and suffering 
remain to be studied. 
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Flanking 

1. View of the south front of the Citadel on the edge of the cliff 
2. Counterguard, ravelin and rampart on the north front of the Citadel 

3-4. Fronts of fortification extending from the Citadel to the St. Louis 
Bastion and from there to the Ursulines Bastion 

(Photographs by D. Chamard, 1978. Parks Canada) 
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Chapter 15 The fate of 
an outmoded system 
of fortification 

WHETHER or not a system of urban for
tification became obsolete could depend 
as much on the evolution of the art of 

warfare as on the shifting of a power's war fronts; 
often the two phenomena went hand in hand. If a 
fortified town remained strategically important 
in spite of its outmoded fortifications, a new 
defence system might be built. If a fortified town 
retained only minimal strategic importance, the 
protection of its fortifications received propor
tional consideration from the military authorities, 
who showed little interest in maintaining the old 
walls properly through regular repairs but often 
stubbornly refused urban improvement projects 
on their property.1 Where the military role of a 
town was neglected or considerably reduced, its 
ramparts gradually fell into ruin or were demol
ished by town-planning projects; all interest in 
maintaining the outmoded fortifications rapidly 
disappeared in view of the costs involved. Left to 
their fate, the ramparts soon fell prey to looters in 

search of construction materials; their towers, 
guardhouses, barracks, and even the entire 
perimeter of the fortifications were taken over by 
squatters. 

The deterioration of fortifications acceler
ated in the 19th century because of major changes 
in the art of warfare. Fortifications in general and 
especially fortified towns were no longer a prior
ity in military policy, and as a result, the walls 
of a number of towns ceased to play a defensive 
role. In France, fortified towns had to appear on a 
list of fortresses, since only this status offered 
any protection against the demolisher's pickaxe.2 

At the end of the 19th century, a number of 
fortified towns were taken off this list and the 
inevitable wave of demolition followed.3 

Demolition often took place in the name of 
urban progress, to relieve congestion in the towns 
and to open them up to vehicles and trade. It was 
concomitant with urban improvement projects 
dealing specifically with the perimeter of the old 

1. This was the case in Caen during the 18lh century. Jean-Claude 
Perrot, Genèse d'une ville moderne, Caen au XVIII" siècle, 
Paris, La Haye, Mouton, 1975, tome 2, pp. 561-3. 

2. For a discussion of the military's indecision and the problems 
encountered at Carcassonne, see Robert Debant, "L'oeuvre de 
Viollet Le Duc à Carcassonne," Les monuments historiques de 
la France, vol. II, nos. 1-2 (January-June 1965), pp. 69-70. 

3. Philippe Truttman, Fortification, architecture et urbanisai au 
XVII"et XVIII"siècles, p. 4L City gates were the major victims 
of demolition. Truttman points out that less than one-twentieth 
of the gates in existence at the end of the reign of Louis XIV are 
still standing. 
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Depar ture of the British garrison from Québec in 1871. 
The Royal Art i l lery leaving Ar t i l le ry Park . Canadian 
Illustrated News, 1871. The 69"' Regiment leaving the Cita

del . Canadian Illustrated News, 1871. War equipment on the 
Q u e e n ' s Wharf. L'Opinion Publique, 1871. 

enceintes. As early as the 18th century, during 
the reigns of Louis XV and Louis XVI, demoli
tion projects were carried out in fortified towns 
that were considered purposeless for defence, 
given that France was not threatened by foreign 
invasion at the time.4 Promenades were laid out 
along the perimeter of the demolished enceintes, 
and tree-lined walkways bordered the ditch; in 
short, leisurely strolls replaced defence. Old gate
ways were torn down or transformed to make 
room for triumphal arches in public squares.5 

Except for very privileged fortified towns or 
castles, such as Carcassonne, Avignon and 
Pierrefonds, restored by Viollet Le Duc in the 
middle of the 19th century, few fortifications 
or forts were under state protection, although 
some were placed on the list of monuments with 
the creation of the Commission des Monuments 
Historiques de France (1837).6 There was, of 

course, even less consideration of placing the 
numerous urban bastioned fortifications of the 
16th, 17th and 18th centuries on the list of historic 
monuments. 

In Canada, when the military ceased using 
the fortifications, the most frequent result was 
the complete deterioration of the ramparts and 
buildings and their eventual disappearance. For 
example, Fort Coteau-du-Lac, which was aban
doned by the British Army in 1856, was leased to 
individuals as pasture land and as a construction 
site for a mill. In the meantime the buildings fell 
into ruin and some were burned; the structures 
were finally demolished and the materials sold.7 

Montreal's fortifications suffered a similar 
fate. With the advent of the British regime, engi
neers ceased repairing the structures, which they 
considered unable to resist a siege. The ramparts 
gradually deteriorated and were repeatedly 

4. See Pierre Lavedan, Histoire de l'urbanisme, partie III. 
pp. 442-9. 

5. The promenade designed at Bordeaux by Intendant Tourny is a 
classic model of this type of arrangement along the perimeter of 
old fortifications. François-Georges Pariset. Bordeaux au 
XVIIIe siècle, Bordeaux, Fédération historique du sud-ouest. 
1968. pp. 554-80. 
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6. Louis Grodecki. "La restauration du Château de Pierrefonds. 
1857-1879." Les monuments historiques de la France, vol. II. 
nos. 1-2 (January-June 1965). pp. 77-84. 

7. George C. Ingram, "A Narrative History of the Fort at Côteau-
du-Lac," The Fort at Côteau-du-Lae: Four Reports, Manuscript 
Report No. 186. Parks Canada, pp. 81-5. 



A humorous version of the British garr ison 's depar ture 
from Québec in 1871. Carlile and Mart indale , Recollections 
of Canada, 1873. 

encroached upon by individuals.8 The cut stone 
was removed by the inhabitants, who used it for 
construction material. The military authorities 
eventually came to believe that it was useless to 
preserve the enceinte. In 1791 Gother Mann pro
posed that it be demolished, the materials sold 
and the ditch filled in. He also suggested using the 
land to open up new streets, extend existing 
streets, lay out squares and erect public build
ings, and proposed that wharfs be built along the 
fronts bordering the river.9 In 1802 a law on the 
demolition of the town's fortifications and the 
adoption of measures for urban improvements 
received royal sanction.10 The fortifications were 
subsequently demolished and urban improve
ments (opening up and extension of streets, build
ing of an elevated terrace along the riverfront, 
laying out of public squares) were implemented in 
accordance with a plan drawn up by three civil 
commissioners appointed for this purpose." 

Québec: a New Defence Strategy 
The departure of British garrisons from Can

ada in 1870-71 was related to a major change in 
Great Britain's military strategy on the North 
American continent; thereafter, it took a much 
greater interest in naval operations than in the 

defence of Canadian territory. This change also 
meant that Canada became responsible for its 
own territorial defence. It had to raise its own 
militia and maintain its various fortifications, 
including those of Québec. At first, Great 
Britain's decision caused some agitation among 
the leaders of the new Canadian government; 
however, the signing of the Treaty of Washington 
in 1871 soon allayed their fears.12 

In fact, the Canadian government, which had 
shown an interest in defence during the 1860s, 
now completely neglected it in favour of other 
priorities, including railroads. The only immedi
ate measure Canada took to compensate for the 
departure of British troops was the creation of 
two batteries13 of garrison artillery to protect the 
fortifications of Québec and Kingston. Defence 
would no longer be a priority, and military spend
ing would be significantly reduced for several 
years.14 

Although the strategic role of Québec sur
vived because of the possibility of hostilities with 
the United States, it was considerably reduced in 
the imperial strategy of the years 1871-1880. New 
government strategists in Canada would not 
understand this for quite some time. In 1873 the 
Colonel-Commandant of the Militia, Robertson-
Ross, reiterated several of the British engineer 
Jervois' observations in his evaluation of the 
city's defence system. Always foreseeing the 
possibility of a siege, he recommended occupying 
an advanced position located one and a half to 
two miles west of the Citadel with entrench
ments. The northern portion of these works 
would be located along the St. Charles River and 
would take in Saint-Roch and Saint-Sauveur. The 
north shore of the St. Charles River would also be 
occupied with entrenchments to prevent the new 
line of defence from being taken in reverse. On 
the south side of the St. Lawrence River, the 
forts at Levis, which were supported by the Cita
del and the city's batteries, would be adequate. In 
an effort to be innovative, no doubt, Robertson-
Ross suggested backing up the entrenchments to 
the west of the city by Moncrieff batteries.15 

8. PRO. C O . 42/66, fol. 268, Petition submitted by the inhabitants 
of Montréal, 12 October 1789; PAC, RG4. A, 1, vol. 43. 
pp. 14228-9, Report by James Hughes. 

9. PAC, RG4. A. 1, vol. 51, pp. 16884-9, Report by Gother Mann, 3 
August 1791; vol. 65, pp. 20765-6, "Message to the two houses 
of Legislature respecting the Montreal fortifications," 17 March 
1797. 

10. PAC Report 1921, p. 82, Proclamation published by Milnes, 12 
August 1802. 

11. For a description of the commissioners' plan, see Jean-Claude 
Marsan, Montréal en évolution, pp. 154-60, and Joseph Bou-
chette, A Topographical Description of the Province of Lower 
Canada . . . . London, W. Faden, 1815, pp. 154-7. The three com

missioners were James McGill. John Richardson and Jean-Marie 
Mondelet. 

12. R.A. Preston, La politique canadienne de défense et le dévelop
pement de la nation canadienne. Brochure no. 25, Ottawa, 
Société Historique du Canada, 1973, pp. .6-9. Within the frame
work of this new imperial defence policy, the only troops left in 
Canada would be garrisoned at the naval base in Halifax. 

13. These were corps of approximately 150 soldiers each, called the 
" A " and " B " batteries. 

14. R.A. Preston, Canada and Imperial Defense, Toronto, Univer
sity of Toronto Press, 1967. pp. 71-82. 

15. PAC, RG9, II, A, 1, vol. 77, no. 8236, Report by Robertson-
Ross. 17 June 1873. 
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The fear of a t tacks by enemy ironclads prompted the 
sugges t ion to install e ight - inch Pal l iser guns b e n e a t h 
Dufferin Ter race , despite Q u e b e c ' s ou tmoded fortifications 

The Russian scare in 1877-78 showed that 
Canada's defence policy had to be revised in con
sideration of the new imperial policy. The con
frontation between Great Britain and Russia con
cerning Russian expansion in the direction of 
Turkey and India created a danger of naval raids 
and bombardments on Canadian ports. Canada 
found itself poorly equipped in armaments and 
modern harbour defence installations against 
attacks by ironclads. The Russian threat did not 
materialize; however, it forced the Canadian 
government to reconsider its defence strategy to 
meet the possibility of naval threats from over
seas rather than an American invasion.16 

For Québec, such a reappraisal meant that 
the proposals of Robertson-Ross or Jervois 
would be abandoned. In 1875-76 the unstable 
environment in Europe had led only to the instal
lation of a few cannons in the Potasse Bastion in 
Québec and in the forts at Levis,17 whereas in 
1878, during the Russian scare, the military con
sidered it necessary to include batteries for eight-
inch Palliser cannons in the designs for the retain
ing wall of the new Dufferin Terrace.18 The 
effective protection of the river became the new 
priority, and the proposals for entrenchments to 
the west of the city were forsaken. In addition, 
the military virtually abandoned the forts at 
Levis.19 It withdrew into the Citadel with food 
and war supplies, and with the support of the 

batteries overlooking the river, defended the har
bour from there. This was considered to be ade
quate defence against the danger of attacks by 
ironclads. In 1880 the military felt it would be 
advisable to set up the country's cartridge factory 
in Québec where it would be protected from 
attack. In the event of an attack, the existing for
tifications could always be used to advantage.20 

During the first decades of the 20th century, 
only harbour defence was considered important 
in Québec, and it was gradually shifted eastward 
in an attempt to control the south channel of the 
St. Lawrence at île d'Orléans. Batteries located 
at Pointe de la Martinière, Beaumont and Saint-
Jean on île d'Orléans were armed with rapid-
firing guns. They would be used during World 
War I, and some of them would be operational 
even during the Second World War. 

Demolition Work on the Fortifications 
The municipality and the population viewed 

the departure of the British garrison and the 
signing of the Treaty of Washington as an oppor
tunity to proceed finally with urban improve
ments at the expense of the fortifications. Since 
the 1840s, the municipality had been constantly 
pressuring the British military authorities to 
loosen their hold over the city. The military had 
granted some concessions, even permitting the 
demolition of St. Louis and Prescott gates in 1871 

16. R.A. Preston, Canada and Imperial Defense, pp. 120-9. 
17. PAC, RG11, 111. vol. 404. p. 000809, Selby-Smyth to the Minis

ter of Militia and Defence. 13 November 1876. 
18. Ibid., vol. 405. p. 001508, Letter from Lieutenant-Colonel 

Strange, 26 October 1878; p. 001509, Letter from Baillargé, the 
city's engineer. 22 November 1878. 

19. From the 1880s onward, the forts at Levis were almost com
pletely abandoned. Civilian guards kept watch on these works. 
Yvon Desloges, L'Historique du fort no I, Saint-Joseph de la 
Pointe-Lévis, p. 48. 

20. Canada. Rapport annuel stir l'état de la Milice en IS79, Docu
ments de la session de 1880. vol. 13. no. 5, p. XXV. 
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The demolit ion projects under taken by the municipality 
from 1871 were viewed as urban improvements that should 
encourage the c i ty 's economic deve lopment . Demolition of 
advanced works and St. Louis Gate in 1871. L'Opinion 
Publique, 1871. Municipal project for demolishing Palace 
Gate and extending Côte du Palais to Rempar t s Street . 
Charles Baillargé, 1872, Public Archives of Canada . 

when the decision was made to withdraw the 
British garrison from Québec. For several years, 
the British engineers had shown little interest in 
tending the old enceinte. In 1870 the newspapers 
reported that the enceinte was collapsing and the 
stone was being removed by looters.21 

With the transfer of Quebec's fortifications, 
military buildings and property to the new federal 
government in 1871, there was a flood of petitions 
and requests from the citizens and the municipal
ity asking for the subdivision of the glacis, the 
demolition of the gates and the enceinte and the 
opening up of new streets. The newspapers did 
not remain silent. They enumerated the problems 
that the fortifications created for commerce and 

traffic and pointed out the high cost of the repairs 
needed for their upkeep. It was felt that there 
were numerous advantages to demolishing the 
walls. Parks and promenades could be laid out, 
the city opened up to traffic, and the stone from 
the enceinte used in expanding port facilities.22 

Although the newspapers noted the historical 
importance of the fortifications, as well as their 
appeal for tourists, they refused to consider 
preserving the walls in spite of international 
criticism: 

The New York Tribune undertook to lecture 
us the other day for daring to throw down 
the gates, but far-off eyes see dimly. The 
London of today is not the London of 
Shakespeare, but the great city is to the Eng
lishman ever the same. What ever may be 
the transformations for the better of Quebec, 
the Ancient Capital, to the Canadian, must 
ever be regarded as the Quebec of old.23 

The city's requests to the Department of 
Militia and Defence were just as eloquent. For a 
long time the fortifications had been an artificial 
barrier to the city's physical expansion and a 
major obstacle to its commercial development. 
Since civic interests had been subordinate to 
defence requirements for so many years, it 
seemed fair for the military authorities to now 
transfer all property that could not be used for 
defence to the city in compensation.24 As a 
result, as early as 1871 the municipality asked 
permission to demolish Palace, Hope and St. 
John's gates; to widen D'Auteuil Street near the 
Esplanade and Grande Allée near the Royal Engi
neers' Yard; and to extend Durham Terrace to 
the King's Bastion. It also asked that the military 
property at the Palace Fuel Yard and at the 
King's Wharf in Lower Town be transferred 
to the city so that railway terminals could be 
erected.25 The following year the mayor asked 
permission to lower the fortification walls to 
breast height between Palace Gate and the junc
tion of Saint-Georges and Remparts streets.26 

Requests followed to demolish the enceinte at 
various spots and in particular between the St. 
Ursule Bastion and St. John's Gate, so that Dau-
phine Street could be extended to Nouvelle 
Street.27 

21. Christian Rioux. Le départ de la garnison britannique de 
Québec en 1872 et le sort des fortifications de 1871 à 1884, vus à 
travers les journaux. Travail inédit no. 168, Parcs Canada, 1974, 
p. 33. 

22. Ibid., pp. 34-6. 
23. The Morning Chronicle, 4 December 1872. 
24. PAC, RG9, II, J, 2, vol. 119, Petition submitted by the Corpora

tion of the City of Québec, 21 February 1874. 

25. PAC, RG9, II, A, 1, vol. 56, no. 6026, Mayor Garneau to Secre
tary of State Adkins, 20 December 1871. 

26. Ibid., vol. 71, no. 7692, Garneau to Langevin, 27 December 
1872. This was done in an effort to make the area more 
attractive. 

27. AVQ, Corporation de Québec, cont. 1375, cons. V3-654-ll, 13 
October 1875. 
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Before granting these requests, the Minister 
of Militia and Defence consulted his fortifications 
experts. Colonel Robertson-Ross' evaluation of 
Quebec's defence system had already made it 
clear that apart from the forts at Levis, the Cita
del, and the batteries overlooking the river, 
Quebec's fortifications were outmoded in both 
their construction and armaments. He saw no 
reason why the Department of Militia and 
Defence should not hand over the military land 
requested by the city, and he gave permission to 
demolish the western enceinte between St. Louis 
and St. John's gates as well as the fortifications 
along Remparts Street. Moreover, he recom
mended exchanging this land for properties to 
the west of the city where entrenchments could 
be set up.28 Conversely, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Strange, Inspector of Artillery for the province, 
was opposed to the demolition of St. John's Gate 
because its double passageway enabled traffic to 
pass through easily.29 In 1872 an order in council 
gave the city permission to demolish Palace, 
Hope and St. John's gates on the condition that 
the city agree to reconstruct them in the event of 
war.30 Permission to lower the fortification walls 
on Remparts Street to breast height was given in 
1873,31 and in 1875 the city was allowed to open 
the enceinte near the right flank of the St. Ursule 
Bastion to extend Dauphine Street.32 Only St. 
John's Gate, which was considered little hin
drance to traffic, was spared from the demolition 
projects between 1873 and 1876.33 

This demolition work left Quebec's fortifica
tions in such a deplorable state that in 1878 Lieu
tenant Donaldson remarked " . . . they are in a 
most ruinous condition — the works in Corfu 
after the demolition in 1864 did not appear to be 
in a much worse condition."34 The contractors 
had gone far beyond their mandate. They had 
demolished not only the gates, but also the guard
houses, and had damaged the gun carriages and 

The outmoded fortifications and abandoned military 
propert ies would be claimed by various institutions and indi
viduals. Some sectors would retain their military role, how
ever . The Potasse Bastion and Artillery Park sector would 
become a cartridge factory to meet the ammunit ion needs of 
the Canadian militia. Ch. Chaplin, 1903, Philip Chaplin Col
lection, Ot tawa. 

platforms and buried several guns.35 Once the 
demolition was finished, the contractors did not 
make the repairs needed to maintain the 
remaining sectors of the enceinte. In their ruinous 
state, the fortifications were a danger to the popu
lation and also fell prey to looters in search of 
construction materials.36 

Without a corps of engineers and with man
power limited to 152 soldiers,37 the garrison 
could not make repairs easily or organize the 
patrols necessary to prevent what Strange would 
call "an organized system of plunder."38 Con
fining its activities more and more to the Citadel, 
the military relinquished the fortifications and 
military properties to the population. Even the 
surviving sectors of the enceinte began to 
deteriorate.39 Several properties were sold or 
given to the city; others were leased to institu
tions or individuals. Since the military had so few 
men, it was actually unable to occupy this land.40 

28. PAC. RG9. II. A. I. vol. 77, no. 8236, Report by Robertson-
Ross, 17 June 1873. 

29. PAC, RG9, II. A. 1, vol. 56. no. 6026, Strange to the Deputy 
Adjutant-General. 25 October 1872. 

30. PAC, RG9, II. A. 1, vol. 56. no. 6026. Order in Council dated 31 
October 1872. 

31. PAC, RG9. II, A. 6. vol. 11, p. 489. Recommendations of the 
Minister of Militia and Defence, 24 June 1873. 

32. Ibid., vol. 13. p. 730, Recommendations of the Minister of Mili
tia and Defence. 26 June 1875. 

33. The gate would eventually be demolished in 1897. PAC. RG2, I, 
vol. 721, no. 1441c, pp. 417-8a, Report by a committee of the 
Privy Council. 1 March 1897. 

34. PAC. RG9. II. A. 1, vol. 126. no. 4417, Donaldson to the 
Adjutant-General. 29 April 1878. 

35. PAC, RG9, II. A. 1, vol. 87, no. 9254, Strange to the Adjutant-
General, 24 February 1874. 

36. PAC, RG11, III, vol. 404. pp. 000731-2, Strange to Selby-Smyth. 
19 September 1876. 

37. Christian Rioux. op. cit., p. 31. When repair work was consid
ered absolutely necessary, it was entrusted to the engineers of 
the Department of Public Works. PAC, RG11, III, vol. 404, 
p. 000807, E. Panet to the Secretary of Public Works, 28 Novem
ber 1876. 

38. PAC, RG11, III, vol. 404, p. 000723. Strange to the Adjutant-
General, 13 October 1876. 

39. Ibid., p. 000724, Montizambert to Strange, 12 October 1876; 
p. 000721, White to Strange. 13 October 1876. 

40. For example, in the Artillery Park sector the Dauphine Redoubt 
was leased to the YMCA; the married soldiers' quarters on the 
glacis to the Sisters of Charity; the Nouvelles Casernes to the 
city for the poor and victims of fire. André Charbonneau, Clau
dette Lacelle and Marc Lafrance, Evolution structurale du Parc 
de l'Artillerie et du Bastion Saint-Jean, Québec, 1749-1903, Tra
vail inédit no. 128, vol. 1, pp. 66-7. 
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Frederick Temple Hamilton Blackwood, Marquis of 
Dufferin and A va (1826-1902), British Commissioner to Syria 
in 1860, Under-Secretary for India from 1864 to 1866 and 
Under-Secretary for War from 1865 to 1867, was Governor-
General of Canada between 1872 and 1878. In this capacity, 
he took an active interest in Québec City and especially in 
the preservation of its fortifications. His intervention and his 
development project saved the city's fortifications from an 
imminent demolition. After his appointment to Canada, 
Dufferin successively held the offices of Ambassador to 
Russia (1879), Ambassador at Constantinople (1881), Vice
roy of India (1884), Ambassador to Italy (1888) and to France 
(1891). L'Opinion Publique, 13 February 1873. 

In this atmosphere of deterioration in the 
face of the expanding modern city, the era of the 
fortified town drew to a close. Soldiers of the era 
were left with nothing but nostalgia and remnants 
of defence works: "The whole aspect of the place 
looks more open, bright and sunny, since the old 
St-Lewis Gate was swept away; but we have a 
soft spot in our hearts for it. . ."4I This nostalgia 
for the fortified town soon became romanticism. 

Lord Dufferin's Project 
At a time when Quebec's fortifications were 

considered outmoded by the military authorities, 

some individuals already believed that they 
formed an important part of Canada's historical 
heritage. This opinion was based not only on the 
age of the fortifications, but also on their sym
bolic content. They evoked the past, and with 
some romanticism historians and writers saw 
these works as a memorial to the sieges and 
heroic military deeds of Québec and above all to 
the battle of the Plains of Abraham.42 Moreover, 
the perimeter of the city's fortifications was con
sidered to be a "delightful promenade" with a 
view "hardly surpassed on earth."43 The fortifi
cations actually became one of the city's major 
tourist attractions; however, to the population 
their appeal was generally secondary, and the 
demolition work carried out between 1871 and 
1875 doomed the fortifications to oblivion. This 
fate, however irrevocable it seemed, was 
reversed by the initiatives of Governor-General 
Dufferin. His were some of the first efforts to pre
serve a Canadian historic monument.44 

The project presented by the Governor-
General in 1874 consisted of building a boulevard 
around the city's ramparts. In those places where 
the streets passed through the enceinte, he pro
posed that medieval-style bridges or gates with 
towers and turrets be built. Turrets were also to 
be erected at intervals along Remparts Street to 
interrupt the monotony of the walls. In addition, 
he suggested enlarging the Esplanade and making 
a park outside the walls, connected to the Espla
nade by a gate. Dufferin planned to extend Dur
ham Terrace to the Citadel and build a road 
around the Citadel that would link up with the 
boulevard along the western enceinte. At the Cit
adel, he planned to build a new Château St. 
Louis, which would be his residence in Québec. 

To ensure that his project would be accepted 
by the municipality, which was more disposed to 
demolition than to preservation, Dufferin pro
posed a compromise: opening the enceinte at 
various places to facilitate communication. No 
sooner had the project been presented and publi
cized than a remarkable about-face in public 
opinion emerged. With the support of the city 
council and the federal government, and contri
butions from the provincial government, the War 
Office and Queen Victoria, the project was 
largely completed. From 1878, the fortifications 
were repaired, St. Louis and Kent gates built, 
Durham Terrace extended, the promenade 

41. R.A. Carlile and C.B. Martindale, Recollections of Canada, 
London, 1873, preface. 

42. Alfred Hawkins, Picture of Quebec with Historical Recollec
tions, Québec. Neilson and Cowan, 1834, p. 1. Hawkins 
described the capture of Québec and its fortifications in almost 
epic proportions. 

43. (J.P. Cockburn), Quebec and its Environs being a Picturesque 
Guide to the Stranger, Québec, Thomas Cary, 1831, p. 4. 

44. The following was taken from Marc Lafrance, "Le projet Duffe
rin: la conservation d'un monument historique à Québec au 
XIX1 'siècle," Le Parc de l'Artillerie et les fortifications de Qué
bec, Études historiques présentées à l'occasion de la conférence 
des Sociétés Savantes, Québec. May-June 1976, pp. 77-93. 
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CITADEL WITH NEW CASTLE OF ST. LOUIS. 

ST JOHNS GATE. ARTILLERY STORE-PALACE GATE. ST. LOUIS GATE. 

The improvement work on the fortifications proposed 
by Governor-General Dufferin and his architect, W.H. 
Lynn, consisted of a boulevard around the ramparts with 

453 

medieval-style bridges or gates and turrets. The Governor-
General proposed that a new Château St. Louis be built at 
the Citadel. Canadian Illustrated News, 1876. 

THE NEW CHATEAU ST. LOUIS. HOPE HILL. MOUNTAIN HILL.-lron Bridge 



The Dufferin project was intended to beautify the city 
while preserving the remains of the old fortifications with 
their picturesque character, without impeding the city's 
development. As illustrated in these photographs, however, 
some parts of the fortifications would be changed radically. 
This occurred when Kent Gate was built. The right flank of 
the St. Ursule Bastion and postern through the curtain wall. 

Anonymous, circa 1867, Ontario Archives. Opening made in 
the enceinte near the right flank of the St. Ursule Bastion so 
that Dauphine Street could be extended. Anonymous, circa 
1878, Pictures Division, Public Archives of Canada (C-3973). 
Kent Gate and Dauphine Street in 1882. G.M. Grant (éd.), 
Pictoresque Canada, 1882. 
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The architecture of Kent and St. Louis gates combined 
a variety of medieval military elements: towers with pavilion 
roofs, turrets with arrow-slits, crenellated parapets and 
corbelled machicolations. Anonymous, [1879], Public 
Archives of Canada. 

around the ramparts begun, and the park in front 
of the western enceinte partially laid out. Only 
Château St. Louis, no doubt the Governor-
General's greatest ambition, was left out of the 
project completely. 

What can be said about the concepts under
lying the project? When it was presented, its 
stated objective was to beautify the city and 
preserve its remains, as well as its historic and 
picturesque character, without impeding urban 
development. The Dufferin project was therefore 
multifarious. It borrowed elements such as prom
enades and tree-lined walkways from European 
achievements; the park in front of the western 
enceinte and the promenade on the ramparts bear 
witness to this. Quebec's attractions and the pic
turesque views from the ramparts established the 
tourism role that the city and its fortifications 
would play thereafter. In addition, by building 
new gates to facilitate traffic, the Dufferin project 
did not conflict with a concern for urban develop
ment or with a Québec that was trying to trans
form itself to rediscover its prosperity. The 
Dufferin project, like the new works at Bassin 
Louise in 1875, characterized this new desire for 
urban development and modernization.45 

The project represented a significant effort 
in the preservation of historic monuments. It was 
part of the European trend to preserve and 
restore such structures — a trend marked with 
romanticism. The Governor-General believed 

that the preservation of Quebec's historical 
remains and especially its fortifications was 
justified by the abundance of heroic events and 
individuals in the city's history. The walls of the 
city lacked the architectural ornamentation 
needed to make people aware of this glorious his
tory and thereby to allow them to become lost in 
reverie about the past, however. To compensate 
for this deficiency, Dufferin left the improve
ments to an Irish architect, W.H. Lynn, a special
ist in medieval military reconstruction. 

Neither the Governor-General nor his archi
tect planned to recreate the true historical charac
ter of the fortifications. Moreover, they no doubt 
deliberately ruled out this possibility, since even 
historians of the period erroneously considered 
that the city's fortifications dated from the time of 
the Citadel's construction (1819-30); that is, a 
much too recent past.46 Inspired by older Euro
pean achievements , and without doubt by 
Carcassonne,47 they endowed Quebec's fortifi
cations with an anachronistic character: bas-
tioned enceinte, medieval-style gates and towers. 
Although Dufferin knew that the history of 
Québec was more recent than that of Europe, he 
thought its past was glorious and therefore its 
remains deserved to be embellished in an older 
style. 

Nevertheless, Dufferin had some respect for 
the existing remains. He insisted that the em
brasures that were to reconstructed be built in the 

45. See Charles Baillargé, Quebec, passé, present et futur. Québec, 
Jos.-G. Gingras & Cie, 1885, passim. 

46. J.M. Lemoine, Histoire des fortifications et des rues de Québec. 
Québec, Typographie du Canadien. 1875, p. 11. 

47. The restoration work done at Carcassonne by Eugène Viollet Le 
Duc was still a subject of great discussion in Europe during this 
period. Robert Debant. "L'oeuvre de Viollet Le Duc à Carcas
sonne," Les monuments historiques de la France, vol. II, nos. 
1-2 (January-June 1965), pp. 65-76. 
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One of the major proposals of the Dufferin improve
ments was to lengthen the old Durham Terrace built in 1838 
on the ruins of Château St. Louis. The new "Dufferin" Ter

race would extend 1,420 feet and a means of communication 
would link the Citadel with the terrace. [L.P. Vallée], circa 
1880, Inventaire des biens culturels. 

The Governor-General proposed that gardens and a 
promenade be laid out for the amusement and relaxation of 
the population by levelling the advanced works and the gla
cis between the St. Ursule Bastion and St. Louis Gate. 
Dufferin's proposal would be carried out, but the gardens 
and walkways would be adapted to traffic needs. Anony
mous, circa 1879, Public Archives of Canada. Anonymous, 
circa 1900, Private collection. 

places of the old ones, that the new stone resem
ble the old, and that the cordons be identical to 
those of the adjacent walls. The specifications for 
the work recommended using the facing stone 
that could be salvaged from the old walls. With 
the exception of St. Louis and Kent gates , 
Dufferin bequeathed a military monument to the 
20 th century that was for the most part 
unchanged by restoration. His greatest contribu
tion, however, was the preservation of Quebec's 
fortifications at a time when they seemed doomed 
to oblivion. 

During the 20th century the fortifications 
were periodically repaired, and major restoration 

work was carried out from 1897 to 1903 and 1928 
to 1940. Conducted by the Department of 
National Defence, this restoration was realized 
for the most part in the spirit of the Dufferin proj
ect. Apart from some unfortunate demolitions, 
such as the Halfmoon Battery in 1928-29, inter
vention was always aimed at preserving the forti
fications and occasionally at improving them. 
This preference for development would persist 
until the eve of the Second World War, when a 
new St. John's Gate, whose architecture was 
medieval in spirit, would be built as part of a pub
lic works program to limit unemployment. 
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The new St. John's Gate, built in 1939-40 on the site of 
the one demolished in 1897, carried the romantic spirit of the 
Dufferin project into the 20lh century. Anonymous, circa 

Dépiste Governor-General Dufferin's intervention, dem
olition work would continue on the fortifications during the 
final years of the 19"' century and into the 20"1 century. 
Martello tower no. 3 would be demolished in 1905 during the 
construction of one of the buildings of Jeffery Hale Hospital. 
F. Wurtele, circa 1905, Archives nationales du Québec, Col
lection Wurtele. 
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1940, Pictures Division, Public Archives of Canada 
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Conclusion 

This study of the Québec fortifications, which has 
been approached from various angles, leads to a 
better understanding of defence strategy, engi
neers, the human and physical environment and 
the military phenomenon. Within an evolutive 
framework beginning with the trading post and 
ending with the city as a tourist attraction, the 
study deals with the conception of defensive sys
tems, as well as the methods used for their imple
mentation and the resulting fortifications; it 
illustrates both direct and indirect implications. 

In the early years of the colony, extravagant 
commercial interests left little time for defensive 
works or colonization. The works built at Québec 
during this period were the result of the knowl
edge and determination of a single individual: 
Champlain. Employing his military experience, 
he provided the trading post with rudimentary 
fortifications; nevertheless, they illustrated some 
concepts of the European art of fortification, 
which was then in a period of transition. Subordi
nated to the urgent needs of trade and survival, 
the settlement developed poorly. In 1629 when 
Québec was captured, it was still only a fortified 
trading post. 

It was during the last two-thirds of the 17th 

century that the mother country began taking 
steps to provide for the colony's security and 

development. As well, this period saw the arrival 
of an engineer in the colony and the introduction 
of more elaborate concepts in bastioned fortifica
tion. Not only did a will to fortify Québec become 
identifiable, but under Montmagny the rough 
outlines of an urban plan connected with a fortifi
cation emerged. After the advent of royal govern
ment, Colbert even conceived of making Québec 
into a fortress capable of resisting a siege. 

There was a wide gap between intentions and 
actions, however; several factors upset the 
mother count ry ' s plans. In the colony, the 
French came up against the Iroquois threat, but 
the economic and political problems gripping 
France postponed the implementation of its colo
nial defence projects. The works that were built, 
including the enceinte of 1690, were merely colo
nial expedients aimed at countering the Iroquois. 
As a result of Phips' landing at Beauport, colonial 
administrators were haunted by fears of a siege 
conducted according to European rules. These 
fears led to the construction of an enceinte 
adapted to Vauban's rules of the geometry of 
flanking, but technically imperfect in relation to 
the topography of Québec. 

The solution proposed in 1693 required more 
elaborate human and financial resources for its 
implementation and involved the urban milieu to 
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a greater extent. The responsibility for carrying 
out the work was shared between contractor-
masons and the state, which called upon 
corvéables to build the earthworks. The enceinte 
occupied a large part of the urban territory, cut
ting the town off from the countryside because of 
the depth of its bastioned works and the essential 
open space in the foreground for defensive opera
tions. The fortifications were no longer a military 
phenomenon only, but also a social one. Future 
projects had to take such considerations into 
account. 

The turn of the 18lh century was marked by 
Louis XIV's determination to put his grandson on 
the Spanish throne and to thus control colonial 
wealth; at the same time the monarchy began to 
envision erecting a fortress at Québec. Devel
oped entirely with metropolitan investments, the 
project was to be carried through by a royal engi
neer and was to consist of a permanent bastioned 
fortification. Its conception was to be closely 
related to the urban milieu according to Vauban's 
major principles. 

The mother country remained determined to 
achieve its objectives until 1720; however, colo
nial decisions prevented the full realization of the 
scheme. Although three different projects were 
developed and distinct lines of defence began to 
be built, none was completed. The lines proposed 
by Levasseur de Neré and Chaussegros de Léry 
were born of metropolitan intentions and met the 
requirements of French fortresses as far as the art 
of defence and its correlation with urban ele
ments were concerned. Beaucours ' line of 
defence, whose construction was prompted by a 
colonial decision, was on a smaller scale; it was 
an inadequately conceived project that underval
ued the urban phenomenon. At first glance, there 
seems to be a link in the methods of implementa
tion between the scale of Levasseur de Neré's 
project and the appearance of business manage
ment; however, this should not be related to dif
ferences of opinion between the colony and the 
mother country. The experience of the "mer
chant" Saint-Simon was merely an abortive 
attempt that was not repeated until the mid-18th 

century. 

During more than half of these 20 years, the 
town was transformed into an immense construc
tion site that greatly stimulated the regional 
economy during a period of economic difficulties. 
Nevertheless^ since the works being built were 
permanent ones, the site brought with it more 
restrictive constraints and obligations for the 
population than ever before, because of both cor
vées and expropriations. These unfinished struc
tures occupied a large part of the town's surface 
area, and the 1693 earthworks, which remained 

standing until 1745, obstructed regulated urban 
growth. After 1720, France abandoned the idea of 
fortifying the capital, considering it more appro
priate to fortify Montréal and Louisbourg. Mont
réal, located near the border and the fur-rich hin
terland, and Louisbourg, situated close to the 
fishing grounds, were intended to protect metro
politan commercial interests. The revenues pro
duced by these two lucrative activities helped to 
defray construction costs. 

On 28 June 1745, Louisbourg fell. The popu
lation of Québec, which regarded this site as an 
outpost in the colonial defence plan, was panic-
stricken. The citizens felt that Québec was not 
adequately defended by the earthworks of 1693. 
The permanent fortification built by Chaussegros 
de Léry in 1745 was the outgrowth of a colonial 
decision. It respected contemporary rules of the 
art of defence: the fortification occupied the 
heights of Cape Diamond, its flanking was well-
proportioned, and it had an open space in front of 
its enceinte. Moreover, since it was located in 
front of Beaucours' earthworks, it also allowed 
the town to expand physically. 

This first pe rmanen t ence in t e , which 
enclosed the town on the west, had an enormous 
impact. The merchant Trottier Desauniers was 
entrusted with its construction, a decision that 
provides evidence of the development of com
mercial capitalism; business management 
adopted and made good use of the tax in kind 
constituted by military corvées. Although this 
construction site, the largest the capital had ever 
known, offered greater benefits to a minority, it 
also subjugated a large portion of both urban and 
rural society. In addition to corvées, it involved 
expropriation and material damage within the 
town; compensation was only partial, and some
times arbitrary. 

The fortification of 1745 led to the implemen
tation of a lot reallocation scheme in 1752. This 
scheme, which was the product of metropolitan 
will, was intended not only to regulate the town's 
growth but also to control land concessions more 
effectively. The mother country hoped to profit 
by this venture to compensate people for the 
inconveniences caused by the enceinte's con
struction. This procedure had been proposed for 
some French fortresses and was closely akin to 
the idea put forward by Levasseur de Neré in 
his Lower Town project at the beginning of the 
century. It was also advocated in the Seminary 
project of 1752, since after the results of the forti
fications tax France was convinced that the popu
lation could afford to pay for such projects. 
Although the fortress was still incomplete on the 
eve of the Seven Years' War, it had been built, as 
Maurepas hoped, at the population's expense. 
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The Seven Years' War ended to England's 
advantage; Canada was henceforth a British pos
session. The war effort had drained England's 
financial reserves, however. In Québec, the vic
tors feared not only a recapture attempt by the 
French, but also an uprising on the part of the 
population. By virtue of its port, the town 
controlled trade and ensured military communi
cations with the mother country. According to 
the military, only a citadel would be capable of 
making the victory secure, and thus it neglected 
the western enceinte and abandoned the non 
aedificandi zone. In this perspective, Québec 
was no longer a fortress that had to be developed, 
but an essential post that had to be retained. 

The British engineers, who were subjected to 
constant financial constraints, did not push their 
concerns for the town's defensive system any fur
ther. Their political and economic preoccupa
tions led to conceptual stagnation for the fortifi
cations; the town was no longer conceived of as a 
spatial entity and social milieu. As a result, Saint-
Jean Suburb developed in front of the fortifica
tions and part of Upper Town was set aside for 
military purposes. 

In 1775 England's former colonial allies 
revolted and went so far as to present themselves 
before Québec, helped to a large extent by the 
francophone population. The political overthrow, 
to which France had contributed, stressed the 
presence of a new enemy on the colony's border 
and increased the British military's distrust of the 
Canadiens. London's reaction was swift: a tem
porary citadel was built at Québec. Since the War 
of Independence had jeopardized the financial 
recovery envisioned by the British members of 
Parliament, the construction materials and man
power used in building the citadel had to require 
minimal disbursements. In this political and eco
nomic context, troops provided most of the 
labour and the state acted as contractor. 

Traditional constraints and obligations resur
faced: corvées, expropriations and property 
damage. Contrary to practice during the French 
regime, the role oîcorvéables was limited to sup
plying materials, bought for less than the market 
price. The state made use of corvées to its own 
advantage to reduce costs, with the result that 
economic repercussions were considerably less 
than under the French administration. These 
same financial preoccupations came into play 
when land was expropriated for constructing the 
future citadel, since none of the landholders 
received compensation. Similarly, compensation 
was not granted when Saint-Jean Suburb was 
demolished by the garrison in 1775. The military 
avoided all large-scale compensation. Although 
demolition and expropriation were among the 

realities of life within a fortress, in these cases 
they originated from a limited vision of Québec: 
ever since their arrival, the British engineers had 
taken only a military post, and not a fortified 
town, into account. 

The American conflict prompted a change of 
attitude among the British administrators. Hence
forth, they found themselves confronted with the 
same defence imperatives as the French authori
ties a few years earlier: a long border to defend 
with a limited number of troops. The defence pol
icy elaborated at this time concentrated defence 
efforts on Lower Canada, thus reinforcing the 
viewpoint that because of its location and its har
bour, Québec represented the key to Canada. 

It was in this context that the engineer 
Gother Mann had to develop a new defence sys
tem that viewed Québec not only as a post, but 
also as a town. His defence plan, worked out 
from 1785 onwards, fitted into a conservative 
trend in fortification, which lasted until the begin
ning of the 19th century. In Québec this plan 
guided the actions and influenced the ideas 
of British engineers until the middle of the 
19th century. 

The declaration of war by the French revolu
tionary forces in 1793 and its inevitable repercus
sions in Lower Canada, in conjunction with the 
territorial and political tensions between the 
United States and Canada compounded by those 
resulting from the presence of the Parti Canadien 
on the local political scene, led to the realization 
of three of Mann's priorities. These consisted of 
improving the existing fortifications and com
pletely enclosing Upper Town, building advanced 
works in front of St. Louis Gate, and occupying 
the heights of Abraham with Martello towers. 

The War of 1812 between the United States 
and Canada led colonial and metropolitan admin
istrators to realize that the American enemy 
could seriously disrupt the timber trade, which 
was the mainspring of economic relations 
between Canada and England. After Canadian 
defence had been re-evaluated, the Citadel was 
built on the Cape Diamond heights; this was 
Mann's fourth priority. The construction of the 
works that were part of this defence plan was' 
constantly subordinated to economic constraints 
and was carried out according to the principle fol
lowed in 1779, that is, by using mostly military 
labour. 

This defence plan proposed not only works 
of fortification but also an urban program, which 
was characterized by the appropriation of land 
needed for defence. Most of this land was 
acquired as of 1819. Around 1850 the military 
controlled 42 per cent of Upper Town's land and 
35 per cent of that of Saint-Jean Suburb. 
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Although all landholders were compensated for 
their expropriated land, the military's indecision 
and the slowness of the transactions during the 
budgetary restrictions imposed new constraints 
on the town. These two factors encouraged large 
landholders to speculate and thus hampered the 
regulated growth of Saint-Jean Suburb at a time 
when the town was undergoing rapid develop
ment. Although the urban program that was con
ceived and implemented took the town's defence 
into consideration, it did not regard the town as a 
social milieu. 

Influenced by free-exchange philosophies, 
England questioned colonial ties in the 1850s. 
This marked the beginning of a redefinition of 
imperial policy, and Great Britain became 
increasingly preoccupied by the international 
problems instigated by other European powers. 
From this point of view, the development of a 
defence plan for the colony in the 1860s was 
merely the reaction of the British government to 
the American Civil War. 

At the same time, the evolution of artillery 
during the mid-19th century presented Québec 
with a new concept of fortresses; the advent of 
rifle artillery moved the defensive perimeter fur
ther from the urban nucleus. The three detached 
forts located at Pointe-Lévis and built from 1865 
onward fitted into this European trend in the art 
of defence. The fact that two of these forts were 
built by private enterprise, whereas the third was 
constructed by military labour, does not reflect 
an about-face on the part of the military adminis
tration; it was merely a result of a lack of military 
manpower. Since defensive works were located 
further from the heart of the city, the military was 
more conciliatory towards the population and 
abandoned its urban program. In doing so, it loos
ened its hold over Québec, a hold that was espe
cially noticeable in its use of the gates to control 
access to the city. 

The Treaty of Washington, signed between 
England and the United States in 1871, resolved 
the economic difficulties between these two 
countries; at the same time, Canada benefitted by 
the agreement. On 11 November, the last British 
soldiers left Québec. The Canadian government, 
which had been given the responsibility of main
taining the fortifications, let them deteriorate and 
built new defensive installations downstream. 
Furthermore, since the population and in particu
lar the merchants believed that the fortifications 
hampered trade and the free circulation of traffic, 
the government authorized the demolition of 

many sections, notably the gates. This trend was 
brought to a halt with the arrival of Governor-
General Dufferin, whose views were imbued with 
romanticism. The Québec fortifications became a 
tourist attraction, as well as a historic monument. 

Two phenomena emerge from this study of 
the fortifications: the evolution of the military's 
stand and its concept of the town as a spatial 
entity and social milieu; and the military engi
neer's particular vision of the environment. 

Under the French regime, the military phe
nomenon was not isolated from society; on the 
contrary, it permeated society. The colony's 
administration had a military character; nearly 
75 per cent of the colony's disbursements were 
concerned with the military. The colony 's 
defence was organized around the militia; given 
the many years of conflict between 1608 and 
1760, almost all male members of the population 
had war experience.1 

Although the fortifications were conceived 
according to military requirements, they were 
nevertheless intimately related to urban planning, 
and civilian contractors were in charge of their 
construction. Because of the profits they offered, 
the fortifications aroused the contractors' greed. 
During the 18th century, it was no longer only 
masons who played the role of contractor as in 
the previous century, but merchants as well. The 
fortifications construction site symbolized the 
search for social ascension. In this respect, the 
situation was similar to that in the mother coun
try; that is, the military phenomenon constituted 
a means of rising in the social hierarchy. In such a 
perspective, the fortification site constituted the 
stage on which the whole population — nobles, 
bourgeois and common people — interacted; it 
thus reveals the power struggles waged between 
these groups. By virtue of the fortifications, it 
was possible to subject the rural masses to the 
domination of urban society. 

During the French regime, the military con
tributed little to the actual construction of for
tifications in the capital. Although it was the pro
moter of such activity, it resorted to private 
enterprise because of the limited number of sol
diers in the garrison. The lack of troops, in con
junction with their being billeted with residents 
and even working for them, hardly favoured the 
emergence of a military society isolated from the 
population. This does not mean, however, that 
the authorities did not want to keep the soldiers 
separate from the inhabitants. Proposals for the 
construction of barracks bear witness to their 
desire to do so. 

1. W.J. Eccles. "The Social. Economic and Political Significance of 
the Military Establishment in New France." CHR. vol. 52. 
no. I (March 1971). pp. 1-22. 
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Nevertheless, it was only in the last decade 
of the French regime that a barracks sector was 
actually built in Québec. The introduction of bar
racks when the 1745 enceinte was built repre
sented the first step towards setting up a fortress 
that would favour the development of a military 
society. Of course, the transition did not take 
place rapidly, as shown by the way in which the 
officers of the Troupes de Terre, who arrived 
in the colony at the end of the French regime, 
behaved towards the officers of the Troupes 
Franches.2 The alienation that the Troupes de 
Terre felt from the colonial officers partially 
resulted from their being the product of a nas
cent, but closed, military society, which as yet 
had no counterpart in the colony. 

The distrust with which the British military 
regarded the urban population in Québec repre
sented only one facet of a mentality that was 
shaped during the course of the military's long 
stay in the colony. The way in which it behaved 
with respect to the Québec fortifications makes it 
possible to see that the military formed a specific 
and isolated group. 

During the 18lh century in Great Britain, the 
army was already considered separate from the 
population.3 In the conquered fortress of 
Québec, it could not be expected that soldiers 
would attempt to integrate themselves into the 
local population; in fact, from the first decade of 
the British regime, it was forbidden to billet sol
diers with the town's residents. The construction 
and maintenance of soldiers' barracks was hence
forth a constant preoccupation of the military's 
general staff. Thus the British military garrisoned 
in Québec was already part of a society that saw 
itself as separate from the civilian world. 
Although its presence was evident throughout the 
city and especially in Upper Town, its chosen 
quarter, the British military remained isolated 
from the local society. 

This phenomenon may be noticed in the 
organization of the urban territory. Occupying a 
considerable surface area, the military portion of 
the city was separate from the civilian world. The 
British military lived in clearly defined sectors: 
Artillery Park, the Royal Engineers' Yard and the 
sappers' and miners' barracks, the Cavalry Bar
racks, the Jesuit Barracks, and the officers' quar
ters sector on Saint-Louis Street. It carried out 
its major activities on this land and on the open 
space on either side of the fortifications. For mar

itime activities and supplying the garrison, the 
military had its own wharfs, fuel-yards and store
houses. All these holdings, which were often 
enclosed and guarded by sentinels, isolated the 
military quarters from the rest of the city. The 
construction of the Citadel accentuated this spa
tial segregation. The military's preference for a 
conventional citadel, at a time when this type of 
fortification was being questioned in the art of 
warfare, is indicative of its ever-present will to 
dominate the city and its population. 

Judging from its activities, the British mili
tary sought self-sufficiency; the presence of civil
ians in military spheres of activity had to be 
avoided at all costs. It was only as of 1832 that it 
awarded contracts to civilians for various jobs, 
such as cleaning latrines, clearing streets used for 
military purposes and transporting merchandise. 
These new measures corresponded to attempts to 
make the soldiers' living conditions less harsh 
during the 19th century. 

There was tangible evidence of the army's 
policy in the absence of civilians from fortifica
tions sites. The British military leaders sought as 
much as possible to eliminate civilians from mili
tary construction sites. There is no point in 
accusing them of ethnic discrimination, for this 
measure was applied to both francophone and 
anglophone civilians. Under these circum
stances, the British military's massive employ
ment of the garrison's soldiers reveals an obvious 
determination to withdraw from the rest of soci
ety. Moreover, the use of soldiers from the garri
son to build large works benefitted the British 
Treasury and seems to have been a measure 
aimed at countering desertion. The army was the 
contractor and it tried to be self-sufficient in sup
plying the site. The military's appropriation of 
quarries bears witness to this. The appearance of 
civilian contractors on fortification sites, a late 
phenomenon under the British regime, merely 
resulted from a lack of military manpower. 

Most of the officers and soldiers were not in 
their own country, but in a colonial post in which 
the population as a whole was unfamiliar to them. 
Under such circumstances, their military society, 
which was already closed, could not have been 
more isolated from that of the city's civilians. 
This military society and especially its elite was 
responsible for safeguarding the Québec fortress 
within the framework of British strategy in North 
America, and it regarded the city as a military 

2. Jean Delmas et al., Conflits de sociétés an Canada français pen
dant la guerre de Sept Ans et leur influence sur les opérations. 
Studies presented at the Colloque international d'histoire mili
taire, Ottawa, 19-27 August 1978, Vincennes, Service historique. 
Armée de terre, 1978, pp. 6-7. 

3. André Corvisier, Armées et sociétés en Europe de 1494 à 1789, 
Paris, P.U.F.. 1976, p. 137 (Collection SUP). 
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object. It is futile to claim that the fortress was 
the military's sole objective in Québec, however. 
England's economic interests were at the root of 
these strategic concerns in the colony. On the 
other hand, the military staff viewed the city first 
and foremost as a fortress; its military role took 
precedence. Thus a level of local authority 
emerged whose priorities for intervening in the 
city's social and physical environment were 
strongly centred on defence strategy. 

These military requirements often conflicted 
with the interests of the urban population, and all 
the more so since the city's administration, which 
was in the hands of the justices of the peace, dealt 
with public demands inefficiently and irresponsi
bly. A conflict between civilians and the military 
broke out at the end of the 18th century. With the 
Constitutional Act of 1791, by which the Legisla
tive Assembly was established, the population 
was given the means to promote its interests. The 
Roads Act of 1799 voted by the Assembly prom
ised a more efficient organization of the urban 
territory with respect to civilian needs. 

The rejection of the urban plans of 1799 and 
1818 by the justices of the peace illustrates the 
coalition that the justices (appointed by the Gov
ernor) formed with the military and the large 
landholders to undermine urban improvement. 
The incorporation of the city was the first con
crete illustration of effective civilian opposition 
to the military phenomenon. Despite the intro
duction of a new and responsible body repre
senting civilian interests, however, it was not 
until the middle of the 19th century that the mili
tary loosened its hold over the city. 

The urban social environment in Québec had 
been in conflict with the fortress for more than 
100 years. Although town and fortress were 
inseparable during the French regime, in the 19th 

century they were at odds with each other. These 
differences were symptomatic of the military's 
isolation within a rapidly changing civilian soci
ety. They also provide a better understanding of 
the framework within which the military engi
neers worked in Québec. 

The military engineer's work is evident in 
every facet of this study of the various aspects 
involved in the conception and setting up of the 
Québec fortifications and of the repercussions 
this activity had on the environment. The many 
tasks to which the engineer devoted himself made 
his role most varied. Unlike the craftsman, the 
engineer had a certain "elementary" knowledge 
in several fields so that he might co-ordinate, 

direct and carry out the undertakings with which 
the authorities entrusted him. The military engi
neer 's activity was marked by the universal 
nature of his role and by the originality of his 
working methods.4 

An engineer charged with fortifying a partic
ular fortress had to first master the various princi
ples of the art of war related to strategy and tac
tics. As a strategist, he first considered the 
importance of the town or post to be fortified; this 
was evaluated in relation to that of the other for
tresses in the country or colony. He also had to 
consider the enemy with which the fortress was 
likely to be confronted to take into account the 
type and strength of the weapons that the enemy 
might direct against the fortress, as well as the 
type of warfare he would wage. The fact that 
most of the engineers in Québec noted, like Mann 
in 1791, that it was impossible for the enemy to 
conduct a long siege narrowed defence objectives 
and helped to define the nature of the works. This 
strategic concern could also govern the size of the 
fortifications built, as is shown by the difference 
between the ramparts that Chaussegros de Léry 
proposed for Montréal and Québec. 

Normally the engineer-strategist had to 
ensure that the various defensive measures he 
executed reassured the population. At the same 
time he had to ensure that the inhabitants would 
help to defend the fortress. This concern was less 
tangible during the British regime, however, 
especially prior to the 1775 blockade, when the 
fortifications were aimed primarily at protecting 
the military from a population it regarded as 
suspect. 

The engineer's role as a tactician, which was 
just as essential, involved adapting the various 
works to the surrounding topography. There is 
no need to reiterate how important this factor is 
in judging the defensive value of a fortification. It 
was Vauban's basic rule. By examining the 
extent to which the engineers were able to carry 
out this task, it has been possible to judge their 
professional skills. 

While working out his fortification project, 
the engineer-tactician also evaluated how many 
men were needed and available for its defence. A 
fortification that was planned without taking this 
factor into account beforehand could become 
completely ineffective defensively. This did not 
prevent the fortification from being well organ
ized in other respects, however, for example, 
with regard to its trace. Most of the engineers in 
Québec had great difficulty evaluating the num-

4. To better understand the engineer's "originality." see 
S. Moscovici, Essai sur l'histoire humaine de la nature, Paris, 
Flammarion. 1977. pp. 204-58 (Collection Champs). 
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ber of men needed, since there were no definite 
norms for making such calculations. The debate 
in the Fortifications Council of 1710 attests to this 
problem. In this perspective, the entrenched 
camp proposed by Mann in 1799 might seem 
superfluous, given the very large number of sol
diers required for this type of work. 

Finally, the engineer-tactician had to calcu
late the amount of ammunition and supplies 
needed and to provide for storage facilities in 
accordance with previously fixed objectives. The 
engineers in Québec do not seem to have been 
overly concerned about this. At the very most 
they pointed out that it was necessary to set up 
buildings for this purpose. Once again, even this 
was not always the case; it is difficult to explain 
why plans had not been made in 1745 to build sev
eral powder magazines along the rampart. 

The military engineer also concerned himself 
with urban planning, especially during the French 
regime. As a town planner, he was required to 
meet military requirements first and foremost. To 
the engineer, Québec was above all a fortress. He 
not only ensured that the location of the fortifica
tion took the town's physical development into 
account, but also that the urban territory was laid 
out to meet defensive requirements effectively. 
This implied more than simply erecting defensive 
works and organizing buildings so that they could 
serve the garrison. A rather large population 
occupied the urban territory of Québec. The pres
ence of civilians in the town at the time of an 
attack was not to hamper the operation of the for
tress. This is why it was important to house the 
soldiers in sectors isolated from the population, 
to create a military zone containing everything 
needed for defence, to ensure that the alignments 
of streets and houses would not allow some sec
tors to be exposed to enfilading fire, and to make 
it possible to reach the batteries rapidly and with
out difficulty. 

There were other considerations apart from 
military ones involved in the engineer's role. 
Québec, at least during the French regime, did 
not merely represent a physical milieu that had to 
be defended; the town was also a port and a cul
tural, religious and important trade centre. 
Unlike their British counterparts, French engi
neers believed that the fortress should not inter
fere unduly with urban life. They also took care 
to organize the urban territory to create the con
ditions needed for the town's economic and 
social development. To carry out this task 
properly, the engineer had to predetermine both 
defensive and soc io-economic needs . 
Chaussegros de Léry's observations on the 
growth of the population and the town's physical 
expansion are evidence of such efforts. 

The work of the various engineers in Québec 
reveals that their role was also related to that of 
an architect, since they planned, directed and 
co-ordinated the construction of buildings and 
works of defence. They had to be familiar with 
the rules of architecture to successfully complete 
all the steps between the preparation of plans, 
specifications and estimates and the completion 
of a structure. They had to know how to combine 
height and surface, as well as rhythmic and aes
thetic elements. 

Like the architect, the engineer knew the 
basics of the various trades represented on the 
site. In addition, he could determine the quality 
of the building materials and constantly attended 
to finding good sources of supply. That this task 
was a concern of most engineers in Québec is 
confirmed by the various specifications for the 
fortifications, in which the emphasis was placed 
on the quality and "bonne façon" of the materi
als, concerns that often guaranteed a more dura
ble structure. 

In carrying out his many activities, the mili
tary engineer acted as an administrator. To pre
pare estimates, award contracts and supervise 
the site, he had to have a knowledge of adminis
trative techniques. Obviously not all the engi
neers in Québec were equally adept at this task, 
but one shortcoming prevailed: no one managed 
to correctly estimate the construction costs of the 
works proposed. 

The military engineers in Québec bear 
witness to the originality of their profession, 
which was characterized by the engineers' will to 
act upon the environment and to leave their mark 
on it. The engineer was a creative agent con
stantly attempting to innovate. In this sense, 
Chaussegros de Léry included several new model 
defence works in his treatise that he hoped would 
be adopted. Marr's attempts in 1773 to gain 
approval for a new type of counterguard demon
strated the same desire. 

Another of the engineer's characteristics was 
his critical and highly individualistic way of think
ing. Most of the engineers who worked in Québec 
questioned their predecessors' accomplishments. 
In his project of 1716, Chaussegros de Léry delib
erately left aside Levasseur de Neré's structures, 
which were located a few feet from those he pro
posed, whereas in 1745, in a very different con
text, he incorporated them into his enceinte. 

The military engineer also stands out 
because of his particular approach. Not only did 
he know, or have to be familiar with, the various 
mechanisms likely to provide the technical sup
port for building a work, but in addition, his inter
vention was given clearly defined limits, since 
norms existed for calculating the effects of man's 
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activities on material elements. More specifi
cally, as far as the fortifications were concerned, 
he had to compare the plan to the profile and inte
grate the model with the topography in such a 
way that each intervention would be tested and 
evaluated beforehand; thus corrections could be 
made immediately if necessary. When the engi
neer acted as an urban planner, the plan repre
sented a precise horizontal projection of the envi
ronment: it enabled him to define the correlations 
between the various urban elements and to 
understand their respective functions. Theory 
was an essential part of the engineer's approach. 
Not only did it provide him with the scientific and 
military knowledge needed for his activities, but 
it also saved him unnecessary work and pre
vented repetitive experiments. 

In short, the portrait of the military engineer 
on the basis of his work in Québec bears witness 
to the universality of his role and to the originality 
of his approach as a c rea t ive agent and 
transformer of the environment. It is important to 
appreciate and understand the contributions of 
each of these men through their mathematical 
vision of the environment. Fortifications were the 
military engineer's major accomplishment in 
Québec, and they enabled him to realize his 
potential to the fullest. 
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Marshall, Charles, 410 
Marson. See Joybert 
Martello towers, 69, 70, 74, 77, 80, 112, 169, 170, 

171, 174, 177, 179, 183, 184, 185, 268, 278, 314, 
409, 410, 411, 413, 414, 429, 430, 461 

Martini, Francesco di Giorgio, 323 
Martinière, Pointe de la, 449 
Martinique, 152, 155, 173 
Massachusetts (colony), 32, 33, 34 
Maubeuge, 208 
Maurepas, Comte de. See Phélypeaux 
Maurepas Bastion, 349 
Mazière. See Mézière 
Medway, 162 
Ménard, Jacques, 249 
Menin, Battle of, 162 
Menneville. See Duquesne 
Merian, Caspar, 321. 
Metz, 109 
Meyer, Lieutenant, 151 
Mézière, Charles-François, Sieur de Lepervanche, 

53 
Mézières, 109 
Miamis, 32 
Michilimackinac, 63 
Militia and Defence, Department of, 450, 451 
Militia Bill, 75 
Militia Ordonnance, 275 
Milnes, Sir Robert Shore, 391, 407 
Minorca, 152, 170, 382, 404 
Mirandola, 144 
Miroménil Regiment, 144 
Mohawks, 28 
Mohicans (Loups, Wolves), 23, 28, 30, 33 
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Moisan, Joseph, 412 
Monceaux. See Ruette 
Monckton, Robert, 155 
Mondelet, Jean-Marie, 448 
Mons, 130, 144 
Monseignat, Charles de, 43 
Montagne, Côte de la, 421, 433 
Montalembert, Marc-René, Marquis de Montalem-

bert, 101, 109, 110 
Montauban, 102 
Montcalm, Louis-Joseph de, Marquis de Montcalm, 

19, 56, 146 
Montcalm Bastion, 65, 289 
Montcalm house, 376, 423 
Montcalm ward, 183 
Mont Carmel, 117, 121 
Mont-Carmel Street, 35, 89, 332, 333, 351, 352, 427 
Montgomery, Richard, 62, 63, 69 
Montlouis, 378 
Montmagny. See Huault 
Montréal, 23, 24, 30, 31, 37, 43, 44, 48, 49, 50, 51, 

52, 57, 59, 67, 70, 76, 77, 79, 111, 114, 117, 120, 
126, 130, 132, 144, 179, 180, 191, 208, 211, 212, 
237, 239, 243, 244, 248, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 
261, 262, 278, 281, 297, 303, 305, 316, 344, 345, 
347, 348, 349, 350, 376, 378, 388, 400, 403, 408, 
447, 460, 464 

Montresor, John, 151 
Monts. See Du Gua 
Moorehead, Mr, 411, 415 
Moreau. See Desjordy 
Moreau, François, 249 
Morgues. See Le Moyne 
Morrin College, 44 
Morse, Robert, 163 
Mortella, Cape, 170 
Morville. See La Guer 
Moulin, Cavalier du, 35, 36, 37, 39, 44, 89, 121, 125, 

309, 402 
Moulmein, 180 
Mulcaster, Sir Frederic, 74, 176 
Muller, John, 93, 94, 99, 125, 154, 382, 400 
Murray, Sir George, 178 
Murray, James, 60, 61, 145, 146, 152, 153, 154, 155, 

200, 209, 269, 382, 400, 401 404 

Namur, 126, 130, 144 
Nancy, 126 
Naples, 63 
Napoleon I, Emperor of the French, 66, 67, 109 
Napoleon III, Emperor of the French, 75, 180 
Napoleonic Wars, 66, 70, 79, 107, 109, 170, 177 
Natal, 180 
National Defence, Department of, 456 
Nau de La Boissiere et de Fossambault, Catherine 

(Lauson de La Citière), 23 
Neré. See Levasseur 
Neuf-Brisach, 107, 122, 145, 323, 339, 340, 341, 347, 

374, 382, 424 
Neuville, 226 
New Amsterdam (Manhattan), 23, 28, 114, 326 
New Brunswick, 73, 180 
New England, 37, 41 
Newfoundland, 33, 39, 51, 173, 177 

New Holland, 23, 26 
New Orleans, 327, 347 
New Town (Massachusetts), 382 
New York (colony), 30, 32, 33, 34, 47, 61, 78 
Niagara, Fort, 30, 55, 63, 114, 132, 376 
Nicolet, 277 
Nicolls, Gustavus, 172, 175 
Niquet (engineer), 362, 372 
Notre-Dame Church (Montréal), 132 
Notre-Dame Church (Québec), 246 
Nouvelles Casernes, 92, 133, 199, 244, 303, 356, 357, 

377, 378, 379, 401, 407, 420, 421, 451 
Nouvelle Street, 450 
Nova Scotia, 180 
Nun's Batteries, 353 
Nymwegen, 28 
Nymwegen, Peace of, 32 

Oldfield, John, 74, 177, 178, 179, 185, 414 
Oneidas, 28 
Ontario, Fort, 152 
Ontario, Lake, 76 
Orange, Fort, 23, 28 
Oregon, 73 
Orléans, Ile d', 23, 70, 115, 174, 178, 261, 370 
Orléans, Philippe, Duc d', 46 
Orsini, Felice, 180 
Oswego, Fort, 152 

Pacciotto (architect), 97 
Pagan, Blaise de, Comte de Pagan, 102, 103, 105, 

132, 133, 134, 144 
Palace Bastion, 122 
Palace dike, 369 
Palace Gate, 209, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 224, 356, 

432, 435, 436, 450, 451 
Palace Redoubt, 122 
Palace Shipyards, 132, 425 
Palais, Côte du (Des Pauvres Street), 55, 314, 353, 

357, 376, 433, 435, 436 
Palatinate, 32 
Palladio, Andrea, 239 
Palluau, Comte de. See Buade 
Palmanova, 324, 325 
Palmerston, Viscount. See Temple 
Pampalon, Thomas, 290 
Panet, Charles, 412, 413, 414, 423, 429 
Panet, Jean-Claude, 421 
Panet, Louis, 412, 413, 414, 423, 429 
Papineau de Bécancourt, Sieur, 343 
Paradis, Martial, 423 
Paris, 38, 45, 48, 50, 126, 177, 329 
Paris, Treaty of, 59, 61, 62, 67, 152 
Pasley, Sir Charles William, 171, 196 
Pauger, Adrien de, 347 
Péan, Michel-Jean-Hugues, 53 
Peel, Sir Robert, 180 
Peiras, Jean-Basptiste de, 245 
Pensacola, 404 
Perim, 180 
Peron, Sieur, 240 
Petitclair, Charles, 412 
Petitclair, Gabriel, 412 
Petitclair, Joseph, 412 
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Pfeffinger, J.F., 340 
Phélypeaux, Jean-Frédéric, Comte de Maurepas, 49, 

51, 52, 53, 54, 57, 238, 239, 240, 241, 297, 302, 
303, 304, 305, 307, 309, 327, 341, 369, 375, 418, 
440, 460 

Phélypeaux, Jérôme, Comte de Pontchartrain et de 
Maurepas, 42, 43, 239, 241, 249, 253, 313, 343 

Philip II, King of Spain, 326 
Philip V, King of Spain, 39, 130 
Philippeville, 324 
Philippsburg, 104, 130 
Phillips, William, 160 
Phips, Sir William, 34, 37, 45, 57, 118, 129, 303, 459 
Picardy, 102 
Piedmont, 97 
Piedmont Regiment, 144 
Pierrefonds, 447 
Pinel, Sieur, 240 
Piot de Langloiserie, Charles-Gaspard, 43 
Piper, Robert Sloper, 180 
Pitt, John, 2nd Earl of Chatham, 163, 168, 170 
Place d'Armes, 114, 332, 333, 344, 390, 391, 392 
Placentia, 36, 37 
Plains of Abraham, battle of, 452 
Plaisance (Piacenza), 97 
Plymouth, 160 
Pointe-à-Carcy, 55, 362, 364, 365, 368, 369, 372, 373 
Pointe-à-la-Chevelure, 50, 52, 132, 248 
Pointe à Pizeau, 184 
Pointe-aux-Roches, 24, 30, 246, 362 
Pointe-aux-Trembles, 226, 277, 278 
Pointe-Lévis, 18, 70, 76, 77, 79, 80, 169, 174, 177, 

178, 179, 180, 181, 184, 277, 281, 289, 290, 291, 
316, 317, 416, 462 

Poitiers, 322 
Polk, James Knox, 73 
Pondichery, 370 
Pontbriand. See Dubreil 
Pontchartrain, Comte de. See Phélypeaux 
Pont-Gravé, François, 21 
Pontleroy. See Sarrebource 
Popham, Francis, 328 
Port Dauphin, 120, 348, 403 
Portinari (engineer), 382 
Portland, 179, 228 
Port-Louis, 370 
Port Royal, 21, 32, 34, 37, 39, 328, 329, 347 
Portsmouth, 110, 160, 173, 177, 179, 382 
Port Toulouse, 120, 403 
Potasse, coteau de la, 35, 55, 142, 145, 358, 373 
Potasse Barracks, 426 
Potasse Bastion. See Potasse Demi-Bastion 
Potasse Demi-Bastion, 142, 153, 166, 174, 176, 177, 

179, 183, 184, 195, 203, 352, 356, 358, 379, 392, 
406, 449 

Potasse storehouse, 373 
Poulain, Pierre, 289 
Prague, 322 
Prairie de la Madeleine, 126, 344, 345 
Prescott, Robert, 391, 406, 407 
Prescott Gate, 68, 69, 216, 407, 432, 433, 436, 438, 

449 
Prévost, M., 414 
Prince Edward Island. See Sait-Jean, Ile 

Prince Frederick Regiment, 270, 273 
Privy Council, 268 
Prouville de Tracy, Alexandre de, 26 
Provençal, Jean-Baptiste, 276 
Provost, François, 34, 35, 116, 117, 118, 120, 303, 

304 
Public Works, Department of, 451 
Pyrenees, 126 
Pyrenees, Peace of the, 24 

Quay, Ile du, 361 
Québec Act, 278 
Québec Citadel, 35, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 77, 80, 85, 89, 

112, 138, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 
180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 195, 196, 197, 198, 
216, 221, 268, 269, 270, 278, 279, 282, 284, 289, 
290, 291, 316, 361, 384, 388, 392, 409, 410, 411, 
412, 413, 416, 422, 423, 426, 448, 449, 451, 455, 
461, 463 

Québec Courthouse, 390 
Québec prison, 246 

Rainville, Captain, 277 
Raleigh, Sir Walter, 328 
Ramezay, Claude de, 41, 45, 253, 260 
Ramsay, George, 9"' Earl of Dalhousie, 411 
Ramsay, William, 427 
Randin, Hugues, 343 
Rangoon, 180 
Raudot, Antoine-Denis, 42, 43, 45, 47, 128, 129, 239, 

240, 241, 242, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 260, 262, 
305, 313, 344, 349, 366 

Raudot, Jacques, 42, 43, 128, 129, 239, 241, 255, 
256, 260, 262, 263, 265, 275 

Reciprocity Treaty, 73, 76 
Récollets, 258, 329, 330, 347 
Récollets Bastion, 350 
Récollets' Church and Monastery, 390 
Récollets' house, 44 
Regnard Duplessis, Marie-Andrée, dite de Saint-

Hélène, 422 
Remparts Street. See also D'Auteuil Street 
Remparts Street, 65, 289, 355, 357, 376, 407, 422, 

427, 450, 451, 452 
Renaud d'Avène Des Méloizes, Nicolas-Marie, 403, 

419 
Renau d'Eliçagaray, Bernard, 47, 48, 130, 131, 133, 

134, 239, 312, 347, 350, 353 
Richardson, John, 448 
Richelieu, Cardinal. See Du Plessis 
Richelieu, Fort, 23 
Richelieu, Ile, 23 
Richelieu Postern, 192, 203, 205 
Richelieu Street, 203 
Richmond, 179, 180 
Richmond, Duke of. See Lennox 
Richmond Bastion, 174, 216 
Rideau Canal, 173 
Riedesel, Friedrich Adolphus von, Baron von Riede-

sel, 383 
Rigaud de Vaudreuil, Louise-Elisabeth de, Marquise 

de Vaudreuil. See Joybert de Soulanges et de 
Marson 
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Rigaud de Vaudreuil, Philippe de, Marquis de Vau-
dreuil, 39, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 256, 258, 
262, 264, 305, 366, 367, 403, 422 

Rigaud de Vaudreuil de Cavagnial, Pierre de, Mar
quis de Vaudreuil, 53, 55, 56, 211, 248, 254, 361, 
373 

Roads Act, 432, 464 
Roanoke, 328 
Robe, William, 391 
Robertson-Ross, Patrick, 448, 449, 451 
Roberval. See La Rocque 
Robinau de Bécancour, Mme, 420 
Robinau de Bécancour, René, 419 
Rochefort, 298, 361, 375 
Rocroi, 324 
Rosny, Baron de. See Béthune 
Rouer d'Artigny, Louis, 418, 419, 422 
Rouer de Villeray, Louis, 418, 421 
Rouillard, Joseph, 403 
Rouillé, Antoine-Louis, Comte de Jouy, 55, 56 
Routier, Joseph, 247, 265, 318 
Royal Academy (Woolwich), 151, 160, 162, 172, 177, 

180, 185 
Royal Artillery Regiment, 160, 172, 173, 282 
Royal Bastion, 127 
Royal Bastioned Tower, 44 
Royal Battery, 36, 39, 89, 246, 247, 309, 364, 365, 

366, 368, 402 
Royale, Ile (Cape Breton Island), 45, 47, 48, 55, 57, 

120, 144, 348 
Royal Engineers, Corps of, 154, 157, 160, 162, 163, 

172, 173, 177, 179 
Royal Engineers' Yard, 384, 388, 412, 426, 450, 463 
Royal Navy, 79, 179 
Royal Redoubt, 44, 303, 347, 351, 353, 356, 359, 426 
Royal Sappers and Miners Regiment, 160, 180 
Rudyerd, Charles William, 382 
Ruette d'Auteuil de Monceaux, François-Madeleine-

Fortuné, 41, 248, 259, 261, 262, 266 
Rush-Bagot Agreement, 70, 73, 76 
Ryswick, Treaty of, 32, 33, 37, 38, 39, 302, 347 
Saar-Louis, 340 
Sabrevois de Bleury, Clément de, 53 
Saccardy, Vincent de, 34 
Sackville, Viscount. See Germain 
St. Albans, 76 
Saint-Ange Street. See Sainte-Angèle Street 
Saint-Antoine-de-Tilly, 277 
Saint-Augustin, 277, 278 
Saint-Augustin, Mère. See Simon de Longpré 
Saint-Augustin Street, 429, 436 
Saint-Charles, 277 
Saint-Charles Street. See Saint-Vallier Street 
Saint-David, 77 
Saint-Denis, 329 
Saint-Denis Street, 412, 427 
Sainte-Angèle Street (Saint-Ange Street), 357, 427 
Sainte-Anne Street, 44, 332, 333, 344, 350, 351, 352, 

358, 359, 427 
Sainte-Croix, 328, 329 
Sainte-Famille Street, 43, 355, 433 
Sainte-Foy, 177, 275 
Sainte-Foy Road, 430 

Sainte-Geneviève, Coteau, 70, 116, 137, 152, 174, 
177, 184, 200, 428, 429 

Sainte-Geneviève Street, 358, 427 
Sainte-Hélène, 357 
Sainte-Hélène Street, 357 
Sainte-Marguerite Street, 389 
Sainte-Ursule Street, 360, 402, 427 
Saint-Eustache Street, 429, 436 
Saint-Flavien Street, 353, 355 
Saint-Frédéric, Fort, 55, 57, 132, 376 
St.George, Fort, 328 
Saint-Georges Street. See Abraham, Côte d', Hébert 

Street 
St.Helen's Island, 71, 173, 388 
Saint-Henri, 277 
Saint-Jean (île d'Orléans), 449 
Saint-Jean, Fort, 63, 160, 162, 177.403, 404 
Saint-Jean, Ile (Prince Edward Island), 144 
Saint-Jean fief, 24 
Saint-Jean-Pied-de-Port, 126 
Saint-Jean-Port-Joli, 277 
Saint-Jean Road, 152, 430 
Saint-Jean Street, 43, 350, 351, 353, 357, 358, 403, 

420, 428, 429, 433, 436 
Saint-Jean Suburb, 70, 173, 174, 175, 176, 183, 384, 

401, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 410, 411, 
414, 415, 416, 423, 424, 428, 429, 430, 433, 436, 
439, 461, 462 

Saint-Joachim Street. See Couillard Street 
St.John Bastion, 120, 121, 122, 127, 152, 153, 164, 

165, 177, 208, 219, 223, 224, 353 
St.John Demi-Lune, 127 
Saint John's (Newfoundland), 423 
St. John's Gate, 54, 65, 127, 145, 208, 209, 213, 214, 

217, 218, 228, 290, 358, 404, 406, 409, 410, 428, 
436, 438, 450, 451, 456 

Saint-Joseph, Fort, 162 
St.Lawrence (Ile d'Orléans), 449 
St.Louis, Château, 28, 36, 37, 43, 49, 53, 69, 112, 

114, 132, 243, 244, 247, 303, 359, 392, 452, 455 
St.Louis, Fort, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 28, 30, 31, 35, 91, 

113, 114, 117, 118, 220, 221, 329, 334, 351, 352 
St.Louis Bastion, 43, 44, 89, 90, 120, 121, 122, 142, 

143, 144, 145, 154, 156, 164, 169, 172, 183, 189, 
199, 208, 249, 358, 384, 388 

Saint-Louis des Illinois, 30 
St.Louis Gate, 55, 65, 69, 145, 153, 208, 209, 213, 

214, 219, 223, 310, 358, 384, 406, 409, 410, 412, 
413, 432, 433, 435, 436, 438, 449, 451, 452, 456, 
461 

St.Louis Ravelin, 201, 278, 314, 414 
Saint-Louis Road, 112, 152, 430 
Saint-Louis Street, 120, 332, 333, 350, 351, 352, 358, 

388, 402, 403, 412, 421, 426, 429, 433, 436, 463 
Saint Lucia, 173 
Saint-Malo, 361 
Saint-Martin-de-Ré, 384 
Saint-Martin Gate, 350 
Saint-Maur, Congrégation bénédictine de, 378 
St.Maurice Ironworks, 132 
Saint-Michel, 277 
St.Michel Bastion, 127 
St.Nicholas Redoubt, 120, 122, 365 
Saint-Nicholas Street, 369 
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Saint-Omer, 144 
Saint-Ours (officer), 53 
Saint-Ours Deschaillons, Jean-Baptiste de, 53 
Saint-Paul-Des-Fossés Street, 389 
Saint-Paul Market, 390 
Saint-Paul Street, 389 
Saint-Pierre (Ile d'Orléans) 23 
Saint-Réal. See Vallières 
St.Roch Redoubt, 125, 367 
Saint-Roch Suburb, 173, 174, 175, 289, 309, 358, 373, 

389, 424, 425, 428, 429, 433, 436, 448 
Saint-Sauveur, 21 
Saint-Sauveur Réduit, 348 
Saint-Sauveur ward, 448 
Saint-Simon. See Denys 
St.Simon Demi-Bastion, 120, 122, 127, 209 
Saint-Simon house, 376 
Saint-Simon Street, 357 
Saint-Stanislas Street, 44, 357 
Saint-Sulpice Seminary, 349 
St.Ursule Bastion. See Ursulines Bastion 
Saint-ValHer, 277 
Saint-Vallier Street (Saint-Charles Street), 389, 390, 

414, 436 
Saint-Vincent, Henri-Albert de, 53 
Salaberry, Charles-Michel de, 70 
Salaberry Street, 430 
Sangallo, Antonio de, 97 
Sangallo, Julien de, 97 
Sanmicheli, Michèle, 97 
Sarratoga, 160 
Sarrazin Street, 357 
Sarrebource Malabre de Pontleroy, Nicolas, 55, 56, 

243 
Sault-au-Matelot, 116, 117, 346, 362 
Saxe, Maurice de, Comte de Saxe, known as Mar

shal de Saxe, 108 
Scamozzi, Vincenzo, 239 
Second World War, 449, 456 
Seignelay, Marquis de. See Colbert 
Seminary Gate, 43 
Seminary of Québec, 347, 350, 354, 359, 369, 370, 

371, 372, 422, 425, 433, 460 
Seven Years'War, 52, 62, 108, 152, 154, 243, 254, 

361, 381, 382, 404, 460, 461 
Sévestre, Charles, 332 
Sewell, Jonathan, 407, 408, 410, 411, 412, 422, 423 
Sheerness, 162 
Signal Hill, 173 
Sillery, 23, 24, 226 
Silvy, Antoine, 350 
Simon de Longpré, Marie-Catherine, dite de Saint-

Augustin, 24 
Singapore, 180 
Sisters of Charity, 451 
Smith, William, 412 
Smyth, James Carmichael, 72, 412 
Smyth Commission, 72, 176 
Sorel, 126, 160, 162, 275, 344, 345, 382, 383 
Soulanges. See Joybert 
Soulard, Sieur, 344 
Sous-le-Fort Street, 31 
Southampton, 172 
Sovereign Council, 245, 258, 343, 418, 420 

Spanish Succession, War of the, 45, 298, 300 
Splinter Proof Barracks, 388 
Stewart, John 411, 413, 429 
Straith, Hector, 217, 438 
Straits Settlements, 180 
Strange, Thomas Bland, 451 
Strasbourg, 348 
Sully, Duc de. See Béthune 
Sulpicians, 349 
Superior Council, 53, 245, 404 
Susquehanna, 28, 30 
Sussex county, 160 
Sydney, Viscount. See Townshend 

Tadoussac, 21, 328, 330 
Taffanel de La Jonquière, Jacques-Pierre de, Mar

quis de La Jonquière, 54, 255, 371, 418 
Talon, Jean, 26, 30, 31, 38, 364 
Tarieu de La Naudière, Charles-François, 53, 422 
Taschereau, Gabriel-Elzéar, 407 
Taschereau, Thomas-Jacques, 53 
Tate, C M . 
Taylor, Mr, 411 
Temple, Henry John, 3rd Viscount Palmerston, 76 
Têtu, Félix, 407 
Thirty Years'War, 24 
Thompson, James, 63, 161, 268, 269, 270, 271, 273, 

275, 277, 278, 282, 283, 285, 286 , 287, 288, 316, 
317, 384 

Ticonderoga, 160 
Toronto, 76, 77, 162, 177, 281, 291 
Tortona, 144 
Toul, 340 
Toulon, 340, 361, 362, 372 
Toulouse, 322 
Toulouse Street, 349 
Tournai, 28 
Tourny, Louis, Marquis de Tourny, 447 
Townshend, Thomas, 1st Viscount Sydney, 65 
Tracy. See Prouville 
Trafalgar, 79 
Trent, 75 
Triple Alliance, 51 
Trois-Rivières, 23, 30, 43, 53, 111, 113, 114, 117, 

120, 126, 128, 144, 248, 270, 317, 345, 347 
Trotier, dit Bernard, Oronié, 277 
Trottier, dit Desauniers, Pierre, 53, 54, 242, 243, 

244, 245, 247, 248, 249, 253, 264, 265, 266, 306, 
307, 309, 310, 311, 312, 317, 318, 319, 460 

Troupes de la Marine, 120, 126, 248, 253, 254, 356, 
463 

Turin, 97, 131 
Twiss, William, 63, 65, 73, 160-162, 163, 165, 167, 

168, 170, 185, 269, 270, 271, 273, 277, 283, 285, 
287, 401, 402, 406 

Union Alley, 357 
Upper Town Market, 392 
Urbino, 97 
Ursulines, 24, 117, 120, 331, 343, 345, 375, 407, 409, 

411, 413, 421, 422, 430 
Ursulines Bastion, 89, 152, 164, 165, 169, 228, 410, 

450, 451 
U.S.S. Chesapeake, 67 
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Wade, John, 275 
Walker, Sir Hovenden, 129 
Wallington, Fort, 182 
War, Council of, 405 
War of 1812, 65, 69, 70, 79, 80, 168, 171, 172, 268, 

278, 284, 316, 388 
War Office, 452 
Washington, 179 
Washington, Treaties of, 73, 78, 448, 449, 462 
Waterford, 173 
Waterloo, 71, 72, 177 
Webster-Ashburton Treaty, 73 
Wellesley, Arthur, 1st Duke of Wellington, 71, 72, 

73, 79, 155, 175, 176, 177, 268 
Wellington, Duke of. See Wellesley 
Wells, Mr, 408 
Wetherall, E.R., 179 
Whitmore, George St-Vincent, 414 
William III, King of Great Britain and Ireland, 32 
Wight, Isle of, 173 
William Henry. See Sorel 
William Henry, Fort, 404 
Wiltwych, 23 
Windsor (Connecticut), 382 
Wolfe, James, 152, 154 
Wolfe's Cove, 169, 184 
Wolfe's Redoubt, 169, 177 
Wolves. See Mohicans 
Woolwich, 160, 162, 172, 173, 177, 180, 185 
World War I, 449 
Worthington, George, 281, 291 
Worthington, James, 281, 291 
Wright, John Ross, 413 

York, 172 
York, Duke of. See Frederick Augustus 
Ypres, 177 
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Utrecht, 28 
Utrecht, Treaty of, 38, 39, 44, 45, 47, 51, 130, 253, 

302, 382 

Valenciennes, 162 
Vallier, François-Elzéar, 53 
Vallières de Saint-Réal, Joseph-Rémi, 429 
Van Courtland, Philip, 412, 423 
Vaquette de Gribeauval, Jean-Baptiste, 108 
Varennes, 275 
Varennes. See Gaultier 
Varin de La Marre, Jean-Victor, 53, 244 
Vauban. See Le Prestre 
Vaudreuil Battery, 44 
Vaudreuil, Marquis de. See Rigaud 
Vaudreuil, Marquise de. See Joybert de Soulanges et 

de Marson 
Venice, 324 
Verdun, 101 
Vermont, 76 
Verona, 97, 109 
Verrier, Etienne, 240 
Versailles, 50, 52, 57, 63, 366 
Verville, Jean-François de, 240, 348, 349 
Vibraye, Marquis de. See Hurault 
Victoria, Queen of Great Britain and Ireland, 452 
Vienna, 38 
Vienna, Congress of, 109 
Vigoureux, Mme Claude, 420 
Ville, Antoine de, 93, 94, 101, 102, 103, 146 
Villefranche-sur-Meuse, 324 
Villegaignon. See Durand 
Villeneuve, Robert de, 31, 34, 35, 114-117, 120, 129, 

146, 220, 221, 238, 242, 249, 253, 254, 269, 364, 
379 

Villeray. See Rouer 
Villeray fief, 389, 410, 413, 418, 429 
Villiers. See Coulon 
Viollet Le Duc, Eugène, 447, 455 
Virginia, 33 
Vitré. See Denis 
Vitruvius, 323, 326 
Vitry-le-François, 99, 325, 333 
Vondenvelden, William, 408 
Voyer, M., 414 
Voyer, Pierre de, Vicomte d'Argenson, 24, 25 
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ADVANCED WORKS OF THE FRONT BETWEEN 
ST-LOUIS AND URSULINES' BASTIONS 
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BRUYÈRES' MODIFICATIONS QUEBEC The Fortified City: From the 17th to the 19th Century. 
See explanation of this plan on page 165. 
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"This volume describes the circumstances which led to the construction of the for
tifications of Québec and how they were built. It demonstrates how the originality 
of the designs and their specific application to Québec accounted for the effective
ness and strength of the defence works. In addition, the authors call attention to 
the social and economic impact which the fortress had on the life of the town. 
Finally, they show how the military engineers and the concept of the "place 
forte" influenced the planning and development of the town during both the 
French and English regimes." ^ 11*1 


