[image: image1.emf]Figure 1: Furs Traded and Fur Prices, York Factory, 1716-1763
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ABSTRACT
This paper presents a preliminary outline of research on the Canadian fur trade during the eighteenth century.  The brunt of this work will address recent cliometric research (Carlos and Lewis, 2001) on the demand for European goods and the responsiveness of Native traders to fur prices by critiquing their proposed model and conclusions.  In particular, the following concerns about their approach will be addressed: (1)  the failure to distinguish between fur trappers and traders is manifested in a misspecified model on the Native labor supply to the fur trade; (2.) the inclusion of the French trade still provides weak empirical evidence of increasing consumption of producer goods which is predicted in their model; and (3.) their inability to explain how the composition of output changed over time which was the key characteristic of the York Factory trade data from 1716-1770.  By incorporating first-hand accounts and providing suggestions to alternative model specifications, eighteenth-century data collected at the York Factory, the Hudson’s Bay Company’s largest trading post, can be better utilized to characterize the behavior of Native fur traders and trappers.
INTRODUCTION
The Canadian fur trade during the seventeenth and eighteenth century has received a substantial amount of empirical investigation due in large part to the detailed records collected at each Hudson’s Bay Company (HBC) trading post.
  From these accounts, several conclusions about Native producer and consumer behavior have been suggested.  For example, there is a consensus view that Native fur trappers significantly depleted the regional fur-bearing animal population (Innis, 1999); however, the explanations have ranged from purely cultural (Martin, 1974) to economic factors (McManus, 1972).  Also, according to the consensus, Native fur traders did not generate a “normal European reaction” (Rich, 1960, p. 47) to changes in wages as contemporary sources suggest that Native fur traders held a backward-bending labor supply curve.  Generally-held explanations for this labor supply behavior are untestable in nature as historians suggest that Indian fur traders valued leisure and property differently than Europeans (Cronon, 1983; Rich, 1960).
  Related to these idiosyncratic characteristics, Indian fur traders have been commonly assumed to have held a fixed demand for European goods, thus improved terms of trade would have reduced the supply of furs brought to the posts (Heidenreich and Ray, 1976; Krech, 1999).  
Recently, Carlos and Lewis (2001) question this conventional wisdom with a systematic study on the changing composition of output and possible labor effort to the fur trade when fur prices increased.  Relying on eighteenth-century data from the York Factory, the largest HBC trading post, they model the economic behavior of fur trappers and compute various labor supply elasticities for the fur trade, all of which are positive.
  Their estimates suggest that favorable terms of trade led Indians to work more and to accumulate rather than replace a variety of European goods.  This new view places in jeopardy the foundation of the economics literature on hunters and gatherers (Sahlins, 1972).

This paper outlines what the author believes are several shortcomings of this reinterpretation of Native fur trade behavior.  In particular, I claim that the Carlos and Lewis model contains a weak historical orientation since it does not incorporate the disparate incentive structure held by Native traders and trappers. The secondary trade between Native traders or middlemen and Native fur trappers provides insight into both the changing composition of output at HBC posts and the conventional opinion on the unresponsiveness of Native traders to fur prices during the eighteenth century.  Furthermore, their prediction that the demand for kettles, guns, shot, and other items used in subsistence production grew along with the demand of luxury items like alcohol and tobacco in the face of higher fur prices is supported with weak empirical evidence even if upper-bound estimates of the French trade are included.  Each concern raises doubt on the evidence of an upward-sloping labor supply curve.    Thus, by adopting a more critical reading of the contemporary literature on Indian behavior, the data from any HBC post, especially from York Factory which is adopted in Carlos and Lewis (2001), can be better analyzed.  
The organization of the paper is as follows. Section 2 provides a historical overview of the major players in the Canadian fur trade during the eighteenth century.  Section 3 reviews the Carlos and Lewis (2001) model and mentions several concerns about this approach.  Section 4 briefly contains suggestions for a preferred model.
HISTORICAL OVERVIEW
During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, European felting and hating industries placed significant pressure to increase the number of high-quality beaver furs procured from the regions near Hudson Bay and the Great Lakes.  Working in groups, Indian men would trap beavers in the winter by first demolishing beaver lodges with (initially stone and then later metal) axes and then securing these beavers with nets (Martin, 1892).
  By the early 1600s, French traders, called coureurs de bois, established strong trading networks with hunting groups such as the Hurons (Rich, 1960).  Entering late into the fur trade, the British-owned Hudson’s Bay Company, which was chartered in 1670, soon established posts along the Hudson Bay, allowing Indians who were willing to travel further downstream to trade for a greater variety of products.  By the end of the seventeenth century, HBC had established three posts within close proximity to the bay: Fort Albany (southern-most fort located along James Bay), Fort Churchill (northern-most post located along Churchill River), and York Factory (centrally-located on the Nelson River).  Despite ceding its claims to Rupert’s Land in the peace treaties signed at Utrecht in 1713, the French maintained their alliances with Indian traders by moving further inland from the bay.  Unlike the French, the HBC always maintained the strict policy to remain along the bay and compete with the French by offering more favorable terms of trade and a more extensive selection of European goods.
As the industry expanded, native groups began to adopt specialized labor services in the fur trade.  In the York Factory region, the Cree and some Assiniboine acted as intermediaries between European traders and Native hunters while other groups like the Madan, Blood, Blackfoot, and Gros Ventire, all of whom were located further west of the Hudson Bay, solely hunted fur-bearing animals and traded with these Native middlemen for European goods.
  This regional segmented labor force was evident as early as 1603 when Samuel de Champlain, a French explorer who traveled down the St. Lawrence River, learned that the Montagnais acquired their beaver furs from remote Indian groups (Rich, 1960).  HBC factors were slow to realize this trading network; however, when the HBC made efforts to encourage hunters to directly trade at their posts, their proposals had little impact.
  The three general reasons why hunters typically did not travel to the bay were: (1) the Cree and Assiniboine commonly used its military advantage to forcefully guarded their monopoly; (2.) the long trip to the bay was risky since the summer trading season would have interrupted the fall hunting season; and (3.) by abandoning trading for hunting, many Native hunting bands were unskilled in navigating canoes to the bay (Ibid).
    
While the western bands remained hunters, bands of Cree and Assiniboine Indians switched from trapping beavers to solely trading their furs after the near extinction of all fur-bearing animals on their lands.
  As mentioned earlier, they maintained their powerful positions in the fur trade mainly through force.
  By becoming middlemen, these bands adopted a highly mobile lifestyle as they arrived annually at HBC posts in the summer, between June and August, and then bartered used goods to Indian groups well into the HBC hinterlands in the late spring, between March and May.  The benefits of their position in the fur trade were manifested in their ability to extract non-durable items such as alcohol from the French and Brazilian tobacco from the British, and then replace metal goods for furs in the intra-Indian trade typically a year or two after initial purchase.  They also acquired substantial economic rent in the secondary trade as one contemporary account suggests that the price markups were between 250-1200% above the terms of trade set by the HBC (Ray, 1978, Table 2).  Despite these markups, Anthony Henday, a British explorer who witnessed a secondary trade between Assiniboine and Cree middlemen and Blackfoot trappers in 1755, noticed that all the used guns, kettles, hatchets, and knifes were sold and the canoes were subsequently filled with furs (Henday, 1908, p. 351). 
During parts of the eighteenth century, Indian middlemen had the possibility to trade with either the French or the British.
   Because of their location within the hinterlands, the French intercepted Indian traders and skimmed the best and lightest furs in exchange for high value, low bulk items like cloth and alcohol.  The scope of trade items supplied by the French was limited in large part to the capacity constraints from their canoe trip inland.  While data are scarce on the exact market share held by the French, it is suggested that the peak of their involvement in the eighteenth-century trade, they held a market share of at least 40% of the total trade in furs (Ray and Freeman, 1978). For example, in 1755 the French acquired about 6,000 beaver pelts near Fort Albany which reflected 45% of the total trade in that region (Carlos and Lewis, 1993). 
In response to this French competition, the HBC provided more favorable terms of trade in effort to increase the supply of furs traded.  In response to this price change, the middlemen did not necessarily increase the furs supplied; rather, they traded different types of furs for different types of goods at both trading posts.  In fact, their response to higher fur prices was debated in a Parliamentary Enquiry of 1749 (Williams, 1969, p. 263).  While opinions differed during these hearings, the majority of the views, especially among people who worked directly with middlemen, suggested that higher fur prices would lead to fewer furs:  “The giving Indians larger Prices would occasion the Decrease of Trade” (qtd. in Rich, 1960, p.47).  Empirical evidence of this inverse relationship at York Factory from 1716-1763 is shown in Figure 1.  The principal economic reason for the reduction in fur supplied was that the size of middlemen canoes provided a binding capacity constraint so middlemen could not buy as many heavier, typically durable goods as they wished at the set price.  Since semi-durable goods such as kettles, axes, knives, and guns comprised of the majority of items traded in the secondary market, Native hunters most likely did not dramatically change their fur trapping effort in the face of improved prices (Ray, 1974, p. 87-88).  Other explanations for the inverse relationship between furs supplied and fur prices are cultural in nature as there was some evidence that Indian traders placed little value on the future value of consumption (Rich, 1960).  Regardless of the explanation, this uniquely non-European response to an increase in income has been the foundation of most Native-orientated studies on the fur trade.
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Source: Carlos and Lewis (2001).
CRITICISMS OF RECENT RESEARCH
Given this historical overview, the fur trade model suggested by Carlos and Lewis (2001) can be better understood.  However, before critiquing this approach, their model will be summarized below.  After this discussion, three general concerns about their approach will be discussed.   

As listed in Table 1, by classifying certain goods as either producer (i.e., goods used in subsistence production) or luxury goods, Carlos and Lewis (2001) assumes that fur traders chose tb, tf, tl, e, and g to maximize a utility function , u(e,tl), subject to a fur production function, B=tb, a sustenance production function, S=f(g,tf), a budget constraint, pB=e+g, and a time constraint, T=tb+tf+tl.
  If the utility function is strictly quasiconcave, then a first-order condition regarding the relationship between luxury goods consumption and leisure suggests that higher fur prices would induce greater consumption of luxury goods since the opportunity cost of leisure would have increased. Furthermore, another first-order condition describing the substitution effect of producer goods for labor time in sustenance production also suggests higher fur prices would induce Indian traders to substitute producer goods for labor since the relative cost of acquiring producer goods fell.  According to this model, even if subsistence output was allowed to vary, only strongly negative output effects (i.e., if producer goods were inferior in food production) would have resulted in the demand for producer goods.
  Therefore, these first-order conditions state that Native expenditures for both producer and luxury goods would have risen in the face of higher fur prices.
Whether this increase in demand for all European goods would have led to a positive relationship between fur prices and labor effect depends on the following expression which is derived from the first-order conditions:

εtb=θσ – 1 – εsg.
Table 1: Classifications of European Goods in Carlos and Lewis (2001)

	Producer Goods
	Luxury Goodsa



	Files
	Fishhooks
	Guns


	Bayonets
	Brandy
	Cloth

	Gun worms
	Hatchets
	Ice chisels


	Combs
	Duffel
	Flannel

	Knives
	Mocotaggans


	Net lines
	Gartering
	Hats
	Looking glasses

	Power horns
	Powder
	Scrappers


	Pistols
	Rundlets
	Shirts

	Shot
	Twine
	Awls
	Tobacco
	Tobacco boxes
	Trunks

	Blankets
	Fire steels
	Kettles
	Vermillion
	Water, strong
	Worsted


a The list of luxury goods only contains the most popular items.  There are a total of 44 items listed as luxuries.

Source: Carlos and Lewis, Table 1, p. 1044-1047.

The values of θ and σ are assumed to be positive and εsg can be estimated from data at the York Factory from 1716-1770.   Since εsg is estimated to be -0.88 from these data, the labor supply elasticity is only negative if σ is less than 0.15 (since the authors assume θ is 0.8) or if θ is less than 0.12 (since the σ values average one in their paper).  The time spent in subsistence in food production, θ, as the original authors state, “could have hardly have been much below one, given that time spent hunting and in other activities related to subsistence production would have far exceeded the time spent acquiring guns, shot, powder and other producer goods” (Carlos and Lewis, 2001, p. 1057).  Also, the elasticity of substitution between producer and labor, σ, must have been positive and high since “guns, knives, and kettles that made up the bulk of producer goods were in fact replacing Native-produced items” (Ibid).  In fact, the lowest value of σ suggested in the paper was 0.5.  Given the likely values of θ and σ, this conclusion appears quite robustness to different simulated parametric values.

While modeling the behavior of Indian traders is a contribution to the fur trade literature, several concerns of this approach should be addressed.  First, the authors conflate the roles of trappers and middlemen in the fur trade.  For example, the beaver fur production function specifies that the only input in the production of beaver furs is the trader’s time spent harvesting furs.  However, the majority of Native bands trading furs for European goods did not trap any furs at all.  For example, Andrew Graham, a HBC governor during the eighteenth century, claimed that less than ten percent of the fur traders in York Factory and Fort Churchill actually hunted beavers and other fur-bearing animals (Ray, 1978).  Also, when traveling with the Crees in 1755, Anthony Henday realized that he could not encourage them to hunt beaver since the springtime secondary market supplied them with all the furs they needed.  Furthermore, quantitative estimates of the number of canoes that arrived at York Factory from 1757-1761 also show that roughly 90% of the traders were either Cree or Assiniboine middlemen (Ray, 1975, p. 61).  These accounts suggest that fur trappers were rarely involved in the direct trade for European goods; therefore, choosing the optimal allocation of time between harvesting beavers and other activities was a non-factor for the trader.  

Yet, there are more important shortcomings about their model specification.  First, given the distinct roles of traders and trappers, the first-order condition that describes how trappers substituted luxury goods for leisure when fur prices rose is an inappropriate margin to analyze.  In the face of favorable terms of trade, Native trappers could not have responded aggressively to the lower price of luxury goods relative to leisure since the middleman adjudicated the demands of the Native hunters by only trading certain types of typically non-luxury goods.  Table 2 illustrates the difference between the types of goods traded at York Factory from 1720-1774 and the used items sold inland in the intra-Indian trade.  The table shows that only two goods, beads and cloth, traded in the secondary market were luxuries and these items reflected only a small percentage of the total amount spent by Natives on luxuries.
 More importantly, when HBC fur 
Table 2: A Comparison between Primary and Secondary Market Trades

	Trade Items
	Amount Initially Traded at York Factory
	Estimated Amount Traded Inland (56% of York Trade)
	Estimated Amount Traded Inland (66% of York Trade)

	Tobacco
	144,024 lbs
	0 lbs
	0 lbs

	Rum and Brandy
	21,634 gallons
	0 gallons
	0 gallons

	Guns
	9,927
	5,559
	6,551

	Powder
	145,388
	81,417
	95,956

	Kettles
	14,780
	8,276
	9.754

	Hatchets
	39,365
	22,044
	25,980

	Knives
	110,624
	61,949
	73,011

	Broadcloth
	473,440 yds
	265,126 yds
	312,470 yds

	Blankets
	6,954 
	3,894
	4,589

	Beads
	6,934 lbs
	3,883 lbs
	4,576 lbs.


Source: Ray (1978, Table3).  

Notes: According to Ray (1978, p. 32-33), “between 56 percent and 66 percent of the inland canoe traffic of York Factory would have probably passed through the Grand Rapids [i.e., present-day Saskatchewan] region.”

prices began to rise steadily from 1738 to 1754, the share of cloth traded barely changed: in 1738, it was 24.2%; and in 1754, it was 25.7%.  The same trend occurred with beads: in 1738, it was 2.71%; and in 1754, it was 3.09%.  While the share of luxury goods in total expenditure dramatically increased over the eighteenth century (see Figure 2), these luxuries were mostly consumed by the powerful middlemen rather than the hunters.  Therefore, the trappers could not have been substantially acquiring luxury goods when fur prices rose.
   
Another issue with their model pertains to the other first-order condition which suggests that the demand for producer goods increased when fur prices increased.  While this finding was not directly investigated by the authors, there is little empirical evidence that this condition actually held.  Figure 3 shows a negative relationship between the total demand for producer goods (both in terms to goods traded and goods received as gifts at York Factory) from 1716-1770.  Since some of the furs were diverted by the French traders, the inclusion of the French share in the York Factory regional trade may yet overturn this negative relationship.  The exact influence of the French presence is unknown; however, incorporating methods discussed in Carlos and Lewis (1993) do provide an avenue to reconcile this issue.  In Carlos and Lewis (1993), the French impact on York Factory trade is assumed to equal 0 until 1730, and then increase linearly until 1755 when the share of the French trade in the York Factory region is assumed to be 40%.  The share is then held constant until 1770.  The results of the regression of logged adjusted (with the estimated French trade) and unadjusted (only York Factory data) producer good consumption on logged fur prices are located in Table 3.  As shown in this table, the inclusion of the French trade does generate a positive coefficient; however, the estimate is statistically insignificant at standard significance levels.

[image: image2.emf]Figure 2: Share of Luxury Goods in Total Expenditure, York Factory, 1716-1770
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Source: Carlos and Lewis (2001).

Despite generating evidence, albeit weak, on the positive elasticity of demand for producer goods with respect to fur prices, this approach to incorporate the French trade is at best an extreme upper-bound estimate.   First of all, historical evidence is clear that the French traded European goods that were not producer goods.  As mentioned before, the carrying capacity of French canoes limited the amount of durable, producer goods that could have been traded to the middlemen (White, 1991, p. 133).  Yet, the approach used in Carlos and Lewis (1993) assumes that the composition of the goods traded at French posts was identical to that of the British.  Since this method does not account different composition of goods sold, the technique used to compute the results in Table 3 is certainly an upper-bound estimate of the total amount of producer goods sold to Native traders in the York Factory region.  Furthermore, even with this upper-bound estimate, there was no statistical significant evidence that higher fur prices increased the consumption of producer goods.  The inclusion of the French trade into a fur trade economic analysis would simply reinforce the idea that the Native middlemen received substantial economic rent from its monopoly in the intra-Indian trade.  Therefore, the speculated French market share in the fur trade would not have affected the common claim that Indian middlemen acquired a limited amount of mostly durable items while consuming solely luxury goods with their surplus income.
   
Finally, while the authors emphasize how the composition of output changed substantially at the York Factory, their model cannot explain why the composition changed.  According to their model, the speculated increase in demand for both luxury and producer goods is due solely to changing relative prices.  Since changes in fur prices cause identical changes in relative prices with respect to both acquiring producer and luxury goods, an increase in fur prices has an ambiguous impact of the composition of Native expenditures.  One way to account for the changing composition of Native expenditures (see Figure 1) is by illustrating the effect of the storage constraints on middlemen spending behavior.  Typically, the first items purchased where “necessities” like shot, guns, tobacco, and alcohol, some of which were eventually traded to the hunters.
  However, since the capacity constraint would have set in quickly, an increase in the terms of trade would have decreased the opportunity cost of acquiring luxury goods relative to producer goods since the value of additional durable items would have been close to zero.  The need to model the 
[image: image3.emf]Figure 3: Expenditures on Producer Goods, York Factory, 1716-1770
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constrained demand for certain items, the majority of which were producer goods, is in opposition to the Carlos and Lewis model which assumes that the traders can purchase any good as much as they wish at the given price, 1/p.  
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
In this section, a few suggestions are provided to incorporate HBC trade data into an analysis of Native fur trapping and trading behavior.  The first suggestion is to explicitly model the role of the middlemen in the fur trade.  By incorporating a binding capacity constraint into a utility maximizing, the changing composition of output can be analyzed.  For example, once the initial demand for “necessities” (some of which were producer goods) was met, the relative cost of acquiring bulky durable or semi-durable goods would have increased.  When fur prices increased, the middlemen inelastic demand for “necessities” would be more easily satiated, allowing the remaining income to be spent on the relatively lower cost, lighter items like tobacco and cloth.  Therefore, a two-stage empirical procedure should be used to reflect the changing opportunity costs of the two types of European goods.  The indirect effect of producer good consumption on food production needs also to be incorporated as well since a constant or lower demand for producer goods would have decreased sustenance production according to the Carlos and Lewis model.  Most likely, the elasticity of demand for subsistence output is highly inelastic which suggests that food production was only marginally affected by the lower consumption of producer goods.
Furthermore, by incorporating anecdotal records of the secondary market with data collected from York Factory, the impact of labor supply can be better analyzed.  According to Arthur Ray (1978, p. 31), “had these middlemen been willing and able to cater to the demands of their Indians trading partners living in the indirect trade region, there is little doubt that the total volume of exchange would have been much greater.”  This statement highlights the role of monopoly power and thus market imperfections that were paramount in the eighteenth-century fur trade.  Therefore, if the model’s objective is to characterize the labor supply of Native trappers, adding monopoly power to the model is both historical accurate and a feasible route in explaining the unwillingness to supply more furs in light of improved terms of trade.   
In sum, since certain historical claims about Native fur behavior are untestable, behavioral models with testable hypotheses are needed in this literature since a closer examination of Native expenditures does suggest that adopting economic theory is a fruitful exercise.  However, an economic model needs to 
Table 3:  Demand Elasticities for Producer Goods with Respect to Fur Prices

	Regression Model: lnQt=  Β0 + Β1 + ln Pt+ εt
(without French Trade)

	Coefficient
	1716-1770

	Β0
	2.38**

(49.7)

	β1
	-0.770**

(-3.89)

	
	R2=0.22

	Regression Model: lnQt=  Β0 + Β1 + ln Pt+ εt
(with French Trade)

	Coefficient
	1716-1770

	β0
	2.85**

(65.2)

	β1
	0.261

(1.44)

	
	R2=0.04


Notes: T-statistics are shown in parenthesis.  ** represents statistically significance at the 1% level.

incorporate historical accounts rather than discard them as simply anecdotal information.  Group-specific differences among trappers and traders at a minimum needs to be at least addressed and controlled for before considering the role of external forces like fur prices and competition on Native fur trade behavior.  While Carlos and Lewis (2001) relate Native fur traders to European peasants, this author feels that strengthening the historical orientation of a fur trade model will only strengthen the conventional wisdom that unique Native middlemen behavior, based on characteristics that were completely dissimilar to European peasants, shaped the regional fur trade environment.
  Thus, in the future, incorporating Native-specific traits and constraints into more complicated model will hopefully better identify the unique economic conditions that prevailed in the Hudson Bay hinterlands during the eighteenth century.
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� For a comprehensive analysis and implications of these records on analyzing Native fur trade behavior, see Ray and Freeman (1978).


� Rich (1960, p. 50) wrote “in all the fur-trade documents which I have so far studied I have never yet come across a single instance in which an Indian made any attempt to acquire a stock of spirits, either for trade or for future use....to the Indian a ‘Property’ in the European sense of the word was an alien notion.”  


� Although not discussed in their paper, these conclusions contradict a recent and influential study by Richard White who claims that the fur trade was created by “people who shared neither their values nor their assumptions about the appropriate way of accomplishing tasks” (White, 1991, p. 50).  Carlos and Lewis (2001) suggest that Native fur trappers were just as responsive to wage changes as contemporary European peasants.


� Numerous contemporary reports suggest that Native consumption patterns were in stark contrast to that of Europeans.  British traders often wrote that consumption and thus production involved only immediate concerns.  For example, speaking of Native fur trappers, a British trader wrote “They never made an accumulation of skins or moose, otter, beaver, or others, but only as far as they needed them for personal use.”  (Josephy, 1994, p. 227).


� Despite the growing demand for furs, the French and later the British never directly hunted beavers as both groups played off the Indian’s comparative advantage.  For example, William Wood suggested in the early 1600s that "these beasts [i.e., beavers] are too cunning for the English, who seldom or never catch any of them; therefore we leave them to those skillful hunters [i.e., Indian males] whose time is not so precious” (qtd. in Vaughan, 1994, p. 107).


� Trappers only directly traded furs if they lived in close proximity to the trading posts.  However, the game was quickly depleted in these zones (Ray, 1978).


� For example, William Stewart was sent from York Factory south to make peace with the newly-displaced Chipewyans, who were forcibly removed from their northern territory by the Cree.  Upon arrival to a Chipewyan camp, a Cree liaison shot the first Chipewyan he saw (Morton, 1973, p. 134-35).  The Cree historically provided a significant barrier to the HBC’s goals to increase the amount of fur traded at their trading posts.


� Several first-hand accounts suggest that the trappers were reluctant to trade directly with the HBC.  For example, Mathew Cocking in 1772 attempted to coax the Archithinue Indians to trade with the British, but they refused citing “that they would be[come] starved & were unacquainted with Canoes" (Ray, 1974, p. 61).  A similar statement was made by Blackfeet Indians when Anthony Henday, while traveling with Crees in 1775 in present-day southern Alberta, attempted unsuccessfully to encourage them to trade directly with the British (Rich 1960).


� George Simpson in 1824 noticed that no beavers lived in the direct trading zone around the York Factory (Merd, 1968, p. 14-15).


� Henry Kelsey’s accounts of 1690 remarked on how guns purchased at the York Factory were being used to maintain the Cree’s coercive monopoly against the Dakota Sioux, Gros Ventres, and Chipewyans (Rich, 1960).


� Despite attempting to bypass the powerful Indian middlemen, the location of the French trading areas suggest that they did not travel far enough into the hinterlands to directly trade with the trappers (Ray, 1978).


� The notation is identical to Carlos and Lewis (2001).  In their paper, e and g stand for luxury and producer goods respectively, S stands for a constant amount of food production, B reflects number of beaver trapped, p stands for the price of a prime beaver fur, and the components of T (total time available) reflect time spent in the fur trader (tb), time spent in food production (tf), and leisure (tl).


� Since certain goods are luxuries, the income effect works in the same direction as the substitution effect of luxury goods for leisure.


� This expression can be obtained through a slight manipulation of the budget and fur production constraints.  The constant-output assumption allows the cross-price elasticity of demand for producer goods to be expressed as εt=θσ, where θ is the cost share of the factor tf and σ is the elasticity of substitution between producer goods and labor.  Plugging the beaver fur production constraint into the budget constraint and differentiating the share of producer goods, g/p, with respect to p yields this labor supply elasticity.


� Beads averaged only 3.3% of the total value of luxury goods traded at the York Factory over this period, while other luxury goods like tobacco and alcohol represented 55% of the value of luxury goods traded at York Factory (Carlos and Lewis, 2001, Table 1).  Broadcloth did represent a larger percentage of the total value of luxury goods initially purchased at York Factory at 23.8%; however, this amount was still much less than the share of alcohol and tobacco in the Native expenditure of luxury goods.  


� Andrew Graham, a HBC governor, claimed that by 1775 Indian middlemen still could “get hold of between seventy and a hundred made-beaver in furs without effort.  For seventy made-beaver he could fully satisfy all the wants which he would anticipate before he next came down to trade, and the other thirty for waste and dissipation were all that he had time to spend before he had to leave the plantation and begin his journey inland again” (qtd. in Rich, 1960, p. 53).


� Rich (1960) discussed how goods called “necessities,” which are generally applied to goods used in food production, were in fact goods used for immediate consumption or goods like powder and shot which were simply bought first.  Thus, goods like tobacco, brandy, cloth, beads, and hats were considered “necessities” in the trader’s eyes.


� Ethnohistorians have championed the issue of ferreting out biases about Indian behavior in primary documents.  As Alice Kehoe (1983, p. 53) points out, most contemporary descriptions of Plains women are “really that of an Irish housemaid of the late Victorian era clothed in a buckskin dress.”
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