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THE SHIPPING INDUSTRY OF ATLANTIC CANADA:
THEMES AND PROBLEMS

Keith Matthews

Strictly speaking, in order to cover the varied dates of entry into Confederation we
should talk of the Atlantic seaboard of British North America, but for the sake of
simplicity this paper will use the title Atlantic Canada throughout. Our definition of
“Atlantic Canada’’ matches what are now called the ‘‘Atlantic Provinces” of Canada
and thus excludes the Province of Quebec although it most certainly has an Atlantic
seaboard. We concern ourselves mainly with the provinces of Newfoundland, Nova
Scotia, Prince Edward Island and New Brunswick.

Our theme is simple, we seek to examine, describe and as far as possible,
explain the rise and fall of the shipping industry in this region, and we seek to do
this in the wider context of Canadian development and the changes in world
shipping in the period between 1830 and 1914. Of the fact that the shipping
industry of Canada rose and fell there can be no doubt. In 1811 some 1300 vessels
totalling 75,824 tons were registered as belonging to British North America. The
colonies were expanding rapidly in population, production and foreign trade, but
with the exception of a few ships regularly engaged in the fish trades of Gaspé,
Cape Breton and Newfoundland, together with a share of the carrying trade to the
West Indies, the bulk of Canadian shipping was confined to fishing and inter-
provincial coasting. Both her import and export commodities were largely carried by
British and, in the case of the West Indies, even Bermudan vessels. Let us compare
this situation with that which has prevailed in recent years. In 1976 the Canadian
fleet amounted to some two and a half million tons, which even in today’s world
would seem to be a respectable figure. However, almost the entire fleet now consists
of vessels employed in and around the waters of Canada. In 1967, Canada’s ocean
going merchant marine consisted of four vessels totalling 65,000 tons and the
percentage of her overseas trade carried in Canadian shipping was 0.7%.

Yet the fact remains that during the 19th century the Atlantic ports of
Canada were for a generation or two, able to expand their merchant marine so far
as to not only capture a large proportion of Canadian foreign trade, but to engage
in far flung cross trades competing on the trade routes of the world, on equal terms
with all comers. The comparative importance of Canada’s shipping industry reached
a peak in the period between 1878 and 1880-1883 when in terms of tonnage she
consistently ranked fourth in the table of leading maritime nations. From 1895
onwards, she began to slip rapidly until by 1909 she ranked 10th. (See Appendix
4).

Canada’s greatest importance in world shipping competition, occurred not
surprisingly when her own fleet was at its peak. According to the official statistics
which are extremely unreliable, this occurred in 1879 when the tonnage reached
1,332,094. From then onwards it declined to 1,000,000 tons in 1892 and more
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rapidly to a pre-1914 low in 1902 of 650,000 tons. By 1910, expansion on the
Great Lakes and in British Columbia had brought a slight revival up to 750,000
tons. (See Appendix 1). -

From the published data it would seem that thlS rise and decline matched the
fortunes of the Atlantic Canadian shipping industry. Missing data and obscure
statistics make it impossible to ascertain the share of Atlantic Canada within the
total Canadian fleet until the 1870s, but given that beyond the borders of Ontario
growth was only just beginning, we can assert that the combined fleets of Quebec
and Atlantic Canada must have accounted for almost all Canadian tonnage up to
that date. With the development of shipping in Central and Western Canada —
especially on the Great Lakes and in British Columbia — it was perhaps inevitable

that the proportion of Canadian shipping registered in Atlantic Canada would tend.
to decline and decline it did.

TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE OF CANADIAN TONNAGE REGISTERED
IN ATLANTIC CANADA (EXCLUDING NEWFOUNDLAND)

1875 71.64
1885 70.05
1895 58.74
1905 38.92
1910 29.33

The same process can be seen by examining the years of peak fleet size by
province between 1860 and 1910.

TABLE 2
% OF TOTAL
PROVINCE YEAR TONNAGE CANADIAN FLEET
Nova Scotia 1881 558911 42.64
Prince Edward Island 1877 55547 4,23
New Brunswick 1879 340491 25.56
Quebec 1877 248399 18.91
Ontario 1910 227457 30.40
British Columbia 1910 105414 14.09

Thus if the expansion of the Canadian fleet up to 1880 was largely due to the
Atlantic Provinces, the decline in that fleet after 1880 marked an ever greater
decline in the fleet of the latter. This is clearly revealed in the following table.
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TABLE 3

TONNAGE REGISTERED IN ATLANTIC CANADA

1875 856,743
1885 873,231
1895 485,096
1905 260,045
1910 219,474

The collapse of Atlantic Canada’s shipping industry, therefore, occurred immed-
iately upon the attainment of its greatest success as a shipowning region. A more or
less continuous growth since 1810 gave way not to an equally gradual decline of the
industry, but to a precipitous abandonment of it.

Newfoundland, then as now, did not fit into the general picture of Atlantic
Canadian shipping. Her fleet growth followed its own logic, impervious to the
fortunes of her neighbours. Published data for Newfoundland is incomplete, but that
which we have to date would seem to indicate a fluctuating but nonetheless
continuous growth throughout the entire 19th century. Her peak year was not
reached until at least 1902 which ironically was the year in which the Canadian
industry reached its lowest ebb. One has however to suspect Newfoundland tonnage
figures even more than those published for Canada, and there is no doubt that the
size of the fleet is much exaggerated. My colleagues are now trying to build more
accurate adjusted statistics and will be reporting on them during this seminar.

In the above I have tried to sketch a broad picture of the Atlantic Canadian
shipping industry during the 19th century. We readily see the broad outlines of its
growth and decay, but we know nothing more. To explain this process we have to
know much more about what sort of shipping industry this was. At this stage it is
possible to make some generalizations. The industry comprised several separate
segments. First and most continuous — indeed it continues to this day — was the
offshore fishing industry, second was the coasting trade of each province and the
coasting trade between the Atlantic Provinces and also with the rest of Canada.
There were then what might be termed the ‘““home trades”, that is, the carrying
trade between Canada and the United States and the Caribbean region. Finally, one
may distinguish the true deep sea merchant fleet which engaged in the Canadian
trades with Europe and as time went on entered into cross trading between regions
outside Canada. The total fleet of Atlantic Canada which we discussed above, was a
mixture of all these trades and we have to attempt to assess the relative importance
of each over the period. What was the relationship between the ships and their
occupation? Did the entrepreneurs in (say) the fishing industry, also engage in
coasting, or even deep sea carrying? How interchangeable were the vessels? To what
degree did fishing schooners alsc engage in coasting, or in taking cargoes to the West
Indies? Was the entire region broadly engaged in all four “trades’” or was there some
specialization within the area? To what extent were the shipowners also merchants
who owned the cargoes which their vessels carried? Was the labour force for the
merchant marine a distinct group from those who engaged in fishing? Indeed, did
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the coasting and home trade vessels draw their crews from the same pool of labour
as did the deep sea vessels?

On the face of it there would seem to be no particular reason why the
development of the fishing or coasting trades should follow the same path as that of
the deep sea industry and thus we must examine each trade as a separate entity
even though the Atlantic Canadian marine seemed, with the exception of Newfound-
land, to follow a remarkably similar pattern of growth and decay.

Thus in order to examine the Atlantic Canadian shipping industry we have to
begin with all the individual ships, owners, trades and crew men. We have to
identify those which were engaged in one trade rather than another and seek to
establish separate patterns of development for each segment of the industry. Unfor-
tunately, this involves an examination of a multitude of documents dealing with
thousands of ships, and even more owners, seamen and trade routes. Our research
team has attempted to reduce this to (hopefully) manageable proportions by select-
ing five ports of reqistry which it is suggested will fairly represent the entire region.
The ports of Charlottetown and St. John'’s were in fact the only ports of registry
for Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland respectively and thus we are studying
the entire shipping fleet of those provinces. Halifax was selected because of its great
involvement in the fishing, coasting and home trades of Atlantic Canada, whilst
Yarmouth, Nova Scotia, and St. John, New Brunswick were chosen because they
were for most of the era the second and first ranking Canadian ports of registry,
with an especially large involvement in the deep sea trades, although Yarmouth was
also heavily concerned in certain fisheries, and the coasting and home trades.

For all ports we seek to identify and describe every registered vessel and every
registered owner, and abstracting from this data, establish a fleet size over time,
distinguishing characteristics of vessel size and rig, and of scale and variations in
ownership. From the ownership data we hope to be able to compile the individual
histories of all significant ship ownmers, thus laying bare the dates of entry and
withdrawal from the industry, the pattern of expansion and decline, the organization
of ship owning and the relationship between owners. We will also be able to
estimate the total number of persons concerned in ship owning, and establish a basis
for estimating how many generations of any particular family were involved in the
business.

For all ports we seek to identify the trades in which the individual vessels
were engaged so that we can identify the relative proportions which each trade had
within the shipping industry, the relationship between the separate trades and the
separate owners, and of the development and changes in trade routes which occurred
during the period. However, documentation for this is vast in the case of the
mainland ports and limited for Newfoundland, and thus our detailed examination of
voyages will rest heavily upon data for the ports of Halifax, St. John, and
Yarmouth.

As far as possible we also wish to examine the crews both as to areas of
recruitment, and as to conditions of employment (including such matters as rates of

pay, place of birth, rank and length of service per vessel). However, the nature of
the surviving records tends to limit examination to the deep sea merchant marine,
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and we will probably have to use generalizations concerning the other trades.

QOur basic data sets consist of voluminous official records which have already
been discussed in various papers by members of the Group, but, leaving aside for a
moment the problems of assessing their meaning and accuracy, they will at most
provide us with an accurate descriptive record of the industry. In order to explain
the development of the industry we must place it in the context of Canadian life
and times; we must assemble data on the demography of the region, its general
economic development and its socio-economic structure. We must study the shipping
industry in the context of Atlantic development. We must attempt to find out
something about the minds of the shipowners, and why they made certain decisions,
and especially why they expanded their fleets, or decided to engage in certain
trades, why they changed their minds, and above all, why they eventually gave up
the industry. In part, these decisions must have rested upon general trends in world
shipping, but they would also depend upon conditions current in their region. We
must also study the legislative and fiscal framework in which they operated since
changes in taxing, tariffs, and legislation surely affected their deliberations. For this
we are assembling, basic Canadian and Imperial legislation statistics on the import/
export trades and the fisheries of the region, census returns, official reports and
debates, and information culled from newspapers. We also hope to abstract infor-
mation on selected shipping families from genealogical sources, wills and inventories.

The Canadian shipping industry insofar as it operated in an international
context can only be understood by reference to the world shipping industry of the
19th century. We must compare the fortunes of Canada with those of such
countries as the United States, Britain, Germany, France, Norway and Greece, and
we must seek to understand changes in shipping organization, financial management,
and trade routes in order that we may understand the arena in which our shipping
industry operated. For this we are assembling national registry books, gross inter-
national trade data, and the most important enquiries and reports of the English
speaking world during the period. We are also acquiring copies of many trade
newspapers and journals in order to obtain informed comment on the state of the
industry, and especially with such items as Lloyds List, and the shipping information
in Canadian and other newspapers, to fill in missing data from our records per-
taining to vessel ownership, life and voyages.

Inevitably we face great problems in handling this project. It is difficult and
time consuming to assemble all our data, and even more difficult at times, to assess
its accuracy, or even meaning. Such questions as “What is a ton?” which have
bedevilled historians for generations, continue to bedevil us, whilst others like ‘‘What
is the meaning of a registered ship?’’ and the host of questions which spring from
attempting to understand the purpose for which the original records were compiled,
force us to devote much attention to subjects which, whilst vital to the success of
the project, do not in themselves help us get on with our descriptive and analytical
work. These are problems which generate no enthusiasm amongst the researchers
since they do not lead to further analysis. Our most important problems are
intellectual and conceptual since they are in effect the whole meaning of the
project. Obviously we must develop a conceptual framework which will place the
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shipping industry both within the context of world shipping, and within Canadian
society, and our assumptions about both will vitally affect our explanation of the
rise and fall of the industry. Let us conclude by posing just a few questions about
the decline of the industry. Was it an inevitable process — sail and wood giving way
to steam and iron — a possibility which has all the simple attraction of determinism,
but, which ignores the fact that all shipowners had to make that transition and that,
for example, Norway managed to do so mainly by buying second hand sailing
tonnage which Canadian owners were unloading? Was the decline a symptom or a
cause (or both) in what was a relative decline in Atlantic Canada vis a vis the rest
of the nation? Was the growth and decline basically a question of entrepreneurship
i,e. a host of decisions made by individuals who, if they might share common
assumptions about the world yet still acquired and dissipated their shipping capital
as individuals? Did the industry collapse because the owners lost all their capital or
did they get out with something saved? If they retained their capital what did they
employ it in? Were both the capital and the entrepreneurial function impaired
because of widespread migration south and west by the younger generation of the
ship owning families? Therefore was it a question of relative labour and capital
opportunities in Atlantic Canada as compared to the expanding economies of Central
or Western Canada or the United States? Was it a result of Canadian national
development policies with increasing government commitment to industrialization,
tariffs and the development of land communications and The West, or was it a
result of a general growth of economic nationalism which made it increasingly
difficult for independent Canadian cross trades to continue? Was it affected by the
development of liner trades and the centralization of shipping services in new huge
ports with large hinterlands and communications which did not exist in Atlantic
Canada? Were there problems of capital formation as the large public shipping
companies were emerging? |

Obviously the explanation of both the rise and the fall of the Atlantic
Canadian shipping industry lies buried within these and other factors. Our problem
will be how to ascribe a relative importance to each.



APPENDIX 1 — VESSELS ON CANADIAN REGISTER

NFLD. NOVA SCOTIA P.E.I. NEW BRUNSWICK QUEBFC ONTARIO PRAIRIES B.C. TOTAL CANADA
YEAR N TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS
1830 465 28845 1299 83981 135 7661 434 43532 342 30608 — - - - - - 2210 165782
1831 513 32024 1380 71282 154 6154 433 42453 347 30975 -— - - = = - 2314 150864
1832 545 36389 1100 64859 139 7689 522 52321 — 29408 — = s - = - - -
1833 582 40746 1176 71281 133 7730 518 58302 316 27089 — - = - - = 2143 164402
1834 631 44261 1243 55957 134 8419 600 75490 360 32336 - - - = - - 2337 172202
1835 700 48770 1312 78528 151 10258 625 80929 372 35887 -— = - - - - 2460 205602
1836 677 46916 1377 81912 130 6397 599 87496 397 35310 — s - - - — 2530 211115
1837 679 48065 1474 88255 156 10342 596 84130 390 32218 -— = - = - o 2616 214945
1838 €98 45991 1538 96036 180 13631 - 88945 20 4653 -— - - — - - - —
1839 695 44383 1638 92030 174 12883 705 102327 398 32451 — - - - - - 2915 239691
1840 702 43949 1727 103871 195 15696 608 109003 443 42232 — - - - - - 2973 270802
1841 725 44376 1799 109495 192 16073 696 116240 464 31554 — - — - - — 3151 273362
1842 751 46852 1820 107272 251 15853 658 95893 570 50018 -— - - - — - 3299 269036
1843 775 48610 1964 108067 214 15874 687 93300 539 51629 -— - - - - - 3404 268870
1844 847 53944 1890 103946 237 13861 595 82308 569 55358 — - - - = - 3291 255473
1845 903 57650 1974 108799 252 14667 593 87833 571 61872 - - - — - - 1490 273171
1846 — - - = _ _ L _ B = _ _ _ _ _ _ L
1847 950 60399 2072 133707 297 28005 682 111838 489 72001 - - ~ - - - 3540 345551
1848 954 59638 2369 142530 292 25399 763 113825 508 63263 -— - - — — ~ 3932 435017
1849 970 59501 2467 153051 301 28587 775 117475 565 61992 — - ~ - - - 4108 361105
1850 856 53666 2896 176300 310 27932 807 121996  — - - — - - - - - -
1851 830 52078 2767 169269 323 31410 796 103877 624 69806 — - - - - - 4510 374362
1852 888 59059 2299 227462 351 27928 788 103613 733 76589 -— - - - - - 4171 435592
1853 956 63630 3248 187083 346 25890 833 123618 835 91462 -— — — - - - 5262 428053
1854 995 66057 3085 200703 372 34513 860 134373 833 98351 -— - - - - - 5150 467940
1855 1055 71041 3085 200607 216 34754 894 141242 857 98570 -— — - — - - 5052 475173
1856 1115 73316 3100 222186 390 32595 880 164750 925 110082 -— - - - - - 5295 529613
1857 1206 82079 3190 234791 261 29830 857 160508 939 112606 -— - - - — - 5247 537735
1858 1315 90638 3310 242366 232 21495 819 142533 989 102791 — - - - -~ - 5350 509185
1859 1342 89670 3378 251226 255 24512 811 134055 1493 100761 -— - - - - - 5937 510554
1860 1394 92639 3478 259867 253 27534 827 147083 1052 112539 — -~ - - - - 5610 547028
1861 1447 95014 3343 252657 284 26619 825 163812 1085 122253 - - - - - - 5637 565341
1862 1386 37030 3364 275910 304 31545 814 157728 1096 118574 — - - - = = 5578 583757
1863 1429 89603 3515 320186 333 38717 891 211680 1076 126315 — - - - - - 5815 696898

1864 1417 85738 3648 360859 371 46829 958 233225 1167 156633 —  — - =S R e 6144 797546
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APPENDIX 1 — VESSELS ON CANADIAN REGISTER

NFLD. NOVA SCOTIA P.E.Y; NEW BRUNSWICK QUERBEC ONTARIO PRAIRIES B.C. TOTAL CANADA
YEARNO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS
1865 1486 87023 3438 376041 272 40549 959 232414 1189 153024 -—  — e 5858 802028
1866 1497 83204 2980 374747 295 40925 983 238945 1024 146805 —  — = = @ = 5282 800792
1867 1557 82939 3359 381076 285 38595 1008 221431 1428 155690 826 200777 — —  —  — 6906 997569
1868 1429 74204 3456 401993 279 39484 1043 229944 1069 135179 —  — - - = - 5847 806600
1869 1450 75443 3437 405543 266 37402 1043 228951 1058 135350 —  — - = = = 5804 807246
1870 1496 76947 —  — ——_— - 25 & - o e e -

1871 1239 66115 —  — - = - - = 2 o T me ww o b =

1872 1228 63574 —  — - e - - e = = = -

1873 1301 67185 2803 449701 280 38918 1147 277850 1842 214013 681 89111 —  — 30 4095 6783 1073688
1874 1390 72976 2787 479669 312 48388 1144 294741 1837 218946 815 113008 —  — 35 3611 6930 1158363
1875 — - 2786 505144 335 50677 1133 307926 1831 222965 825 114990 2 178 40 3685 6952 1205565
1876 1444 74083 2867 529252 338 50692 1154 324513 1902 228502 889 123947 2 178 40 3809 7192 1260893
1877 1514 77522 2961 541579 342 55547 1133 329457 1951 248399 926 134761 6 246 43 3479 7362 1310468
1878 1591 79203 3003 553368 322 54250 1142 335965 1976 248349 958 135440 17 1161 51 4482 7469 1333015
1879 1718 82564 2975 552159 293 49807 1435 340491 1975 246025 1006 136987 22 1924 60 4701 7471 1332093
1880 1830 86561 2977 550448 288 45931 1097 336976 1889 233341 1042 137481 21 1992 63 5019 7377 1311218
1881 1895 89655 3025 558911 273 45410 1087 333215 1830 224936 1081 139998 24 2130 74 6296 7394 1310896
1882 1938 90287 3026 546778 248 41684 1065 308980 1754 215804 1112 137061 23 2783 84 7687 7312 1260777
1883 1988 91767 3037 541715 241 49446 1107 315906 1733 216577 1138 140972 24 2778 94 9046 7374 1267394
1884 — = 2942 544048 234 39213 1096 308132 1628 202842 1184 142387 55 5722 115 11403 7254 1253747
1885 2003 90475 2988 541832 227 36040 1060 288589 1631 208635 1223 144487 63 5439 123 11834 7315 1236856
1886 2044 90879 2929 526924 225 30658 1042 269224 1650 232556 1248 140929 66 5578 134 11900 7294 1217766
1887 2053 91289 2845 498878 225 29031 1027 255126 1586 189064 1275 139548 71 5811 149 12789 7178 1130247
1888 2106 94292 2851 485709 218 26586 1009 239332 1498 178520 1330 139502 69 5744 167 14249 7142 1089642
1889 — = 2855 464431 224 25506 1013 218873 1455 168500 1352 141839 77 6091 176 15241 7153 1040481
1890 2208 99812 2793 464194 231 26080 981 209460 1399 164003 1312 138738 79 6475 196 16024 6991 1024974
1891 2256 100382 2778 461758 195 23316 969 193193 1404 162330 1345 138941 78 6197 246 19767 7015 1005475
1892 — - 2731 425690 196 11706 946 181779 1408 162638 1347 141750 81 6118 298 23448 7007 964129
1893 —  — 2715 396263 188 20970 1010 156086 1426 161121 1370 146665 89 6534 315 24900 7113 912539
1894 —  — 2710 371432 191 19650 1003 136257 1427 160590 1480 148525 98 6715 336 26455 7245 869624
1895 —  — 2683 343356 190 19323 975 122417 1454 158776 1508 148609 106 7307 346 265988 7262 825836
1896 2340 104379 2669 317526 174 16540 964 115506 1469 158649 1525 146522 115 7934 363 26622 7279 789299
1897 2368 106118 2204 283056 174 15812 923 103584 1480 158077 1424 135349 115 7272 364 28604 6684 731754
1898 2429 109174 2167 262176 178 15979 903 89257 1378 144447 1452 134180 121 7439 444 40304 6643 693782
1899 2478 107168 2121 243457 171 14660 920 86288 1375 144586 1488 135234 126 9108 488 44415 6698 679352



1900 2591 112221 2121 226817 176 14251 927 78708 1247 138136 1610 141112 128 7147 515 51095 6735 659534

1901 — - 1980 214560 180 14729 915 75293 1265 142664 1635 145227 130 7475 676 62102 6792 —
1902 - - 2037 212967 156 13464 917 64605 1288 136660 1699 156449 139 7536 584 58292 6836 652613
1903 — - 2069 216053 164 13739 929 59508 1288 138570 1778 169086 139 7695 639 76215 7020 638147
1904 - - 2066 211972 161 12200 933 54855 1287 130339 1886 176430 141 7765 666 77105 7152 672838
1905 — - 2121 198976 158 11924 038 49145 1301 141406 1942 178848 142 7809 712 79954 - -
1906 — - 2159 187328 149 10761 939 44471 1344 143340 1978 180340 150 8430 782 77746 — -
1907 - - 2074 173950 145 9815 927 69463 1338 166133 2011 184328 148 8537 872 83792 - -
1908 — - 2052 164919 154 10387 038 66402 1384 172975 2028 192970 91 4630 939 87056 — -
1909 - - 2058 160286 150 10154 937 62984 1432 175370 2061 208652 94 5377 1020 92746 - -
1910 — - 2054 149737 150 10100 951 59637 1499 189945 2027 227451 98 5865 1109 105414 — -

Sources: B.T. Annual Lists of Shipping 1830-1840, 1850 and 1851
British Parliamentary Papers 1841-1849, 1852-1872
Canadian Sessional Papers 1873-1910

Note: All the returns for Newfoundland were taken from the Newfoundland House of Assembly Journals.

— Zape Breton is excluded in the returns for Nova Scotia in the British Parliamentary Papers up to 1853
and included from 1853 on,

The 1837 returns for Quebec include only the Port of Quebec.
The 1838 returns for Quebec include only the Port of Montreal.
The 1839 returns for Quebec include only the Port of Quebec.
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APPENDIX 2 — CANADIAN REGISTERED STEAMERS, 1870-1910

NFLD. NOVA SCOTIA PLE.I NEW BRUNS. QUEBEC ONTARIO PRAIRIES B.C./N.W.T.

YEAR NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS NO. TONS _NO. TONS TOTAL
1873 -~ -~ 20 1929 8 2588 58 6578 306 37680 158 19212 — - 8 1773 558/69760
1874 - — 27 4570 10 3983 59 10920 316 61995 211 40187 -— - 11 6650 634/128305
1879 27 6303 — - - - ” - - _ _ _ _ _ _ ” -

1880 27 6303 56 5976 14 4343 66 10329 352 89689 385 71582 15 2345 30 5895 918/190159
1881 29 6849 65 6206 14 4323 66 10251 341 89087 410 73303 17 2558 41 7162 954/192890
1882 29 6750 64 6313 13 2978 67 9922 334 88235 430 71787 17 3638 48 8029 973/190902
1883 30 6756 — - - = - - = - - _ . _ - _ _

1884 27 5372 74 7775 13 3415 71 10113 322 87619 493 79686 32 5484 68 13577  1100/213041
1885 26 5366 — o - = - - - = _ - _ _ _ _ _

1886 25 5291 75 7391 14 3095 85 10983 349 138916 556 79034 38 4755 81 13644 1198/257818
1887 26 5079 84 7727 14 3114 80 9841 319 56516 610 81724 43 4846 90 14421 1240/178189
1888 31 5488 — - - s = - » _ B = = _ _ _ _

1889 - — 91 9009 18 3678 91 9355 304 74428 689 85029 49 5254 106 18879  1348/205632
1890 33 8595 104 10371 18 3678 93 9450 270 71962 709 88032 50 5365 120 17997  1364/206855
1891 34 8692 118 13992 17 4555 97 8913 267 74132 741 9278 51 5762 142 21540 1433/221679
1892 -~ = 123 18743 21 4896 101 8950 275 75884 755 96497 54 6134 173 23607  1502/234711
1894 - - 131 21117 23 5794 104 9169 295 75404 830 99092 61 6132 196 24198  1640/240906
1895 38 7421 136 21238 22 5263 108 9012 301 76392 885 102699 66 6338 200 26065 1718/247007
1896 32 5661 144 22080 21 4856 111 11312 304 76905 892 98665 74 7224 216 30134 1762/251176
1897 35 6919 142 19992 21 4043 115 8373 311 54059 896 91928 74 6427 226 29042 1785/213864
1898 38 8653 146 19747 21 4043 117 9858 322 75349 924 99419 80 6692 299 52199 1909/267237
1899 37 8426 150 18039 20 3957 118 9843 324 78535 952 102614 82 5961 323 58727 1969/277676
1900 - -— 155 18243 21 3966 122 10247 330 83530 1064 111083 84 6146 325 59881  2101/293096
1901 - - 153 17764 21 3966 126 10303 351 86805 1076 110400 88 6751 362 62432 2177/298421
1903 - — 184 22418 17 2375 136 10523 373 82875 1199 141801 97 7263 404 70996 2410/338251
1904 - - 193 22038 16 2908 138 12433 384 87533 1288 151338 99 7359 425 69905 2543/353514
1905 - — 205 24427 15 2649 147 13028 385 87313 1347 155221 100 7423 455 72827 2654/362888
1906 — - 212 25159 16 3923 150 12480 406 89973 1401 162234 108 8279 507 70730 2810/375263
1907 - — 232 30448 17 4110 173 56923 420 112914 1465 179229 107 8481 593 79690 3007/471795
1908 66 15218 236 31153 20 4492 184 54295 432 114711 1474 187264 82 6430 656 84686 3084/483031
1909 72 16706 249 35828 20 4465 190 52279 449 113338 1507 209814 82 7308 729 90649  3298/530387
1910 68 14041 267 34217 20 4465 198 46201 479 124573 1485 240658 88 7914 795 96906  3332/554974

Source: Canadian Sessional Papers



APPENDIX 3 — LEADING CANADIAN PORTS OF REGISTRY, 1867-1910

4

HALIFAX WINDSOR PARRSBOROUGH YARMOUTH ST. JOHN, N.B. QUEREC MONTREAL

YEAR NO. TONS Pos* NO. TONS POS NO. TONS POSNO. TONS POS NO. TONS POS NO. TONS POS NO. TONS POS
1867 1335 93919 2 243 62480 .6 44 7066 7 434 87343 3 606 176659 1 706 76715 4 652 75396 5
1874 972 116505 3 190 75038 6 89 12517 7 413 134070 2 807 863401 1 754 99626 5 978 114125 4
1875 992 115456 4 198 78831 6 81 11931 7 409 146481 2 801 270762 1 808 101285 5 915 116290 3
1876 999 113636 4 203 86863 6 81 11338 7 415 152351 2 805 280073 1 833 104177 5 962 119114 3
1877 1017 111694 5 200 90378 6 80 11742 7 440 155007 2 776 279616 1 859 112320 4 988 131043 3
1878 1015 106281 5 189 90950 6 79 11881 7 453 166623 2 755 276016 1 869 112140 4 999 130636 3
1879 1001 98149 5 195 97813 6 76 10961 7 437 160075 2 737 279746 1 856 109632 4 1007 130133 3
1880 993 95359 5 193 101586 5 75 13433 7 430 156779 2 700 275879 1 859 107687 4 914 119205 3
1881 1012 96615 6 201 108130 4 83 14437 7 429 155809 2 684 270186 1 875 106068 5 840 112350 3
1882 1013 94244 6 195 106931 4 89 15921 7 418 146643 2 654 245345 1 876 102530 5 777 107714 3
1884 943 83669 6 192 116309 3 103 21765 7 405 133014 2 677 251136 1 899 101170 4 624 95853 4
1885 938 84334 6 186 117354 3 105 23650 7 318 130129 2 657 233947 1 907 101514 4 622 96744 5
1886 924 78747 6 189 124055 3 101 23161 7 369 123722 4 635 216959 1 914 101481 4 639 126286 2
1887 906 72458 6 186 124315 3 102 23768 7 355 114697 3 616 204256 1 909 98127 4 581 86202 5
1888 913 71776 6 186 122831 2 99 23111 7 338 109344 3 601 193254 1 903 93677 4 502 80157 5
1889 920 67482 6 185 124438 2 101 21816 7 330 104274 3 595 179740 1 875 84532 4 488 79206 5
1890 839 60601 6 194 130002 2 112 25366 7 321 103703 3 581 176159 1 844 78671 5 469 80915 4
1891 817 56975 6 196 134665 2 120 28058 7 316 97714 3 572 163222 1 865 79320 4 451 78489 5
1892 801 49364 6 191 128926 2 126 29507 7 294 79461 4 560 155221 1 854 77215 5 475 81354 3
1893 799 46659 6 181 118005 2 129 31399 7 281 68754 5 522 181909 1 872 74885 4 479 82352 3
1894 795 44201 6 167 107959 2 130 32160 7 272 60390 5 4838 111888 1 867 72948 4 493 84169 3
1895 793 43694 6 149 96945 2 141 31528 7 266 52721 5 443 98750 1 875 70060 4 512 85499 3
1896 803 44713 5 143 88805 2 141 31408 7 262 41969 6 423 91271 1 875 67660 4 525 87883 3
1897 472 27245 7 138 83547 2 139 31689 6 213 39882 5 406 83069 3 882 65937 4 532 88976 1
1898 477 25129 7 129 74567 2 137 32000 6 208 33140 5 391 71227 3 780 54128 4 539 87593 1
1899 475 23415 7 121 65024 3 128 30469 5 203 29784 6 399 67705 2 774 52555 4 543 89338 1
1900 462 21630 7 110 57525 3 130 29612 5 197 25084 6 399 61072 2 625 43367 4 560 91308 1
1901 428 19952 7 109 55595 3 129 29367 5 201 22509 6 384 57301 2 638 43641 4 570 95798 1
1903 425 19777 6 113 50412 2 132 33931 &5 195 18645 7 369 42566 3 640 41148 4 591 94526 1
1904 426 19475 6 107 46432 2 126 30631 5 201 18858 7 361 37962 4 634 39901 3 599 97689 1
1905 428 20651 6 106 43746 2 119 27976 5 247 17625 7 354 33353 4 634 39144 3 607 98691 1
1906 426 21347 6 100 40424 2 105 22681 5 297 17193 7 339 28588 4 636 39394 3 638 99502 1
1907 413 21222 5 90 346-5 4 96 20199 6 317 17005 7 334 54512 2 633 40811 3 647 119887 1
1908 83 7312 7 86 33460 4 93 19120 5 309 18328 6 333 51282 2 624 42826 3 687 124297 1
1909 415 22260 5 84 32523 4 92 17942 6 304 15547 7 329 46899 2 617 42483 3 736 126949 1
1910 424 21373 5 78 26222 4 95 17726 6 311 15006 7 332 43933 3 625 46271 2 789 136407 1

Source: Canadian Sessional Papers

*FPos

Paosition
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APPENDIX 4 — THE TEN LEADING MARITIME COUNTRIES, 1870-1910

BRITISH UNITED
EMPIRE CANADA GERMANY GREECE HOLLAND ¥F¥RANCE ITALY JAPAN NORWAY RUSSIA SPAIN SWEDEN STATES
1870 No. - - - - = - - . - e )
Tons 5690789 — 892355 — 389614 1072048 1022164 1022915 — - — 3194740
Pos. 1 - 6 — 7 3 5 4 - - - 2
1874 No. 23540 6930 3703 2072 1525 4095 4453 4576 - 2886 2100 7482
Tons 7374718 1158363 1040785 410439 455050 941817 1288627 1385843 - 614811 415459 2685360
Pos. 1 5 6 1 9 7 4 3 - 8 10 ¥
1875 No. 22861 6952 3709 2103 1586 4178 4580 4835 — 3104 2225 7890
Tons 7631593 1205565 1052201 423058 484232 953963 1284012 1395261 - 654828 448222 2880973
Pos. 1 5 6 1 9 7 4 3 - 8 10 2
1876 No. 23564 7192 3682 - 1558 4172 4715 4871 1936 3145 2340 7892
Tons 8023971 1260893 1052317 - 485696 944648 1355005 1450323 461059 675582 458677 2880038
Pos. 1 5 6 - 9 7 4 3 10 8 1 2
1877 No. 20898 7362 3360 - - 3572 4513 4257 1947 2988 2151 6849
Tons 7677024 1310468 1053229 - e 870255 1360425 1391877 486755 666643 462542 2564980
Pos. 1 5 6 - — 7 4 3 G 8 10 2
1878 No. 21610 7469 3421 - 1403 3247 3227 4278 1962 - 2083 6566
Tons 7860692 1333015 1087606 - 443974 817732 1019137 1413503 482963 - 468694 2414418
Pos. 1 4 5 — 10 7 6 3 8 - 9 2
1879 No. 22899 7371 3403 - — 3206 3057 4312 2008 1803 2115 6434
Tons 8139703 1332094 1112512 - - 806478 992946 1426071 503034 444503 461896 2411243
Pos. 1 4 5 — — 7 6 3 8 10 9 2
1880 No. 22139 7377 3390 — — 3107 3039 4308 2041 1804 2237 6500
Tons - 8259748 131218 1157178 - - 819634 986595 1420788 509069 460850 468529 2438912
Pos. 1 4 5 - — 7 6 3 8 10 9 2
1880 No. 22509 7394 3315 - — 3139 3126 4222 2292 2234 1805 6614
Tons 8569304 1310896 1180356 — - 816533 1006222 1449629 5568339 471162 467132 2463583
Pos. 1 4 5 - — 7 6 3 8 10 9 2
1882 No. - — - = - = = = - e - —
Tons 8796517 1310896 1194407 - — 983017 990004 1520404 - - 529613 4057734*
Pos. 1 4 5 - — 7 6 3 - - 8 2
1883 No. . e - = _ _ _ . _ - _ s )
Tons 9131448 1276440 1294288 - - 1003679 973333 1547194 560554 — 519640 4235487
Pos. 1 5 4 - » 6 7 3 8 — - 9 2
1884 No. - - - - - . _ _ . s S - .
Tons 9314496 1253747 1294288 261496 - 1033829 971001 1853434 471210 529585 4291229
Pos. 1 5 4 10 - 6 7 3 9 - 8 4



ol

1885

1886

1887

1888

1889

1890

1892

1895

1898

1900

1901

1903

1904

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

No.
Tons
Pos.

9323615
1

196190
8853358
1

9135512
1

9209883
1

9472060

7978538
1

16374
9279522
1

16013
9650257
1

15874
9760043
1

9304108
1

15202
10304338
1

16311
11014790
1

15403
11225421
1

121776
5

7293
1217766
5

1130247
5

1089642

1024974
5

7007
964129
5

7262
825837
5

6643
693782
7

659534
9

6792
664483
8

7020
683149
8

7152
670666
8

1284703
4

2857
1381566
4

1240182
4

1233894
4

1433413
4

2487
1462987
4

2247
1549983
3

2303
1572665
3

1941645
3

2560
2106885
3

2605
2254305
3

2705
2298902
3

248974
9

1107
417554
10

256310
9

245416
10

255711
11

1

993291
6

2604
879654
7

972525
6

961073
6

944013
6

2329
760617
7

2318
731564
6

2368
801164
5

1028726
5

2595
961259
5

2680
1156170
5

2654
1143661
5

953419
7

2934
954937
6

895625
7

853033
7

740716
8

2177
762269
6

2009
705488
7

2084
730953
6

948008
7

1901
947079
6

1949
977515
6

1950
982118
6

1524076
3

4088
1481312
3

1503572
3

1634540
3

1705699
3

3785
1636122
3

3577
1532192
4

3351
1545822
4

1508118
4

2913
1393096
4

2743
1352725
4

2754
1390062
4

492030
9

2375
577393
8

i?acluding

Finland
794685
7

2502
607584
8

2113
514319
8

2868
676540
8

974536
6

3372
850695
7

3657
919864
7

3146
924772
7

1806
529886
9

618182
9

1501
475442
9

1446
473855
10

1581
506455
9

774579
8

1112
561668
10

1049
548119
10

1002
541037
10

500395
8

500010
8

510947
10

1825
465524
10

2079
486506
9

2157
502557
10

613792
10

2328
607862
9

2343
609208
9

2338
639422
9

4265934*
2

6481
2407707
2

4105845*
2

4191916*
2

430475*

4424497*
2

3867
1895958
2

4309
1850416
F 4

4296
1837729
2

—

5164848*
2

4614

2318876
2

4755
2600048
2

4572
2636281
2
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APPENDIX 4 — THE TEN LEADING MARITIME COUNTRIES, 1870-1910

BRITISH UNITED
EMPIRE CANADA GERMANY GREECE HOLLAND FRANCE ITALY JAPAN NORWAY RUSSIA SPAIN SWEDEN STATES

1905 No. 15283 7325 2797 2646 1904 1991 2764 3910 - 2369 4808
Tons 11333784 669825 2402499 1259431 911396 716572 1411826 995551 —_ 678021 2710824

Pos. 1 10 3 5 7 8 4 6 - a 2

1906 No. 156265 7512 2963 2627 1881 2059 2725 4114 - 2373 4744
Tons 11742672 654179 2648362 1265105 983543 790820 1483802 1038865 - 700336 2701693

Pos. 1 10 3 5 7 8 4 6 - 9 2

1907 No. 15122 7528 3032 2482 1879 2118 2616 3959 - 2409 4700
Tons 12015623 698688 2744771 1284162 996043 847307 1491812 1076795 — 720784 2734609

Pos. 1 10 3 5 7 8 4 6 - 9 2

1908 No. 14768 7602 3125 2435 1796 2117 2676 3982 - 2354 4639
Tons 12101990 702324 2821844 1338340 989206 861417 1524885 1059520 — 741779 2735552

Pos. 1 10 2 5 7 8 4 6 — 9 3

1909 No. 14815 7768 3163 2403 1813 2159 2625 3998 - 2427 4556
Tons 12239102 718553 2799458 1307276 1009595 881672 1484767 1078106 - 785384 2635635

Pos. 1 10 2 5 ¥ | 2 4 6 - 9 3

1910 No. 13952 7904 121 2345 1787 2147 2559 39977 - 2401 4531
Tons 12319650 750929 2959933 1335049 969697 930477 1483576 1053143 - 774491 2631026

1 10 2 = 7 8 4 6 - 9 3

Source: British Parliamentary Papers; Statements of Trade and Navigation

Canadian Sessional Papers; Report of the Department of Marine
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APPENDIX 5 — TONNAGE BY PROVINCE OF CANADIAN REGISTERED VESSELS

NFLD. NOVA SCOTIA El MEW BRUMS. QUEBEC ONTARIO PRAIRIES B.C. TOTAL CANADA

YEAR Nc. Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons % lons % Tons % Tons % Tons No. Tons
1830 - - 5066 83981 4.62 7661 26.26 43532 18.46 30608 - ~ - = e - 2210 165782
1831 - -  47.25 71282 4.08 6154 28.14 42453 20.53 30975 - - - - - - 2314 150864
1832 - - = 64859 — 7689  — 52321 — 29408 - - -~ - - -~ - -

1833 - s 43.36 71281 4.70 7730 35.46 58302 16.48 27089 - - - - - - 2143 164402
1834 - - 32.49 55957 4.89 8419 43.84 75490 18.78 32336 — - - — - - 2337 172202
1835 - - 38.19 78528 4.99 10258 39.36 80929 17.45 35887 - s o - - - 2460 205602
1836 - - 38.80 81912 3.03 6397 41.44 87496 16.73 35310 — - - - - - 2530 2111156
1837 - - 41.06 88255 4.81 10342 39.14 84130 14.99 32218 - - - - - - 2616 214945
1838 - - - 96036 — 13631 - 88945 — 32218 - - - - - - - -

1839 - - 38.40 92030 5.37 12883 42.69 102327 13.54 32451 - - - - - - 2915 239691
1840 - - 38.36 103871 5.80 15696 40.25 109003 16.60 42232 - - - - - - 2973 270802
1841 - s 40.05 109495 5.88 16073 42.52 116240 11.54 31564 — - > & o - 3151 273362
1842 - - 39.87 107272 5.89 15853 35.64 95893 18.59 50018 — - - - - = 3299 269036
1843 - = 40.19 108067 5.90 15874 34.70 93300 19.20 51629 — ~ - - - - 34404 268870
1844 - = 40.69 103946 5.43 13861 32.22 82308 21.67 55358 - - - - - - 3291 255473
1845 - - 39.83 108799 5.37 14667 32.15 87833 22.65 61872 - i o - - - 1490 273171
1846 - - - — - N - 2 - - - - = - - - - —

1847 - ok 38.69 133707 8.10 28005 32.37 111838 20.84 72001 -- i = i - s 3540 345551
1848 - 41.31 142630 7.36 25339 3299 113825 18.34 63263 - - - - - - 3932 345017
1849 - - 4238 153051 7.92 28587 32,53 117475 17.17 61992 - - - - - - 4108 361105
1850 - - 176300 — 27932 - 121996 - - - - - - ~ - e =

1851 - - 45.22 169269 8.39 31410 27.75 103877 18.65 69806 — - - - - - 4510 374362
1852 - — 52.22 227462 6.41 27928 23.79 103613 17.58 76589 — - - - - - 4171 435592
1953 - - 43.71 187083 6.05 25890 28.88 123618 21.37 91462 - - s - - - 5262 428053
1854 — — 4289 200703 7.38 34513 28.72 134373 21.02 98351 — = -- - - - 5150 467940
1855 - - 4222 200607 7.31 34754 29.72 141242 20.74 98570 - ~ - - - - 5052 475173
1856 = = 4195 222186 6.15 32595 31.11 164750 20.79 110082 - - = = = = 5205 529613
1857 = : 4366 234791 555 39830 29.85 160508 20.94 112606 - - - - - = 5247 537735
1858 - — 47.60 242366 4.22 21495 27.99 142533 20.19 102791 - - - - - - 5350 509185
1859 — = 49.21 251226 4.80 24512 26.26 134055 19.74 100761 — - s - - - 5937 510554
1860 ~ - 47.51 259867 5.03 27534 26.89 147083 20.57 112539 - — = - . - 5610 547023
1861 - e 4469 252867 4.71 26619 28.98 163812 21.62 122253 - - - - - - 5637 565341
1862 - - 4726 275910 540 31545 27.02 167728 20.31 118574 — - - - sy - 5578 583757
1863 - - 4594 320186 5.56 38717 30.37 211680 18.13 126315 — - s - - - 58156 696898
1864 - - 4525 360859 5.87 46829 29.24 233225 19.64 156633 — - - - - - 6144 797546
1865 - - 46.89 376041 5.06 40549 2898 232414 19.09 153024 - - - - - - 5858 802028
1866 - - 46.80 374747 5.03 40925 29.84 238945 18.33 146805 -- - = - - - 5282 800792
1867 - s 38.20 381076 3.87 38595 2220 221431 15.61 155690 - = - = = - 6906 997569
1868 - - 49.84 401993 490 39484 28.51 229944 16.76 135179 — - - - - - 5847 806600
1889 - -  50.24 405543 4.63 37402 2836 228951 16.77 135350 - - - - - - 5804 807246

1870 - - == = - — = - e - = . —_ - = - —
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APPENDIX 5 — TONNAGE BY PROVINCE OF CANADIAN REGISTERED VESSELS

NFLD. NOVA SCOTia  P.E.i. NEW BRUNS. QUEBEC ONTARIO  PRAIRIES  B.C. TOTAL CANADA

YEAR No. Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons % Tons No. Tons
1871 s - - - e - - o - - -y = o~ = - o = -

1872 - - - - = = = 5 - - - - - - e - = -

1873 - - 4188 449701 3.62 38918 2588 277850 19.93 214013 8.30 89111 -— = .0.38 4095 6783 1073688
1874 = = 4141 479669 4.18 48388 2544 294741 1890 218946 9.76 113008 - - 0.31 3611 6930 1158363
1875 = — - 4190 505144 4.20 50677 2554 307926 1849 222965 9.54 114990 001 178 0.31 3685 6952 1205565
1876 - - 4197 529252 4,02 50692 25.74 324513 18.12 228502 983 123947 001 178 0.30 3809 7192 1260893
1877 - - 41.23 541579 4.23 55547 25.08 329457 18.91 248399 10.26 134761 002 246 0.26 3479 7362 1310468
1878 - - 41.51 553368 4.07 54250 25.20 335965 18.63 248349 10.16 135440 009 1161 0.34 4482 7460 1333015
1879 = - 4145 552159 3.74 49807 2556 340491 18.47 246025 10.28 136987 0.14 1924 0.35 4701 7766 1332094
1880 - - 4198 550448 3.50 45931 25.70 336976 17.80 233341 1049 137481 (.15 1992 0.38 5019 7377 1311188
1881 - - 4264 558911 346 45410 25.42 333215 17.16 224936 10.68 139998 0.16 2130 048 6296 7394 1310896
1882 - - 43.37 546778 3.31 41684 2451 308980 17.12 215804 10.87 137061 022 2783 0.61 7687 7312 1260777
1883 - - 4244 541715 3.87 49446 24.75 315906 1697 216577 11.04 140972 022 2778 0.71 9046 7374 1276440
1884 - - 43.39 544048 3.13 39213 2458 308132 16.18 202842 11.36 142387 046 5722 091 11403 7254 1253747
1885 - - 43.81 541832 291 36040 23.33 288589 16.87 208635 11.68 144487 (044 5439 0.96 11834 7315 1231856
1886 = - 4327 526924 7.52 30658 22.11 269224 19.10 232556 1167 140929 046 5578 0.98 11900 7294 1217769
1887 - - 4414 498878 2.57 29031 2257 255126 16.73 189064 12.35 139548 0.51 5811 1.13 12789 7178 1130247
1888 - - 4457 485709 244 26586 2196 239332 16.38 178520 12.80 139502 053 5744 1.31 14249 7142 1089634
1889 o - 4464 464431 245 25506 21.04 218873 16.19 168500 13.63 141839 0.59 6091 1.46 16241 7152 1040481
1890 - - 4529 464194 254 26080 20.44 209460 16.00 164003 13.54 138738 0.63 6475 1.56 16024 6991 1024974
1891 - - 4592 461758 2.32 23316 19.21 193193 16.14 162330 13.82 138941 0.62 6197 1.97 19767 7015 1005502
1892 - = 4415 425690 2.36 22706 18.85 181779 16.87 162638 14.70 141750 0.63 6118 243 23448 7007 964129
1893 - - 4342 396263 2.30 20970 17.10 156087 17.66 161121 16.07 1466656 0.72 6534 2.73 24900 7113 912539
1894 - =~ 42.71 371432 2.26 19650 1567 136257 18.47 160590 17.08 148525 0.77 6715 3.04 26455 7245 869624
1895 - - 4158 343356 2.34 19323 14.82 122417 19.23 158776 18.00 148609 0.88 7307 3.15 25088 7262 825776
1896 - - 4023 317526 2.10 16540 1463 115506 20.10 158649 18.56 146522 1.01 7934 3.37 26622 7279 789299
1897 - - 3868 283056 2.16 15812 14.16 103584 21.60 158077 18.50 135349 099 7292 3.91 28604 6684 731754
1898 - - 37.79 262176 2.30 15979 12.87 89257 20.82 144447 19.34 134180 1.07 7439 5.81 40304 6643 693782
1899 - — . 3593 243457 2.16 14660 12.73 86288 21.34 144587 1996 135234 1.33 9108 6.55 44415 6689 677658
1900 - - 34,51 226817 2.17 14251 1198 78708 21.02 138136 21.47 14112 1.09 7147 7.77 51095 6724 659266
1901 - - 32.41 214560 2.22 14729 11.37 75293 21.55 142664 2194 145227 1.13 7475 9.38 62102 6781 662050
1902 - - 32.77 212967 2.07 13464 9.94 64605 21.03 136660 24.07 156449 1.16 7536 8.97 58292 6820 649973
1903 - - 31.73 216053 2.02 13739 8.74 59508 20.35 138670 2483 169086 1.13 7695 11.19 76215 7008 680866
1904 - - 31.61 211972 1.82 12200 8.18 54885 19.43 130339 26.31 176430 1.16 7765 11.50 77105 7140 670666
1905 - - 29.78 198976 1.78 11924 7.36 49145 21.17 141408 26.77 178848 1.17 7809 11.97 79954 7314 668062
1906 - - 28.71 187328 1.65 10761 6.82 44471 21.97 143340 27.64 180340 1.29 8430 11.92 77746 7501 652416
1907 - - 2499 173950 1.41 9815 9.98 69463 = 23.87 166133 26.48 184328 1.23 8537 12.04 83792 56515 696018
1908 - - 2358 164919 1.49 10387 9.49 66420 2473 172975 27.69 192970 0.66 4630 1246 87056 5544 699339
1909 - - 22,58 164919 1.49 10151 8.80 62984 24.51 175370 29.16 208652 0.76 5377 1296 92746 77562 715569
1910 - - 20.01 149737 1.35 10100 7.97 E9637 25.39 189945 3040 227457 0.78 5855 14.09 106414 5838 748145

Source: As for Appendix 1.
Note: Where data is not available, percentages have not been calculated. Note: ‘" denotes missing data
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THE PORT OF ST. JOHN’S, NEWFOUNDLAND, 1840-1889;
A PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Eric W. Sager

I

This study of shipping registered at St. John's, Newfoundland covers the period
from 1840 to 1889.1 The choice of dates, while somewhat arbitrary, nevertheless
serves two immediate purposes. It allows comparisons to be made with the shipping
of Yarmouth and Charlottetown, the two other Maritime ports presently under
study by the Maritime History Group. And by commencing with the year 1840 we
are able to focus upon a half century of primary importance in the history of
shipping in Newfoundland. This was the period when the Newfoundland fleet
expanded beyond the largely coastal-based schooner fleet of the early nineteenth
century. And it was in this period that the non-schooner fleet again contracted,
leaving a relatively large schooner fleet which lasted well into the twentieth century.

TABLE 1

ST. JOHN'S VESSELS, 1840-1889

NO. % TONNAGE %
Schooners 3895 80 168,466 54
Brigantines 630 13 78,509 25
Brigs 190 4 29,191 9
Barques 20 0 7,470 2
Barquentines 6 0 1,288 0
Ships 1 0 795 0
Sail /steam 59 1 17,453 6
Steamers 4 0 208 0
Cutter 3 0 85 0
Sloop 1 0 46 0
Other/unknown 62 1 6,444 2

Sources for all tables in this paper: BT 107, 108 Ship Registries. The ship registries for Newfoundiand
in 1854 are missing from both the Public Record Office and from the Public Archives of Canada. This
table does not include 1854 vessels. For purposes of analysis, estimates of the number of each rig
registered in 1854 have been used. These estimates are based on the known tonnage of all 1854
vessels, taken from the 1854 Annual Lists of British Shipping.

St. John's was not a typical Maritime port. It was a large port in terms of the
number of vessels registered: between 1840 and 1880 there were 4871 new vessel
registrations. But this large number of vessels remained a relatively small fleet in
terms of tonnage and carrying capacity: between 1840 and 1889 24% less tonnage
was registered in St. John’s than in Yarmouth, and 49% less than in Charlottetown.
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One need not look far to account for this relatively small tonnage. For most of the
period under study the small two-masted single-decked schooner dominated the
Newfoundland fleet. Schooners accounted for 80% of all new registrations between

1840 and 1889, and for most of the period over 50% of tonnage in the fleet lay
under the decks of the schooner.2

The schooners of Newfoundland were often employed in trades beyond the coasts
of the island itself, and some schooners were occasionally used for ocean voyages. But the
Newfoundland schooner was built and designed mainly for short-run coastal voyages, for
the support of the fishery, and for the annual run to St. John's for supplies. The vessel’s
characteristics were determined by the demands of this trade. Although the three-masted
schooner may have appeared very early in Newfoundland, only a few of these were
registered in the nineteenth century, and there were none of the 300-ton and larger
schooners which appeared elsewhere in the Maritimes.3 The average tonnage of the
decked schooner was a mere 43 tons. The average tonnage of schooners actually declined
after the 1840’s, and in spite of the increasing size of other rigs, the average
Newfoundland vessel also declined in size after the 1850’s.

In supplying Newfoundland’s outport communities the relative advantages of speed
and manoeuvrability possessed by the small schooner appear to have outweighed any
advantages of greater size. But whatever the relative advantages, there was another reason
for the small size of Newfoundland vessels. Although there was sufficient timber at
various places along the Newfoundland coast (particularly in Hermitage Bay and Notre
Dame Bay), there were few very tall stands of timber within easy reach of the coastline.
Schooners built in Newfoundland tended to be smaller than schooners built elsewhere
and brought to the island, and smaller than schooners registered in Yarmouth and in
Charlottetown. Since after the 1850’s a growing proportion of the fleet consisted of
schooners, and since Newfoundland builders supplied a growing proportion of the fleet,
the average tonnage of the Newfoundland vessel declined accordingly.

TABLE 2

AVERAGE TONNAGE OF ST. JOHN'S VESSELS

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89

No. X No. X No. i3 No. X No. 3
All vessels 658 76 801 82 912 58 1200 59 1200 51
Schooners 421 53 448 43 768 40 1095 43 1151 43
Brigantines 179 106 264 121 90 139 62 154 26 213
Brigs 56 145 78 155 40 171 . 9 167 4 153
Barques 1 546 6 242 2 308 6 353 5 548
Sail/steam 1 35 5 120 12 248 28 394 14 201

Newfoundland’s shipbuilders supplied 44% of new registrations in the 1840'’s, and
this proportion grew to 80% in the 1880’s. This reliance upon local shipbuilders did not
decline until the twentieth century, when Newfoundland’s shipowners tapped the market
for old sailing vessels in the Maritime Provinces (only 55% of vessels first registered
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between 1920 and 1926 were built in Newfoundland, and in this period 92% of new
registrations were still sailing vessels). The Newfoundland builders were highly successful
in meeting the demand for a coastal fleet: they concentrated almost entirely on
schooners, and it was only in the 1830’s and 1840’s that some Newfoundland builders
(such as Charles Newhook of Trinity Bay) produced a significant number of brigs and
brigantines. In fact, no less than 33% of Newfoundland’s brigs came from the hands of
Newfoundland builders. '

TABLE 3

PLACE OF BUILD OF ST. JOHN’S VESSELS

NEW GREAT
NFLD. -  NOVA SCOTIA P.E.IL. BRUNSWICK' BRITAIN U.S.A.
No. Col. Row No. Col. Row No, Col. Row No. Col. Row No. Col. Row No. Col.Row
% . % % % % % % % % % % %
Schooner 3126 956 80 392 56 10 193 39 &5 18 38 0 46 33 1 78 87 2
Brigantine 83 25 13 252 36 40 245 50 39 18 838 3 25 18 4 1 1.0
Brig 62 2 33 46 7 24 56 11 29 7 156 4 18 13 9 0 — -
Sail/steam 8 0 12 3 0O 5 0 — - 3 6 5 39 28 61 7 8 11
Other 5 — - 4 - - 0 —- - 1 = =12 8 - B crde:  oue

Where the economy depended so heavily upon the efforts of fishermen in widely
dispersed communities, it is no surprise to find that shipbuilding was also a widely
dispersed activity. The building of schooners was almost exclusively an outharbour
occupation — only 33 of the 4871 vessels registered, and only 12 schooners, were built in
or near the port of registry itself. Most schooners, at least when they were first registered,
were owned in the same bay in which they were built. Unfortunately the Newfoundland
ship registries do not give builders’ names after 1854. But the earlier registries suggest that
the smaller schooners owned by planters or fishermen had often been built by their
owner. Very often the smaller schooners had been built undecked and registered only
after the planter-owner had himself decked the vessel. This was a very common practice
in the first half of the century, and helps to explain why Newfoundland vessels were on
average older when first registered than vessels in Yarmouth or Prince Edward Island.
Only 74% of new registrations were newly built vessels.

Only when Newfoundland owners purchased other rigs did they look to builders
outside the Island. Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island were the preferred suppliers,
especially of brigs and brigantines. Because many St. John’s owners had close family and -
business connections in London, Liverpool, Bristol and Greenock, it is not surprising that
Britain was the most important market for ships outside the Maritimes. Sailing steamers
were as common in Newfoundland as in Yarmouth (1.3% of all registrations), and most of
these came from Britain to be registered by St. John’s owners or by owners resident in
Britain. Thus when the Newfoundland fleet expanded to include rigs other than
schooners, the island depended very heavily upon external suppliers.

While the schooner fleet was widely dispersed throughout the island, a different
pattern emerges if we consider the distribution of larger rigs and of tonnage by region. St.
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John's owners accounted for 52% of all tonnage registered but only 40% of all vessels.
Only in Conception Bay was there another significant concentration of tonnage (the
largest owner of St. John’s-registered vessels was John Munn of Harbour Grace).
Throughout our period only 41 non-schooner rigs were newly registered by Newfound-
land owners who resided outside St. John’s or Conception Bay. The non-schooner rigs
were also heavily concentrated in St. John’s: 60% of shares in brigs and 63% of shares in
brigantines were held by owners who resided in St. John's.

TABLE 4

TONNAGE OF NEW REGISTRATIONS BY RESIDENCE OF PRINCIPAL OWNER

% OF % OF
TONNAGE TOTAL TONNAGE TOTAL
St. John's 160,330 51.7% French Shore 3289 1.1%
Conception Bay 57,136 18.4% South Coast 2979 1%
Trinity Bay 12,944 4.2% Fortune Bay 11313 3.7%
Bonavista Bay 9,164 2.9% Placentia Bay 5609 1.8%
Fogo-Twillingate 15,000 4.8% St. Mary’s &
Trepassey 575 2%
Notre Dame Bay 12,623 4.1% Southern Shore 661 2%
Other 15,744 5.1%

The principal owner is defined as the owner with larger number of shares. Where two owners of
different residence held an equal number of shares, the residence of the first-listed owner is given;
but these amount to less than 1% of the total.

Even more striking perhaps is the concentration of ownership itself. There were
fewer owners per vessel than in ports with larger ships, and where there were two or more
owners they were usually members of the same family or business partnership. A total of
3035 individuals appear on the registries as owners of newly registered or de
novo-registered vessels. Some 103 of this total had shares in ten or more vessels each, and
for the purposes of this analysis we may consider these to be the large owners. These
individuals, only 3.4% of all owners, accounted for 35% of all appearances on the
registries, and they owned 44% of all tonnage registered in St. John's.?# No less than
seventy of these owners gave their residence as St. John's (or as St. John's and Britain).
These seventy were a small proportion even of all St. John’s owners, but they owned fully
31% of all tonnage registered in Newfoundland between 1840 and 1889.

There were also particularly important concentrations of tonnage among different
occupational groups. Occupational categories are not always easy to define in
Newfoundland, and we cannot assume a clear social and economic distinction between
the merchant, the trader, the mariner and the planter. The distinction between merchant
and trader was often blurred, particularly outside St. John's, and the ship registries often
attribute several different occupations to the same individual within a short space of
time.9 For the purpose of this analysis occupations have been aggregated into the
broadest categories. Any greater precision must await further research into social mobility
and the social structure in nineteenth century Newfoundland. Twenty-one per cent of
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vessel owners are described as merchants on the registries at least once during their
shipowning careers; this 21% owned at least 65% of all registered tonnage. Merchants and
traders together owned 67% of all tonnage. The planters, fishermen and mariners together
owned 26% of all tonnage, and the average tonnage of vessels owned by these latter
groups was slightly less than the average tonnage of the schooner. Clearly those describing
themselves as merchants held a disproportionately large share of total tonnage.

Merchants also held a disproportionately large share of non-schooner rigs, and this
fact has some bearing upon the probability (to be discussed later in this paper) that brigs
and brigantines served a substantially different economic function from that of the
schooner. The percentages in Table 5 indicate the proportion of shares in particular rigs
held by various occupational groups.

TABLES

DISTRIBUTION OF RIGS BY OCCUPATIONAL GROUP

SCHOONER BRIG BRIGANTINE BARQUE SAIL/STEAMER

Merchant 46.2% 80.8% 70.3% 76.5% 83.0%
Trader/dealer 3.5% 7% 7% 0 1.1%
Fisherman/mariner 10.8% 6.6% 4.0% 2.9% 1.1%
Planter 36.8% 5.2% 17.2% 0 3.4%
Shipowner .6% 4.8% 3.4% 2.9% 5.7%
Shipbuilder 4% 0 % 0 1.1%
Tradesman-marine 0 0 0 0 0

Tradesman-nonmarine 5% 4% 1.3% 0 1.1%
Professional .8% 4% 1.7% 11.8% 2.3%
Other 4% 1.1% 6% 5.9% 1.1%

It was the merchants, among whom the largest shipowners were heavily concentrated in
St. John’s, who were most likely to have a considerable direct stake in the external trade
of the Island. And it was the merchants who held by far the largest proportion of rigs
designed for ocean voyages and for long-distance coastal trading. Schooners were almost
equally distributed between merchants on the one hand, and fishermen, planters and
mariners on the other. While the schooner served the needs of most occupational groups,
the non-schooner fleet expanded and contracted very largely because of investment
decisions undertaken by merchants, and in particular by merchants in St. John'’s.

I1

The pattern of new registrations in St. John's reveals fluctuations equally as sharp
as those which occurred elsewhere in the Maritimes (see Figure 1). But in Newfoundland
there were very basic differences. The number of vessels first registered increased
gradually, from an annual average of sixty-six vessels in the 1840’s to an annual average of
121 in the 1880’s. But in Newfoundland the decline began later than elsewhere, and the
downward trend was less steep (between 1920 and 1926 there was still an average of fifty
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new registrations of sailing vessels a year). And in sharp contrast to Yarmouth, for
instance, the upward trend in new registrations before the 1880’s did not result in a clear
upward trend in the tonnage of new registrations (see Figure 2). The fleet was sustained
after the 1850’s by the registration of schooners, and it is the schooners alone which
account for the marked upward trend in new registrations in the 1870’s. It was a
schooner fleet which lasted into the twentieth century, and all sailing vessels newly
registered in the 1920’s were schooner-rigged.

TABLE 6

NEW REGISTRATIONS BY DECADE
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No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons
1840-49 660 50,054 421 22,346 179 18,954 56 8134 1 3% 1 546
1850-59 886 71,820 460* 17,374* 273* 31,943* 81* 12,113* b 599 7 1450
1860-69 913 54,026 768 30,300 90 12,511 40 6825 12 2978 2 617
1870-79 1204 71,876 1095 47,156 62 9,551 9 1507 27 11,024 8 2517
1880-89 1208 62,361 1151 49,589 26 5,550 4 612 14 2817 9 3628

*Copies of Newfoundland ship registries apparently do not exist for the year 1854 either in the Public
Record Office or in the Public Archives of Canada. The names and tonnage of all vessels registered in
1854 are recorded in the Annual Lists of British Shipping. The rig of most vessels remains unknown,
however. The figures above do not include registrations for 1854. For the purposes of analysis,
estimates of the number and tonnage of 1854 vessels have been derived from decade averages for each
rig, and from the known total tonnage registered in 1854. |f these estimates are included, the figures
for the 1850's would read: Schooners: No. — 495; Tons — 19,395, Brigantines: No. — 291; Tons —
35,210; Brigs: No, — 86; Tons — 13,353.

There were fairly clear cyclic fluctuations in new registrations in Newfoundland,
with troughs in 1848, 1862, 1871, and 1887. But again the Newfoundland pattern
appears to be unique: apart from the peak in the late 1870’s and the trough in 1887, the
cycles are the reverse of those in Yarmouth and the reverse of the new registration cycle
in the United Kingdom. Again it is the schooner fleet which largely determined the cycles
in Newfoundland shipping, for it was the decline in schooner tonnage which deepened the
troughs of 1848, 1862 and 1871 and heightened the peaks of 1844, 1867 and 1879.

The schooner was always the typical vessel in the Newfoundland fleet, but it did
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not always determine the character of Newfoundland shipping. In the 1840’s and 1850’s
a different pattern emerges, and for twenty years the majority of shipping tonnage in
Newfoundland was carried by other rigs. Of the 731 vessels on registry in St. John's In
1840, only seventy-six were brigs and only thirty-seven were brigantines. There were no
other rigs but schooners, sloops and cutters. The change began in the late 1830’s and
continued through the 1840’s, when 54% of new tonnage consisted of brigs and
brigantines. In the 1850’s brigantines alone accounted for almost 50% of new tonnage.
Thereafter the decline of the non-schooner rigs was almost as steep as their earlier rise. By
the 1860’s each year saw the addition of only nine brigantines and only four brigs.

This was not a complete transformation in the structure of the Newfoundland fleet,
but it was an important change nonetheless. The new rigs were substantially larger than
the Newfoundland schooner. We know that a number of these brigs and brigantines were
used in the seal hunt, but this would have occupied them for only a small part of each
year. Brics and brigantines could have been used in trade with the other Maritime
Colonies, with the United States, or on the important trade route to the West Indies and
Brazil. It is extremely difficult at this stage of our research to establish a precise
relationship between the appearance of these new rigs and the pattern of Newfoundland's
trade, whether coastal or ocean-going. But some suggestions can be made on the basis of
the registrations themselves.

If the registration of new rigs was a response to the same factors which encouraged
the registration of schooners, then we might expect to find a positive correlation between
annual changes in schooner registrations and annual changes in the registration of brigs
and brigantines. In fact the correlation coefficient for such changes over the period from
1840 to 1860 is low and negative: -.02. This does not by any means prove that the new
rigs were serving a different function from schooners. It is possible, for instance, that
there was an inverse relationship between the registration of the new rigs and the
registration of schooners. The registration of a large number of brigs and brigantines may
have been followed by a decline in the registration of schooners. But if we allow for a
year’s lag, and correlate annual changes in the registration of new rigs with changes in the
next year’s addition of schooners, the correlation coefficient is positive but still fairly low
(+.3). Although the rate of schooner registrations did decline slightly in the 1840’s, it is
still possible that the brigs and brigantines existed independently of the schooner fleet.
While schooner registrations continued their gradual upward climb after the trough of
1848, the new rigs followed their more erratic pattern, the brigantines reaching their peak
in 1852 and the brigs in 1858.

Whatever the reasons for their appearance, the new rigs had a significant impact on
the fleet as a whole. By the 1850’s the schooners no longer determined changes in the
registration of total tonnage, nor even changes in the number of vessels registered. The
brigantines in particular had an important impact on total registrations in the 1840’s and
1850’s, but the brigs were also more influential in the 1850’s than schooners. The
influence of brigantines and brigs virtually disappears in the 1860’s. In spite of the fact
that barques and sailling steamers together accounted for a quarter of all tonnage
registered between 1870 and 1875, the registration of these other rigs was not sustained
and did not weaken the increasing dominance of the schooner fleet.
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TABLE 7

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF CHANGES IN NEW
REGISTRATIONS BY VESSEL TYPE

DECADE | SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS

No. Tonnage No. Tonnage No. Tonnage
1840-49 +.83 +.70 +.62 +.74 +.01 +.17
1850-59 +.37 -.48 +.94 +.90 +.52 +.49
1860-69 +.98 +.73 +.17 -.01 +,13 +.28
1870-79 +.99 +.89 +.07 +.01 - -
1880-89 +.99 +.86 +.02 -.68 . -

The coefficients indicate the correlation between annual changes in total registrations and annual
changes in registrations of each rig.

The importance of the brigs and brigantines becomes more clear when we consider
the size of the fleet (vessels on reqistry) and net investment in the various rigs (additions
to the fleet minus registry closures). It is particularly difficult to present an accurate
estimate of the size of the Newfoundland fleet at any point in time. With schooners
especially the date of reqistry closure is often an inadequate guide to the date when the
vessel went out of service. In particular years — 1850, 1869, 1872, 1919, and in the
1920’s — the registrar closed the registries of a very large number of vessels with the
notation “Cancelled per Form 20", or ‘““no information available’’. In some years as many
as 30% of vessels on reqistry were almost certainly no longer in service. Fortunately the
registries do give the date of actual disposal for at least 20% of all vessels, and on the basis
of this sample it has been possible to estimate the average life of each rig by decade. This
average life has been applied to the vessels whose disposal is unknown, and the result is a
much more accurate estimate of the size of the fleet in service.

TABLE 8

NEWFOUNDLAND FLEET SIZE

OFFICIAL ADJUSTED

No. Tonnage No. Tonnage
1840 731 46,468 530 35,741
1845 928 60,099 652 46,416
1850 993 60,441 . 684 45,929
1855 1069 72,265 834 60,993
1860 1383 93,170 1014 73,593
1865 1540 94,603 1038 66,178
1870 1567 84,183 1195 65,774
1875 1491 83,196 1274 73,287
1880 1870 93,100 1550 81,980
1885 2093 98,082 1679 83,418
1889 2205 100,273 1673 81,586
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From 1844 to 1866, however, the schooner fleet accounted for less than half the tonnage
in the fleet (see Figure 3). Between 1851 and 1863 brigantine tonnage alone was greater
than schooner tonnage, and the proportion of schooner tonnage in the fleet dropped to
21% in 1858 and 1859. The estimate of fleet size also reveals the importance of the
1850’s and 1870's as peak periods in the history of Newfoundland shipping. In terms of
tonnage, the fleet reached a size in the late 1850’s which was not exceeded until 1876.
Analysis of net investment confirms the importance of the 1850’s and 1870’s. The
fleet as a whole grew at an annual rate of almost 3% in the 1840’s — a growth rate led by

the very high net investment in brigantine tonnage.

TABLE9

ANNUAL GROWTH RATES (TONNAGE)

SAIL/ ALL NON-
DECADE ALL VESSELS SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS STEAM SCHOONERS

1840/1-49/50 2.9% -1.0% 19.1% A% — 8.4%
1850/1-59/60 5.7% 1.6% 8.5% 6.4% — 8.3%
1860/1-69/70 1.4% 4.6% -7.2% 7.7%  37.6% -6.2%
1870/1-79/80 2.4% 4.7% -5.4% 110.9%  10.2% 1.8%
1880/1-88/89 -.3% 9% 5.5% 9.0%  -6.3% 4.7%
1840/41-88/89 1.75% 2.2% 1.1% 4.2%  —. 5%

But the fastest growth rate occurred in the 1850’s, the result of the accumulation of both
brigs and brigantines. The non-schooner fleet declined as a whole in the 1860’s and
1870’s, in spite of the net investment in sailing steamers. Contraction was most rapid in
the 1860’s, and again it was the non-schooner fleet which determined the overall rate.
The beginning of a permanent decline in the rate of net investment can be seen in the
1880’s: the downward trend begins in 1885 and is at first very slow, although for the first
time there appears a high rate of disinvestment in all rigs except the schooner.

The Newfoundland fleet expanded at a slow annual rate over our fifty year period,
but this expansion was interrupted in the 1860’s. Before that decade the expansion was
determined by brigs and brigantines, and after that decade by schooners. It is possible
that Newfoundland owners used all rigs in the same trades, experimenting with brigs and
brigantines in the earlier decades, and then reverting to their earlier preference for
schooners in the 1860’s. Certainly the growth rate for schooners was slowest when the
accumulation of brigantines was most rapid. But it is also possible that brigantines served
a need which schooners alone could not meet. The growth of non-schooner rigs in the
1840’s and 1850’s is too rapid to suggest that one rig merely replaced another. Either the

~ customary trades of the schooner experienced a rapid expansion which demanded an
increased carrying capacity; or Newfoundland owners had entered trades for which they
thought the Newfoundland-registered brig or brigantine was better adapted than any
other type of vessel.
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It is unfortunate that the closing of registries in St. John’s cannot tell us more
about the different functions of the various types of vessel. Certainly the life expectancies
of the various rigs were very different. And the St. John’s registrar was obviously
concerned to discover when his vessels went out of service. We have a sufficient sample
from which to calculate life expectancies for each rig. But other details of the vessels’ loss
are too often lacking. The notations for the vessels’ disposal are often very brief, and the
word “‘lost”’ is so often used, especially with reference to schooners, that one begins to
wonder whether the word implies ‘‘lost at sea”, or that the vessel has been lost to the port
for reasons unknown to the registrar. Details on the disposal of schooners are particularly
suspect. No less than 1258 schooners — four-fifths of the entire schooner fleet of 1889 —
remained on registry until 1919 or after, and were then removed from the registry with
the notation ‘‘no information available’”. Most of these were probably beached or broken
up (we may assume, perhaps, that a marine disaster was more likely to come to the
attention of the registrar than a less sudden demise). While comparisons between the
causes of registry closure may be of little value, some conclusions about the life
experiences of Newfoundland vessels can be stated with confidence.

Over the period from 1840 to 1889 Newfoundland vessels had an average registry
iife of 12.4 years. The life expectancies of all rigs improved until the 1860’s. The
increased life of the schooner is particularly striking if we include samples from the
1820’s and 1830's.

TABLE 10

AVERAGE REGISTRY LIFE OF NEWFOUNDLAND VESSELS

SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS SAIL/STEAM
Years Years Y ears Years

1820-29 5.2 4.5 5.5 i
1830-39 5.3 3.3 4.6 i
1840-49 10.1 8.9 6.4 -
1850-59 131 9.9 8.2 =
1860-69 12.1 9.3 7.0 11 (n=11)
1870-79 13.4 8.5 12.8 (n=8) 18.6
1880-89 15.6 5.6 — 19.8

All cases have been omitted where the registry was closed because the vessel was ““no longer in
existence’’ or when there was ‘‘'no information obtainable’’. Vessels whose registries were closed
de novo were included, and the vessel traced through subsequent registries until its final disposai.
It seemed likely that a vessel having been rebuilt and reregistered for that reason would be longe:
lived, and that to exclude such vessels would deflate the estimate of life expectancy. To excludc
de novo-registered vessels makes no significant difference, however, except in the case of brigantines
in the 1840’s (de novo-adjusted life = 6.1 years). '

Without considerable further research it is impossible to suggest the reasons for the
improvement in life expectancies. The registries do provide some evidence that an
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increasing number of vessels were “wrecked and restored to registry’’ in later decades, and
it is possible that the practice of restoring aged vessels increased with time. In the 1860’s
the life expectancy of all rigs dropped slightly, and it is possible that owners and captains
were taking greater risks at sea in a decade when the fishing industry was depressed and
when profit margins were threatened.

The brigantines and brigs had a shorter life than the schooner throughout the
period. They were also more likely to be sold or transferred out of Newfoundland than
were the schooners. Of the various rigs first registered between 1840 and 1879, 34% of
the brigs, 29% of the brigantines, and only 4% of the schooners were transferred from
Newfoundland. It is important to note that the lower life expectancies of the brigs and
brigantines do not result from their being transferred when they were relatively new. If
transfers are excluded, the life expectancy of the brigantine rises to only 9.6 years in the
1840’s, and decreases to 9.8 years in the 1850’s; the life of the brig increases to 7.2 years
in the 1840’s and 9.1 years in the 1850’s. Newfoundland owners did not sell their brigs
and brigantines quickly, and in Newfoundland these rigs were in service two or three
years longer than were the same rigs in Yarmouth. It would appear that the brigs and
brigantines of Newfoundland had a very different life experience from that of the
schooner. It would appear that brigs and brigantines were more prone to marine disaster
than were schooners. If we include the suspect ‘“lost’” notation within the ‘“marine
disaster’” category (along with ‘““wrecked”’, ‘““sunk’, ‘‘lost at sea’’, etc.), the figures for the
period 1840 to 1879 are as follows: 42% of schooners, 56% of brigs, and 65% of
brigantines were involved in marine disasters.

It is unlikely that the shorter life expectancy of brigs and brigantines was merely a
function of their greater size. This is apparently not the case with Yarmouth vessels, and
there is no reason to believe that a different result would be obtained for Newfoundland
vessels.” It is possible that Newfoundland's brigs and brigantines were not so well built
nor so well maintained as were the Island’s schooners. But this is unlikely, since the brig
or brigantine purchased from builders in Prince Edward Island or Nova Scotia appears to
have lasted longer in the hands of its Newfoundland owners than if it had remained in its
place of origin. Nor is their any reason to believe that the merchants of St. John's and
Harbour Grace would have maintained their brigantines less carefully than their
schooners. The merchant owners of brigs and brigantines were also in a position to
employ the most experienced of Newfoundland’s captains. The brigs and brigantines of
Newfoundland may not have been subject to the same risks as the brigs and brigantines of

Yarmouth. But it is equally clear that they were subject to greater risk than were the
schooners of Newfoundland. If their shorter life did not result from early transfer, greater
size, poor maintenance, or inexperienced management, then it is probable that their
shorter life resulted from the greater risks of long-distance coastal voyages, or even from
their occasional employment in ocean trades.

IV

It 1s extremely difficult to explain the trends in vessel registration in St. John’s in
terms of the function of shipping within the Newfoundland economy. All that we may do
here is to suggest certain hypotheses which remain to be tested. It is broadly true that
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prosperity in shipping coincided with prosperity in the cod fishery and, to a lesser exteuwu.,
with the fortunes of the sealing industry. The upward trend in registrations in the late
1830’s and early 1840’s coincided with improved production in the fishery after the
depression of the early 1830’s.8 The sharp upward trend in non-schooner registrations in
1851 and 1852 followed after a 23% increase in the value of cod exports between 1846/7
and 1849/50. The pattern breaks down in 1859, for the precipitous decline in new
registrations in that year followed immediately after the peak years in the sealing
industry, and preceded the depression in the cod fishery in the early 1860’s. The
registration of new tonnage did decline significantly during the depression of the 1860’s,
but there was an interesting exception to this pattern — the registration of schooners
increased when the depression began, and continued even as the depression deepened (see
Figure 1). Most of these schooners appeared in Fortune Bay and Placentia Bay, where
there may have been an early attempt to develop the bank fishery. Improvement in the
fishery, the introduction of a ship-building bounty in 1878, and the development of the
Bank fishery appears to have stimulated the building of schooners in the 1870’s. The
serious decline in export prices for cod during the 1880’s coincides with the beginning of
the long downward trend in Newfoundland shipping. Net disinvestment in all non-
schooner rigs in this decade, and a very low rate of investment in schooners, adds
confirmation to the thesis that Newfoundland’s traditional economy was undergoing a
crisis in the 1880’s.9

Since investment in new ships must have depended to a large extent upon a
prosperous fishery, it is no surprise to find this broad correlation between the value of
cod exports and gross investment in shipping. And if we compare net investment in
shipping tonnage with the value of Newfoundland trade as a whole, we again find the
same correlation. When the adjusted values of Newfoundland trade are correlated with
shipping tonnage in three-yearly averages, the correlation coefficients are +.51 for the
period from 1840 to 1864, and +.87 for the period from 1865 to 188910. It would seem
that the fleet expanded and contracted in step with expansion and contraction in foreign
trade as a whole, particularly in the later decades.

But if we search for a more precise relationship between the fishery and the
registration of particular rigs, the connections are not so clear. If the schooner fleet, for
instance, was directly affected by prosperity or decline in the fishery, we should expect
to find a good year in the fishery followed by an increase in schooner registrations over
the next year or two. But whatever time lag one introduces, the correlation remains low.
If the changes in the adjusted values of cod exports from one year to the next are
correlated with the change in the average of the following three years’ registrations of
newly-built schooners, the correlation coefficients are as follows: for the 1840’s, +.22; for
the 1850’s, +.29; for the 1860’s, +.35; for the 1870's, -.23; and for the 1880’s, +.26.
There may be some direct response between cod values and schooner-building, but the
negative result for the 1870’s (when cod values had revived and schooner-building reached
its peak) points out the great difficulty of establishing short-term influences on
schooner-building. No more interesting results are obtained by correlating newly-built
schooners with the volume of cod exports in quintals. Only in the early 1840’s, the early
1870’s, and in the late 1880’s is there a close fit between trends in the building of new
schooners and trends in the volume of cod exported. More satisfying answers must await
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further research into regional factors and trends in the different branches of the fishery.

Population change was clearly of some importance for the registration of schooners.
As the outport communities grew, so the schooner fleet which supplied them grew. The
ratio of schooner tonnage to population is remarkably constant, remaining between .2
and .3 tons per capita for most of our period. If population increase is correlated with
schooner fleet size in three-year averages, the resulting coefficients are +.90 for the period
from 1840 to 1864, and +.99 for the period from 1865 to 1889. These are not
correlations of annual changes but of total population with total schooner tonnage. This
result 1s perhaps not surprising, but it is a result not obtained for any other type of vessel,
and it confirms the very close interdependence between community life in Newfoundland
and the schooner which supplied those communities.

Analysis of the non-schooner rigs presents even more thorny problems. In the
1840’s and 1850’s the brig and brigantine fleet appears to have been expanding at a much
faster rate than the local economy would require. It was increasing at a much faster rate
than was population, and much faster than the rate of increase in cod exports, measured
either by volume or by value. If we assume that the new tonnage was indeed used in
trades from or around Newfoundland rather than in some other part of the world (and
there is no reason not to assume this), then it would appear that by the 1850’s St.
John’'s-registered vessels carried a greater share of Newfoundland’s trade than ever before.
We may further assume that the available schooner fleet was large enough to meet the
needs of the Island’s coastal trade: in the 1850’s at least the schooner fleet was increasing
at an annual rate of 1.6% while population increased at an annual rate of 1.9% and cod
exports increased at a slower rate (0.7% a year). We are left with the likelihood that
Newfoundland-registered brigs and brigantines were engaged in trades beyond the Island
itself (except when they were used on sealing voyages), and that a greater proportion of

Newfoundland’s external trade was being carried in St. John's registered vessels than at
any other time in the nineteenth century.

‘To test this hypothesis we should look for a relationship between Newfoundland’s
external trade and the Island’s non-schooner tonnage. The adjusted values of imports and
exports were first correlated with non-schooner tonnage in three-year averages. The
correlation coefficient for the period from 1840 to 1865 is very high (+.86). While the
value of trade continued in a steady upward trend from the late 1860’s, the non-schooner
fleet diminished, and the correlation coefficient is -.87 for the period 1866 to 1889. Thus
the expansion of non-schooner tonnage and the growth in external trade were
synchronized in the earlier period, and fell out of step in the later period. But we may be
more precise. If Newfoundland’s merchant shipowners were indeed responding to
opportunities for increased investment in the external carrying trade, we should expect to
see Newfoundland owners respond to an increase in trade by undertaking an immediate
gross investment in non-schooner rigs. It appears that this was their response. If we take
the difference between the value of Newfoundland’s imports and exports in 1840 and
1841, and compare this with the change in non-schooner tonnage added to the fleet
between 1841 and 1842 — in other words, if we introduce a one-year lag into the
correlation — then a fairly clear pattern emerges (see Figure 4). The correlation
coefficient for these changes is +.70 for the 1840’s and +.59 for the 1850’s. An increase
in the value of trade was followed by increased investment in brigs and brigantines. From
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1859 there appears a marked downward trend in the values of imports and exports. Did
diminishing returns in foreign trade encourage Newfoundland owners to withdraw from
the external carrying trade? Again this is likely to have been their response, although the
response this time was somewhat slower. If we correlate changes in trade values with
changes in non-schooner tonnage over two-year periods from 1860 to 1874, and if we
introduce a two-year lag, then the correlation coefficient is an impressively high +.87.
This does not by itself prove a direct causal relationship between the two factors
examined here. But such a strong coincidence between the two factors does suggest some
form of relationship between variations in external trade and the investment strategies of
Newfoundland’s shipowners.

It is possible that the new brigs and brigantines were used in the important export
trade of dried cod to the West Indies and Brazil. The addition of brigs and brigantines to
the Newfoundland fleet from the late 1830’s coincides exactly with the rise of the
Brazilian trade, which continued its rapid growth in the 1840’s and 1850’s. The
contraction in the cod trade to Brazil and the West Indies in the 1860’s coincides exactly
with the decline in the registration of brigs and brigantines. The trend in both cases begins
in 1859. In 1858 Brazil and the West Indies together accounted for 45% of all exports of
Newfoundland’s dried cod, as measured in quintals. By the mid-1860’s their share of cod
exports had fallen to less than 30%. Between 1857/8 and 1867/8 dried cod exports to the
West Indies and Brazil declined at an annual rate of 6.8%. The annual rate of net
disinvestment in non-schooner tonnage in Newfoundland in the 1860’s was 6.2%.

There is clearly a need for further research into the functions of Newfoundland’s
brigs and brigantines. The Crew Lists for Newfoundland vessels will perhaps provide
answers to many of the questions posed here. We need to know more about the structural
characteristics of all Newfoundland-built vessels. The newspaper reports of entrances and
clearances from St. John’s may provide more concrete evidence of the trades in which
Newfoundland’s brigs and brigantines were employed. We need to know more about the
practice of chartering ocean-going vessels, since it is possible that an increasingly large
share of Newfoundland’s exports were carried in such vessels in the later 19th century.
Above all we need to know more about the investment strategies of Newfoundland’s
shipowners, and more about the relative advantages of various types of vessel in various
trades.

There can be no doubt that the results of such investigation have important
implications for the history of the Newfoundland economy as a whole. The traditional
resource-based economy survived because it was able to supply international markets with
a valuable commodity. The expansion of the domestic resource base, and the application
of technological advances to that resource base, required that capital be generated within
the traditional economy. The alternative was a growing dependence upon external sources
of investment capital. From the 1860’s Newfoundland became increasingly dependent
upon foreign vessels in meeting the demands of its international markets. At the present
stage of our research it is impossible to calculate the loss in capital, incomes and
employment opportunities which resulted from the failure to develop a domestic shipping
industry to serve an export-led economy. But within the traditional economy such losses
were likely to have been considerable, and they may help to explain the crisis which
Newfoundland faced at the end of the nineteenth century.
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NOTES

1. The data for this paper is taken from the Board of Trade series 107 and 108 colonial registries.
Data on vessel shareholding is contained on an SPSS systems file based on data from the same
registries. Data on Newfoundland vessels in the 1920’s is taken from the B.T.110 series.

For their assistance at various stages of the research | should like to thank all members of the
research and clerical staff of the Maritime History Group. | am particularly indebted to Keith
Matthews, David Alexander, and Lewis Fischer for their advice and help.

8 The proportion of schooner tonnage would be even higher if undecked schooners were included.
But since undecked vessels under 30 tons did not have to be registered, they do not appear in this

study.

3. Basil Greenhill and Ann Gifford, Westcountrymen in Prince Edward’s Isle, (Toronto, 1967), p.
201, refer to ‘“‘a ship built in Newfoundland in 1783, the Jenny,.. .described in registration
documents as a three-masted schooner when in 1792, now in Bristol, she visited the Pacific Coast of
North America.”’ | am indebted to Lewis Fischer for this reference.

4. In fact their share of total tonnage was probably a little more than 44%. Each owner’s share of
tonnage has been calculated by dividing the tonnage of each vessel owned by 64 (since shares in vessels
were stated in 64ths) and multiplying by the number of shares the owner held. But about 20% of
registrations in St. John's do not state the number of shares. In these cases the numerator used in the
calculation is 64 — which gives each joint owner the entire tonnage of the vessel. This coincides with
the legai reality: where the number of shares is not stated, the owners were a partnership, and each of
the joint owners could claim full ownership of the vessel insofar as they were members of that
partnership. The sum of total tonnage owned which is used to calculate percentages is thus much
larger than the real total tonnage of registered vessels. The resulting percentages would be inaccurate,
however, only to the extent that such joint ownerships were unevenly distributed among different
occupational groups, and to the extent that they were unevenly distributed among large and small
owners. In fact the 103 large owners had a slightly smaller percentage of such joint ownerships than
did smaller owners. Thus their real share of total tonnage may be a few percentage points higher than
is stated here.

5. | am murch indebted to Keith Matthews for his assistance in dealing with the problem of
occupational categories, and in distinguishing between Newfoundland owners with identical or similar
names. | have made extensive use of Keith Matthews' A Who Was Who of Families Engaged in the
Fishery and Settlement of Newfoundland, 1660-1840, (Memorial University, 1971), and of the
Newfoundland name file contained in the archive of the Maritime History Group.

6. | am indebted to Keith Matthews for this information.

7. Estimates of the life expectancy of 1854 vessels have been used and are based on a simple life
table for all rigs in the decade.

8. All information on the cod fishery in this paper is taken from Shannon Ryan, The
Newfoundland Cod Fishery in the Nineteenth Century, unpublished M.A. Thesis, (Memorial
University of Newfoundland, 1971). | should like to thank the author for permission to make use of
the statistics contained in this thesis.

. See David Alexander, “Newfoundland’s Traditional Economy and Development to 1934",
Acadiensis, Autumn 1974, voi. 4, no. 1, pp. 55-78.

10. Trade values have been adjusted by applying the Rousseaux price index, which is probably the
best such index which could be applied to Newfoundland in the 19th century. Unfortunately no such
price index exists for Newfoundland.
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THE PORT OF PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND, 1840-1889:
A PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS]
Lewis R. Fischer

In his seminal work, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry, Ralph Davis called
upon historians to undertake intensive studies of individual ports in order to more
fully comprehend the growth and significance of the shipping industry.2 While the
current study does not correspond precisely to the challenge which Professor Davis
posed to the profession, it does find its roots in that suggestion.

This paper is concerned with Prince Edward Island. Despite its limited geo-
graphic area and relatively small population, the Island has long been recognized as a
major shipbuilding area during the ‘‘age of sail.” Less attention, however, has been
directed toward the importance of a related industry — shipowning.3 Residents of
the Island owned a large variety and number of sailing ships, but little reliable
information exists about either the fleet or its operation.4 This paper 1S a pre-
liminary attempt to redress that deficiency. Despite its location, the PEI industry
was integrated into the larger maritime economy. By comprehending the PEI exper-
ience during a crucial period in its history we may come a bit closer not only to
responding to Professor Davis’ concerns but also to advancing our understanding of
the regional economy of eastern Canada in the 19th century.

I

The “pearl of the Gulf” was already well established as a port of registry by
1840°. The 1830’s were a period of heavy registrations of new vessels, but almost
all were small schooners. This rig predominated in the early years, with a sprinkling
of larger rigs, mainly brigs and barques, growing in importance throughout the '30’s.
But the opeiung of the fifth decade of the century provides a logical place to begin
an analysis. From 1840 onward, the registration of vessels was dramatically
accelerated. Larger rigs became more common, and brigantines, an especially impor-
tant rig in Prince Edward Island, were built in larger numbers.

A total of 3521 new registrations were opened in the port between 1840 and
1889.6 While the fleet broadly resembled those of other ports in the Maritimes, analysis
of the distribution by rig reveals some unique features. The schooner fleet made up a
smaller percentage of the total than in other ports for which we have comparable data. In
place of schooners, Islanders possessed larger numbers of brigantines than appears to have
been the norm. However, if schooners and brigantines are aggregated, under the
assumption that they were used for roughly similar tasks, 70% of all vessels registered fall
into this new category./ This corresponds closely to the percentages found in both
Yarmouth, Nova Scotia and Saint John, New Brunswick.8 Prince Edward Island also
operated a large fleet of brigs and continued to register them well into the 1870’s, long
after most ports in the region had abandoned brigs in favour of other, more efficient rigs.
As well, the Island was the largest centre in eastern Canada for barquentines. While that
rig was relatively rare in most parts of the world, its distinctive design was a fairly
common sight to Island residents. Barquentines comprised only 1.5% of the new vessel
totals over the period, but this figure looms larger when the fact that all of these vessels
were registered after 1873 is considered. Over the last seventeen years under investigation.
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barquentines accounted for almost 8% of all new registrations in the port.
TABLE 1

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND VESSELS, 1840-1889

RIG NUMBER %
Schooners 1351 38.4
Brigantines 1113 31.6
Brigs 576 16.4
Barques 359 10.1
Barquentines 54 15
Ships 36 1.0
Steamers* 30 0.9
Sloops 2 0.1

3521 100.0

»

*Steamers include steam and sail. Source: BT 107 and 108, Prince Edward Island Shipping
Registries (Public Record Office, London)

It is also worth noting the small number of full-rigged ships registered. For a
port that produced a sizeable number and variety of deep-sea rigs, the failure to
build and own more ships may seem surprising, especially in light of the trend
throughout the North Atlantic towards larger vessels as the century progressed.
Almost half of the ships ever registered entered the fleet prior to 1860, before most
similar ports had begun to acquire substantial numbers of these vessels. Thus,
Islanders demonstrated an ability to both construct and operate this larger rig before
many other ports which later far surpassed them in this regard. The explanation for
this is necessarily tentative, but it is worth exploring here because it will also help
to explain some other phenomena to be examined later.

Islanders probably rejected this largest of sailing rigs for three reasons. First of
all, they put less of a premium on size in the vessels which they retained for their
own use. Most of the vessels retained as long-term assets were engaged in the coastal
trade, where attributes other than size counted heavily. Second, by mid-century the
Islanders had established themselves in certain export markets for sailing vessels.
They gained a reputation for inexpensive and relatively well-constructed smaller rigs,
and their customers came to rely on them for those types of vessels.? The building
and marketing of larger rigs would have forced the Islanders to develop different
skills and expertise. Finally, as the years passed, supplies of wood suitable for the
construction of larger rigs were being rapidly exhausted. This is not to arque that
the Island was running out of wood; indeed, as late as 1890, wood and wood
products represented over 20% of exports from the Island by dollar value.lO The
larger trees needed for the construction of big ships were almost depleted, however,
by mid-century, thus forcing the builders and owners to make crucial decisions
concerning the allocation of increasingly scarce resources. The Islanders, like so
many groups in similar dilemmas, opted for the security of the familiar.

Not only did Islanders refrain from heavy involvement in the largest of the
rigs, they also showed a tendency toward increasing the sizes of vessels within
established rigs only moderately. The stability of vessel size is suggested in Table 2.

46



The small increases are somewhat surprising in view of the trend throughout most of
the North Atlantic toward larger vessels throughout the century. However, the
discussion above provides a rationale for the stability. The average vessel in the fleet
increased by only 51.7% over the growth period (1840-1879).

TABLE 2

AVERAGE TONNAGE BY RIG, 1840-1889*

RIG 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
No. 3 No. X No. X No. x No. X
All Vessels 758 142 923 157 941 179 691 215 208 165
Schooners 371 75 339 61 279 65 232 60 130 63
Brigantines 191 122 260 132 385 174 236 202 32 243
Brigs 117 208 210 203 173 235 75 266 1 328
Barques 72 392 92 387 83 369 100 490 12 721
Baraquentines - — — — — - 32 375 22 359
Ships 5 715 12 856 15 666 4 814 — -
Steam 1 57 1 76 6 291 12 278 10 132
Sloops 1 9 - — — — - — 1 9

*New registrations only. Steam includes steam and sail. Tonnages are net burthen before 1854 and
gross registered after that date. Source: Derived from BT 107 and 108.

Schooners actually decreased on average by 16.6% over the period. Particularly
interesting in light of the finding that changes in tonnage measurement introduced by the
Merchant Shipping Act of 1854 tended to inflate schooner tonnages after that date by
about 10%11! is the decrease in average tonnage of that rig by 18.7% between the 1840’s
and 1850’s. Thus, the decrease in average tonnage for schooners in this decade is even
more dramatic than the figures indicate. An examination of the rapid increase in the size
of the brigantine fleet, particularly pronounced after 1845, provides a possible
explanation for this seeming anomaly. In the early 1840’s a number of vessels in the
100-150 ton class were being rigged as schooners; after mid-decade, however, these vessels
were increasingly being rigged as brigantines, thus reducing the average tonnage of
schooners. Also somewhat illusory are the modest increases in schooner tonnages in the
1880’s, which are totally accounted for by the registration of seven large three-masted
schooners in that decade.

While other rigs increased in size over time, such advances were generally modest.
Ships, for example, increased on average only 13.9% between the 1840’s and the 1870’s.
Brigs fared slightly better over the same period (28% increase), but even barques, which
grew 83.9% between the 1840’s and the 1880’s, and brigantines (an increase of 98.8%
over a similar period) increased in tonnage at rates which were well below those at the
port of Yarmouth and probably the entire North Atlantic region as well.

As a major shipbuilding centre, it would be expected that a majority of the new
vessel registrations at Prince Edward Island would consist of locally produced vessels.
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Such proved to be the case: only 349 (9.9%) of all new registrations were of vessels built
or previously registered elsewhere.l2 Most of these imports came from the Maritime
provinces, with a sizeable complement coming from the United States, mainly New
England. The largest number of transfers were schooners (83%) and brigantines (9%),
which far exceeded the proportion of these rigs in the fleet as a whole (70%).

TABLE 3

SOURCES OF VESSELS TRANSFERRED TO P.E.I., 1840-1889

PLACE NO. %
Nova Scotia* 145 41.6
United States 121 34.7
New Brunswick 52 14.9
Canada* 13 3.7
Great Britain 11 3.2
Europe 5 1.4
Newfoundland . 0.5

349 100.0

*NOTE: Nova Scotia includes Cape Breton; Canada includes only Upper and Lower Canada (Ontario
and Quebec). Source: BT 107 and 108

The transfers were heavily concentrated after 1850. Only five transfers to the port
occurred in the 1840’s while 282 were accomplished between 1850 and 1880. While the
bulk thus took place in the middle three decades under study, the importance of this
source of assets to the fleet was greatest in the 1880’s. The 62 vessels imported in that
decade represented 30% of all new additions to the fleet in the period 1880-1889.

The 3172 vessels built on Prince Edward Island and added to the local fleetl3 were
highly dispersed in terms of their place of build. Some 176 different towns and localities
built vessels for the fleet, and most produced less than 1% of the total. But even the
largest shipbuilding centre, the town of Mount Stewart, produced only 5.8% of the total.
Four centres produced between 4 and 5% of the total, and an additional six contributed
between 3 and 4%. Almost no section of the Island with access to the sea failed to build
sailing vessels.

An analysis of place of build of the various rigs reinforces this impression of
dispersion. Only the production of barquentines was highly concentrated, with just over
75% of the total built in the five leading centres for barquentine production. The building
of brigs showed the least concentration, with only 27% being built in the leading centres
for brigs, followed by schooners (30.4%), brigantines (32.4%), barques (32.6%), and ships
(54.3%).

No centre ranked in the first five for all six of the major rigs. Mount Stewart and
Grand River placed in the first five for four rigs (neither produced large numbers of
schooners or ships), Summerside for three (schooners, brigs, and ships were not built in
large numbers), Charlottetown for three (brigantines, brigs, and ships), and Bideford for
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three (barques, barquentines and ships).

TABLE 4

LEADING SHIPBUILDING CENTRES IN P.E.L

PLACE
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Some regions, however, specialized according to their economic interests. The
production of larger rigs for example, was heavily concentrated in the area around
Malpeque Bay, especially in the towns of Port Hill and Bideford. The dominant family in
this region, the Yeos, also placed sizeable shipbuilding orders at yards along Grand River
and Egmont Bay, accounting for the high rankings of these locations in the production of
large rigs. On the other hand, schooner production, although widely dispersed throughout
the Island, found focal points in New London, New Glasgow, Rustico, Murray Harbour,
and Souris, which were centres of the small fishing industry.

A total of 1920 people were original investors in Prince Edward Island shipping
over the period.14 Of this number, 1707 were original investors in new registrations.
Single proprietorship was the most common pattern of ownership in all vessel
classifications, but the number of owners of individual vessels ranged to a high of 32 in
one steamer. Over the period as a whole, the mean number of original shareholders per
vessel was extremely low and varied narrowly by rig. Schooners tended most toward
single-ownership, with an average of 1.39 original owners per vessel, followed closely by
brigs (1.40), barques and barquentines (1.43), and brigantines (1.47). Only ships (1.94)
and steamers (2.84) differed significantly from this pattern, although the 32 owner
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steamer previously mentioned greatly skewed the latter average. In general, the number of
owners per vessel varied directly with the increasing average size of rig. This probably
demonstrates the greater capitalization needed to purchase the larger rigs. However, the
generally low owner per vessel ratio seems most significant and is probably best explained
by reference to the large number of vessels which were built and registered on the Island
but quickly sold or transferred to other ports. In the 1840’s, for example, almost 90% of
new registrations were disposed of in this manner, and the mean time between
registration and transfer was less than two years. If the ownership strategy was to quickly
dispose of assets, there would correspondingly be less need to take in partners to facilitate
financing or to spread the risks which long-term ownership would increasingly entail.

It is a simple exercise to isolate the fleet’s major shareholders. The procedure
followed was to select all owners whose names appeared on ten or more registries. 19 This
technique identified 73 owners who met the criteria. James Yeo, Sr., had the most entries

(135), followed by Lemuel C. Owen, James C. Pope, James Peake, Sr., William Welsh, and
James Duncan, all of whom appeared over 100 times. Below them were a host of others
with familial or business connections, which leads to the conclusion that concentration of
ownership was extremely high in this port. In fact, the 73 leading owners, although
representing but 3.8% of the total, accounted for 51% of the 5088 shareholdings in new
registrations. In terms of tonnage owned, their dominance was even more dramatic:
440,258 tons, or 72.9% of all new tonnage registered over the period, were owned by
these men. The large owners were clearly dominant.

Almost all of the large owners were merchants, and men of commerce were by far
the leading occupational group in vessel ownership. Almost 60% of all shareholdings were
accounted for by merchants. Farmers followed with 13.5% and shipbuilders with 11.5%.
The underdeveloped state of the P.E.I. fishery is attested to by the fact that fishermen
and mariners represented only 8.1% of all shareholdings.

The cwnership of the fleet was unequally distributed geographically as well. In
order to analyze regionality of ownership, Prince Edward Island was divided into sixteen
regions. A compilation of exports published by the House of Assembly in 1859 served as
the basis for the determination of regions. Data on exports, occupations and population
derived from census material was then used to outline hinterlands around the major
exporting centres. There is some artificiality in the process, since for purposes of analysis
the regions were assumed to be static; in actuality, the hinterland boundaries were
constantly shifting as a centre gained or lost prominence. Still, the procedure did not
overly distort reality while it made analysis somewhat easier.

The regional concentrations stand out clearly in Table 5. Residents of the
Charlottetown region, for example, accounted for 49% of all appearances on registries
and 51% of all tonnage owned. Residents of the Malpeque region, which included Port
Hill and Bideford, both centres with concentrations of larger rigs, provided 7.2% of
shareholdings but 14.2% of the tonnage, the largest ratio of tonnage to shareholdings on
the Island. The Bedeque-Summerside region also had a favourable tonnage to share-
holding ratio, accounting for 5.5% of all shareholdings and 8.5% of all tonnage. The
overwhelming majority of both registry shares and tonnage were held within the Island;
only 2.9% of all reqgistry appearances and 3.1% of tonnage were accounted for by
non-residents.
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TABLE S

REGIONAL OWNERSHIP IN P.E.l. VESSELS

% OF SHAREHOLDINGS % OF TONNAGE
NO, REGION IN NEW REGISTRATIONS NEW REGISTRATIONS
1 - Tignish 0.6 0.3
2 Cascumpec 1.4 1.0
3 Egmont Bay 1.3 1.2
4 Malpeque 7.2 14.2
5 Grand River 1.3 0.8
6 Bedeque-Summerside 5.5 8.5
7 New London 4.1 1.8
8 Crapaud 1.5 0.7
9 Rustico 4.7 3.0
10 Charlottetown 49.0 51.0
11 Orwell 1.9 1.2
13 Murray Harbour 2.0 15
14 Georgetown-Three Rivers 6.4 5.8
15 Souris-Colville Bay 5.1 3.0
16 St. Peters-Morell 3.0 2.2
Outside P.E.I. 2.9 . B
Source: BT107 and 108
II

The registration of new vessels at Prince Edward Island proceeded at an uneven rate
throughout the period under consideration. No doubt this was caused at least partially by
the integration of the shipbuilding and shipowning industries, since the former was
characterized almost everywhere by wide fluctuations. If new vessel registrations are
analyzed by decade, the 1850’s and 1860’s appear to stand out as growth periods. If the
analysis is broken down into years, however, both these decades show extreme
fluctuations in new vessels added to the fleet. In the 1850’s new additions ranged from a
low of 61 in 1859 to a high of 121 in 1854, the range in the '60’s moved from 59 in 1869
to 137 in 1865, the largest number of new registrations added in one year during the
period. The 1840’s were more stable, and the growth in that decade served as a prelude to
the hectic 1850’s, while the number of new additions declined in the 1870’s, with the
trend particularly noticeable after 1877. The 1880’s were the twilight of the port; only
208 new vessels were added to the fleet in that decade, with the yearly high only reaching
31.

The situation seems virtually identical if the tonnage added in each decade is
similarly scrutinized, but there are clarifications. The rapid growth in tonnage in the
1850’s is muted somewhat if 510% is deducted because of measurement changes
introduced by the 1854 Act. The 1860’s remain a peak decade, but the decline in the
1870’s no longer seems so great, with tonnage added to the ﬂeet roughly equal to the
1850’s. The 1880's, however, seem, if anything, more of a disaster.
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TABLE 6

NEW REGISTRATIONS AT P.E.I., 1840-1889*

ALL VESSELS SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS BARQUES B'TINES SHIPS
Period No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons No. Tons
1840-49 758 107,573 49 26 25 22 15 23 9 26 — — 1 3
1850-59 923 144,917 37 14 29 25 23 29 10 25 - — 1 7
1860-69 941 168,340 30 11 41 40 18 24 9 18 — — 2 6
1870-79 691 148,790 34 9 34 32 11 13 14 33 5 8 1 2
1880-89 208 34,224 63 24 15 23 0 1 1 25 11 23 — -

*Rig columns are expressed as percentages. Source: BT 107 and 108.
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An analysis by rig, though, suggests that the fleet was far from static. Almost half
of the registries in the 1840’s were schooners, but this percentage declined to a low of
30% before rising again to 63% in the 1880’s. Brigantine registrations moved almost
exactly in counterbalance to schooners, rising to a peak in the 1860’s when schooners
were at their lowest ebb. Brigs and barques, the other rigs with large registrations, likewise
followed different courses. The percentage of brigs added reached a peak in the 1850’s
while barques had their heyday in the 1870’s, a period in which the importance of brigs
was declining.

The tonnages accounted for by the various rigs also fluctuated. Schooners
accounted for 26% of the tonnage added to the fleet in the 1840’s but only 9% between
1870 and 1879. Other rigs responded to change in a less linear fashion, but generally their
proportion of tonnage added related closely to their share of new vessels registered.

But such figures can be illusory. In fact, it can be shown that the proportion of new
registrations and tonnage added in each decade was remarkably constant if we aggregate
rigs by function. It has been suggested that by mid-century it should be possible to group
~schooners and brigantines together as “coastal vessels’”, and brigs, barquentines, and
barques as ““ocean-going”.16 There is a great deal of logic to such a transformation, as an
analysis of voyages derived from crew lists of Prince Edward Island ships suggests. A
sample of 284 voyages for brigantines and schooners after 1850 revealed that the
overwhelming majority were engaged either in the coasting trade in Great Britain or in
trade with Canada, the other Maritime Provinces, the United States or the West Indies.
Only three vessels were plying the North Atlantic trade routes, while one brigantine was
engaged on a voyage to South America. For larger rigs, however, the picture is reversed;
out of a sample of 204 voyages, 87% were of the ““ocean-going” variety to Europe, South
Ainerica, Asia and Africa.

This reclassification by function shows that the coastal rigs varied little in
proportion to the ocean-going rigs throughout the period. The coasters accounted for
66% of the vessels and 39% of the tonnage in the 1850’s, reaching a high of 78% of the
vessels in the 1880’s and 51% of the tonnage in the 1860’s and 1870’s. As we showed
earlier, the individual rigs fluctuated widely, but these fluctuations were counterbalanced
by opposite trends among other rigs within the classification. This suggests that
shipowners were making decisions on the functions to be served by new orders in a
fairly similar manner at most times in the period. In this regard, the character of the port
changed little; it could be argued that the P.E.I. fleet seemed almost in an arrested state
of evolution. | |

This hypothesis may be tested in two ways. The first of these is by the use of
correlation analysis. Table 7 provides series of correlation coefficients between changes in
new vessel registrations and tonnage and changes in fleet registrations and tonnage for
both coastal and ocean-going rigs. Aside from the 1850’s, which have already been
discussed as a depression period for coastal vessels, and the 1850’s, when the registration
of ocean-going rigs declined at an even more rapid rate than the fleet as a whole, it is clear
that the numbers of new vessels added to the fleet were determined jointly in most
decades by the coastal and ocean-going fleets. Similarly, changes in tonnage added were
jointly determined, with only coastal vessels for the 1850’s seriously out of line, although
the relationship is stronger for ocean-going vessels in each decade. This differs markedly
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from the findfngs for Yarmouth, where the coastal rigs generally determined changes in
fleet size while the ocean-going rigs were far more positively correlated with changes in

tonnage.

TABLE 7

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF CHANGES IN NEW VESSEL
REGISTRATION BY VESSEL TYPE

COASTAL OCEAN-GOING
Period Vessels Tonnage Vessels Tonnage
1840-49 70 +.60 +.79 +.91
1850-59 +.39 +.29 +.72 +.97
1860-69 +.88 +.76 +.85 +.79
1870-79 +.94 +.92 +.86 +.97
1880-89 +.93 +.84 +.69 +.92

Source: BT 107 and 108

While the results of correlation analysis lend some credence to the hypothesisin a
limited time frame (by decades), trend analysis can provide a longer term perspective on
the twin components of the fleet. It would be possible to fit single equation trend lines
over both the coastal and ocean-going fleets for the entire period, but neither line would
be congruent with reality. An examination of the graph on new additions to fleet
indicates that there really are two distinct trends for each aggregate. For the coastal
vessels, a trend line fitted over the period 1840-1869 (Y = 51.24 + .36X) indicates a
modest increase of about one vessel every three years. A second equation, fitted for
1863-1889 (Y = 36.92 — 2.58X) shows a rapid decline of more than five vessels every two
years on trend. For the ocean-going fleet, the line fitted for 1840-1857 (Y = 25.44 +
1.83X) illuminates the rapid growth of the early decades, while a second trend line (Y =
25.35 — .53X) indicates a slow decline for the period 1861-1878. The almost nonexistent
registrations of ocean-going rigs after 1878 makes trend analysis for the last decade
meaningless, but this exclusion should be born in mind, since it makes strict
comparability between the slopes of the second trend series ill advised.

What does all of this mean? In general terms, both the correlation and trend
analyses validate the hypothesis that both components of the fleet vary little from each

other. Each analytical tool, however, clarifies the picture of the port a bit more. One
important fact is now clear: the growth period for ocean-going rigs ceased much earlier in
Prince Edward Island than in other ports containing a similar mix of rigs. The rapid
growth of the ocean-going fleet in the first decade and a half explains the divergences
between the two fleets in the 1850’s which were previously noted. Most likely
overbuilding resulted, and as the building of larger rigs slowed in the later 1850’s, the two
sets of rigs began to move back toward synchronization. At any rate, by the mid-1860’s,
the two fleets can be seen to have resumed their general relationship.
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Thus far, we have been analyzing what may be termed gross investment (new
additions to the fleet), but a different perspective may be attained by turning to an
analysis of net investment, which may be defined as new registrations minus registry
closures. It is possible that the two measurements are closely related, but this did not
necessarily have to be the case. If registry closures proceeded at different rates in
different decades, for example, it is possible that the two perspectives would yield
entirely different results.

Tables 8 and 9 present two sets of figures on net investment; the differences
between the two must be explained before the analysis can begin.

The first table shows net additions according to the official date of closure on the
registry; this may be termed the ‘‘official fleet size’’. With almost 20% of the vessels,
however, the official date of closing bore little or no relationship to the actual time when
the vessel ceased service. In some cases, the registrar included two dates with the closure
information, one representing the date when the registry was officially closed and one
which represented the actual date of termination of service. In those cases, the alterations
made to produce the “adjusted fleet size’’ in Table 9 were straight-forward, involving
merely a subtraction of the actual date from the official closure date to produce a more
realistic estimate of fleet size.

In over 400 cases, however, the information on registry closure gave little hint as to
when the vessel might actually have gone out of service. Affecting primarily schooners
and brigantines, this problem was usually typified by registry entries such as ‘“Missing per
Annual List’’ (the most common), ‘‘Out of Existence’, or ‘Disposition Unknown"'. These
cases were largely concentrated in years when the registrar decided to cleanse from his
lists those vessels which he reliably believed to be out of existence. In Prince Edward
Island, the first of these cleansing years occurred in 1857, and a glance at the almost
perpendicular slope from 1857 to 1858 in the official fleet size component of the graph
showing vessels on registry will demonstrate the result; almost 200 vessels were removed
from the official lists in a massive frenzy of adjustment. Other cleansing years were not
nearly so dramatic, but major adjustments to the fleet were made in this way in 1865,
1868, and 1885.

The problem, of course, is in adjusting the fleet size in such a manner as to reduce
the impact of nonexistent vessels between these cleansing years. It would have been
possible to apply the average life expectancy of individual rigs by decade to each
unknown, but such a procedure was rendered impossible by 37 vessels which needed
adjustment during decades when an insufficient number of those rigs were registered to
make mean life expectancies statistically valid. Another alternative would have been to
apply a global life expectancy figure to effect the adjustment. While this might seem
logical, it was concluded that it was unlikely that the vessels with unknown closings were
either transferred or registered de novo. The large number of transfers and de novos, most
of which occurred within a short time of the opening of the registry, would have seriously
distorted the average downward. Instead, it was decided to use an average life expectancy
figure which excluded these categories of closure. This figure was computed at 7.33 years;
by applying this average to vessels with uncertain dates of closure, the remainder of Table
9 was calculated. While the life experiences of some vessels were undoubtedly
misrepresented by the application of this technique, it seems unlikely that the distortion
was severe. On the contrary, the net additions thus obtained seem far more likely to
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depict reality than the official figures.

TABLE 8

NET ADDITIONS TO FLEET: OFFICIAL SERIES

RIG 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
All Vessels +103 -82 +65 +12 -113
Schooners + 60 -71 + 1 +19 - 26
Brigantines + 26 +7 +25 -23 - 44
Brigs + 8 -8 + 1 - 8 - 15
Barques + 6 -1 +27 + 8 - 26
Barquentines - —_ — +11 -1
Ships + 2 +4 + 6 - 5 - 4
Steam™* + 1 0 + 5 +10 + 3
Coastal + 86 -64 +26 - 4 - 70
Ocean-Going + 17 -18 +39 +16 - 43

*Steam includes steam and sail. Source: BT 107 and 108

TABLE 9

NET ADDITIONS TO FLEET: ADJUSTED SERIES

RIG 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
All Vessels +45 + 5 +62 + 7 -114
Schooners + 4 +20 0 +13 - 27
Brigantines +25 + 3 +27 -22 - 44
Brigs + 6 - 8 + 1 . '3 - 15
Barques + 6 « 19 +24 +10 - 27
Barquentines - - — +11 -1
Ships + 2 + 1 + 5 - 6 - 2
Steam™ + 1 0 + 5 + 8 + 2
Coastal +29 +23 +27 -9 - 71
Ocean +16 -18 +35 +16 - 43

*Steam includes steam and sail. Scurce: BT 107 and 108.

Comparison of Tables 8 and 9 shows the dramatic differences between official and
adjusted investment. Concentrating on Table 9, it is clear that investment in coastal ships
was strong in the 1840’s and 1860’s; net investment was also positive in the 1850’s,
despite the earlier suggestion based upon gross investment that this decade was depressed
for coastal rigs. It is also worth stressing once again the counterbalancing effects of
schooner and brigantine registrations in these decades. Disinvestment occurred in coastal
rigs in the 1870’s, but this was entirely accounted for by the rapid disinvestment in
brigantines, since schooners showed a modest reinvestment trend. The disinvestment in
both rigs was pronounced in the 1880’s.
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Despite the large gross investment seen earlier in brigs and barques in the 1850’s
there was actually net disinvestment in these rigs during this decade. Brigs held their own
in the 1860’s before beginning a slow decline in the 1870’s. Barques were popular for
investments in the 1860’s, but investment slowed in the 1870’s; disinvestment in barques
occurred in all but two years after 1875. The 1870's were a boom decade for
barquentines, but they were barely being replaced in the 1880’s. Slow investment in ships
occurred through the 1860’s, but disinvestment began in 1868, with net losses occurring
in all but one year after that date before the last ship left the fleet in 1881.

An analysis of net additions to tonnage complements this picture. The 1850’s are
clearly no longer a boom period, with disinvestment in tonnage for ocean-going vessels
paralleling the decline in net additions to fleet for these rigs. Coastal rigs, despite the
proportional decline in gross additions in the '50’s, increased their tonnage by an amount
almost equal to the 1840’s.

TABLE 10

NET ADDITIONS TO FLEET TONNAGE: ADJUSTED SERIES

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
All Vessels +8844 - 5040 +22096 - 11291 -31905
Schooners - 1731 + 790 + 602 + 399 - 2018
Brigantines +3192 + 227 + 7964 - 2503 - 9407
Brigs +1952 - 2606 + 1102 - 809 - 4403
Barques +3733 - 4878 + 8496 +11818 -13722
Barquentines - - - + 4509 - b17
Ships +1641 +1414 . 2222 - 3210 - 2067
Steam* + 57 + 19 + 1710 + 1087 + 229
Coastal +1461 +1011 + 8566 - 2104 -11425
Ocean-Going +7383 - 6051 +13530 +13395 -20480

*Steam includes steam and sail. Source: BT 107 and 108

The 1860’s continue to stand out as a growth period for ocean-going rigs despite the
trends identified earlier, but now the 1870’s appear comparable, owing primarily to
increases in average vessel size and the large increases in tonnage to the barque fleet.

The Prince Edward Island fleet grew from 192 vessels and 21,833 tons of shipping
in 1840 to a peak of 388 vessels in 1866 and 67,218 tons of shipping in 1878. The
decline in number of vessels was relatively gradual from its peak year, reaching a low of
197 in 1889. The decrease in tonnage, however, was much more rapid after reaching its
peak, declining to just over 27,000 tons in 1889. Only steam vessels showed a negligible
increase in the 1880’s; all other rigs declined. Almost two-thirds of the decrease after

1878 was explained in terms of disinvestment in barques (15,000 tons) and brigantines
(11,000 tons).
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TABLE 11

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND FLEET SIZE

NUMBER OF VESSELS YEAR TONNAGE IN FLEET
Official Adjusted Official Adjusted
252 192 1840 23,638 21,833
326 241 1845 22,259 19,328
378 254 1850 36,112 31,660
473 309 1855 51,022 44,794
297 261 1860 27,582 27,034
463 382 1865 65,398 59,369
336 304 1870 48,842 46,453
409 369 1875 70,525 67,116
323 282 1880 57,395 52,235
257 219 1885 44,020 40,961
237 197 1889 29,818 27,119

Source: BT 107 and 108
TABLE 12
ANNUAL GROWTH RATES OF TONNAGE*

PERIOD ALL SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS BARQUES SHIPS
1840/41-1849/50 +3.0 -2.3 +11.2 +3.1 + 3.0 N/A
1850/51-1859/60 -2.2 +0.6 - 0.6 -5.7 - 1.2 +9.2
1860/61-1869/70 +5.2 - 1.1 + 7.6 +0.1 +10.5 +6.1
1870/71-1879/80 +2.2 +0.4 - 1.6 -1.7 + 6.0 -4.0
1880/81-1888/89 - 6.2 -2.1 -10.9 N/A - 6.6 N/A

*All figures expressed as percentages. Source: BT 107 and 108

Measured over the growth period to 1878, tonnage expanded at an annual rate of
3%. An analysis by rig and decade, however, reveals that the growth rate was not at all
smooth. As we might have expected, the 1840’s showed growth rates for all rigs except
schooners. The increase in brigantines was inflated in that decade by the extremely low
number of such vessels on registry at the start of the decade. The 1850’s were a period of
negative growth for most rigs, with only ships showing major growth; schooners and
brigantines just about held their own on an annual basis. Growth was greatest in the
1860’s, with only schooners having losses. The continued growth rate for barques in the
1870’s was almost entirely responsible for the growth that occurred in that decade. In
fact, the steady increase in barque tonnage in the 1860’s and 1870’s appears to have been
about the only major concession that the Islanders made to the North Atlantic trend

toward larger vessels.
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The size of the fleet was not determined solely by the addition of vessels. It is
obvious that the number of vessels lost to the port and the rate at which they left registry
are crucial as well. If vessels are disposed of at a faster rate than they are added, even large
gross additions to the fleet will not increase the number of vessels belonging to the port.
Indeed, this seems to be precisely what happened to the ocean-going fleet in the 1850’s.
Despite large gross additions to fleet in that decade, we have seen that there was
disinvestment in those rigs over the decade.

We may first turn our attention to the question of registry life expectancy. This was
extremely short at Prince Edward Island. The mode, even eliminating all vessels with de
novo registrations, was only one year. Over the period as a whole, the mean registry life
was 3.63 years. Each decade witnessed an increase, with the mean for all vessels rising
from 2.24 years in the 1840’s to 9.03 years in the 1880’s. In general this pattern was
replicated by all rigs.

TABLE 13

MEAN REGISTRY LIFE EXPECTANCY BY DECADE*

PERIOD
RIG 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89 AVERAGE
All Vessels 2.24 2.76 3.30 4 .98 9.03 3.63
Schooners 2.60 4.25 5.58 7.98 10:32 5.49
Brigantines 1.82 2.10 2.32 3.06 5.73 2.43
Brigs 1.99 2.09 2,22 2.69 3.00 2.25
Barques 2.79 2.67 .20 5.46 11.55 3.87
Barguentines — — - 3.60 4.75 3.90
Ships 1.80 3.09 6.67 10.25 — 5.26
Steamers 5.00 15.00 19.00 17.43 14.67 16.11

*The low number of registries of steamers in 1840-49 and 1850-59, brigs in 1€80-89, and ships
1840-49 make those averages meaningless. Source: BT 107 and 108.

Although the analysis of registry closure is not far advanced, a preliminary
discussion of the reasons for closing the registries will give us some insights into the causes
for these low but rising averages. As Table 14 shows, in the 1840’s the decade with the

lowest mean registry life, almost 90% of all vessels registered were either transferred or
sold.
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TABLE 14

REASONS FOR REGISTRY CLOSURE BY DECADE™*

REASON FOR 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1 880-89
CLOSURE No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Transferred/Sold 613 89.8 756 81.2 755 81.6 434 615 81 38.9

Marine Disaster 67 9.8 150 16.1 123 133 203 28.8 85 40.9
Condemned/
Broken Up 3 0.4 25 2.7 47 5.1 69 9.7 42 20.2

*De Novos and Unknowns excluded. Source: BT 107 and 108.

TABLE 15

REASONS FOR REGISTRY CLOSURE BY RIG (%)

RIG TRANSFERRED/SOLD MARINE DISASTER CONDEMNED/BROKEN UP
Schooners 57.3 30.0 12.7
Brigantines 88.5 10.9 0.6
Brigs 91.8 7.9 0.3
Barques 78.6 20.9 0.5
Barquentines 76.9 21.2 1.9
Ships 75.0 22.2 2.8
Steam 28.6 28.6 42.8

Source: BT 107 and 108.

This percentage declined in each succeeding decade, while the percentage of vessels whose
registries were closed because of marine disasters or being condemned or broken up
increased. Steam vessels and schooners, with the two highest mean registry life
expectancies over the period, were the rigs least likely to be transferred or sold; brigs and
brigantines, with the lowest mean registry lives, were the rigs with the greatest percentage
of transfers. There thus seems to be an inverse relationship between registry life and
percentage of transfers.

Before this relationship can be said to have had a significant impact on registry life,
however, we need to know something about the ages of vessels whose registries were
closed for the various causes. These figures indicate that the average registry age of
transfers was less than two years in the 1840’s and 1850’s but rose to almost four years in
the 1880’s. This was accounted for by the brisk market for used vessels in the early
decades; by the 1880’s, however, the demand in these export markets had diminished
considerably. Island owners found it more and more difficult to dispose of their vessels,
and this is reflected in the rising age of transfers. The practice of disposing of assets
quickly in the early decades combined with a high percentage of transfers must obviously



have had a tremendous impact upon registry life. As the period progressed, fewer vessels
were transferred, and those that were disposed of in this manner were generally older
than they had been in the earlier decades. Correspondingly, the percentage of vessels
whose registries were closed either because of marine disasters or because they were
condemned and/or broken up increased. Vessels in these categories were older, and this,
too, helps to explain the rising registry life. Since at this point there is no evidence that
the ownership strategies had changed over the period, it is likely that many of the owners
in the 1880’s still looked to export markets to dispose of their vesseis; thus, the
importance of the changing composition of registry closures would seem to merit further
intensive investigation.

TABLE 16

REGISTRY LIFE BY CAUSE OF REGISTRY CLOSURE”

REASON 1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
Transferred/Sold 1.88 1.97 2.13 2.64 3.99
Marine Disaster 4.10 3.87 6.18 5.61 8.75
Condemned/Broken Up 13.80 12.00 13.88 17.53 19.60

*De Novos and Unknowns excluded. Source: BT 107 and 108.

One other piece of information suggests the transcending importance of transfers in
understanding the port. A series of correlation coefficients was calculated to test the
relationship between new registrations of vessels in Prince Edward Island and the value of
exports from the Island. Similar correlations were computed between registrations and
new registrations in Great Britain. Since an overwhelming percentage of transfers from
the Island went to Britain, it would not be unreasonable to assume that new registrations
in Great Britain were roughly equivalent to the aggregate demand for P.E.I. vessels. The
results indicate that there was almost no relationship between exports and new
registrations on the Island. This suggests that whatever the reason for the owners’
decisions on whether to place orders for new vessels, the expectation that they would be
used immediately to carry Island produce to market was not likely one of them. The
second series of correlations, however, provides a possible explanation for the timing of
new orders. It now seems extremely likely that large numbers of Island owners carefully
considered the state of the markets for ships in Great Britain before placing orders for
new vessels. Breakdowns of the later series by rig confirms that this conclusion seems to
be generally true for the various rigs in most periods.

It would be foolhardy at this point to suggest that the above analysis provides all of
the answers. Doubtless there are other factors not yet analyzed which will augment this
explanation. However, from the data available thus far it would appear that this
hypothesis is worthy of serious consideration in any more sophisticated analysis.
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TABLE 17

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN NEW REGISTRATIONS
IN P.E.I. AND P.E.I. EXPORTS AND NEW REGISTRATIONS
OF VESSELS IN GREAT BRITAIN

PERIOD EXPORTS FROM P.E.I. NEW REGISTRATIONS IN G.B.
1840-49 +.13 +.91
1850-59 - .20 +.73
1860-69 -.03 +.89
1870-79 .17 +91
1880-89 +.27 +.96

Source: P.E.l. census materials (1851, 1871, 1881, 1891); B.R. Mitchell and Phyllis Dean (comps.),
Abstract of British Historical Statistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1962), Transport
Tables 1, 11B, 111, 217-224,

IV

The decline in importance of the shipowning industry in Prince Edward Island
roughly parallels similar trends in the rest of the Maritime Provinces and in Britain itself.
Thus, there 1s a great temptation to conclude that the decline of the industry was
inevitable, a product of historical forces which were beyond the immediate control of
simple folk in the Gulf of St. Lawrence.

Such an argument, of course, would beg the question. As the Norwegians, Swedes,
Dutch and Italians who eventually purchased much of the Prince Edward Island fleet
demonstrated, it was quite possible to operate sailing vessels profitably for many more
years, particularly the larger barques on trade routes where speed was not essential or
where port facilities were too primitive to allow rapid unloading, thus negating the
advantages possessed by steamers. Indeed, a number of PEI-built vessels operated
successfully well into the 20th century, and Basil Greenhill and Ann Giffard discovered
one Island-built brigantine which was still operated profitably in the coasting trade in the
west of England until 1960.17 Further, some of the large owners were far from “‘simple
folk”. A number of them founded ‘‘dynasties’” which played a vital role in the economic
life of Prince Edward Island in the 20th century. And these men were not isolated
economically to the degree suggested by their geographic location — many were
well-connected to mercantile and banking concerns in England and Wales. Finally, it is
not sufficient to argue that the Prince Edward Island experience was similar to those of
other ports in the Maritimes, since the reasons for these declines are as yet imperfectly
understood. Therefore, it is necessary to advance some more specific hypotheses to
account for the virtual extinction of shipowning on the Island.

Any such hypothesis, however, should stress the importance of trends elsewhere. It
is apparent that a large percentage of the Prince Edward Island fleet was transitory in
nature, consisting of assets marked for quick disposal in export markets. The decline of
demand in these markets, which began in Britain in the late 1860’s and spread to many
other port areas in the next fifteen years, left the Islanders with the option of either
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finding other markets or changing their mode of operation.

An analysis of the large owners provides some suggestive evidence that many of
them never really attempted to make the transition. The exact reason for this is as yet
unclear, but after 1878 the large owners began to rapidly withdraw from the industry.
The percentage of shareholdings held by this group declined to 23.2% in the last decade,
and tonnage owned declined to 29.3% The decline of the Charlottetown owners, from
61% of the tonnage in the 1870's to about 25% in the 1880’'s, was even more
pronounced. Only the Yeo family and its connections, all non-Charlottetown based,
continued to own large numbers of ships in the 1880’s. It can be surmised that many of
these owners feared that the shift from a brokerage to a management function would
have been difficult or less profitable. At any rate, it is clear that most owners who had
previously depended upon the export market left the industry.

It is also possible that financial constraints were instrumental in influencing owners
to depart. Some of them may not have been realizing sufficient profits to amortize
steamer replacements, for example. It is also possible that non-maritime investments were
more attractive in the new Dominion or elsewhere during the 1880’s and 1890’s, thus
attracting many shipowners to shift their investments to new fields. Not enough is Known
about this as yet to make any firm conclusions, but further research may clarify the
picture.

If many of the first generation of large shipowners were reaching the ends of their
careers at a crucial turning point in the industry, there may have been a crisis of
“entrepreneurial transition’’. Despite our knowledge that some of the early owners
successfully transferred their businesses to the second generation, this hypothesis should
not be discarded too quickly. Biographical data collected thus far indicates that a large
number of owners either retired or died in the late 1860’s and early 1870’s. This was a
transition period for the industry on the Island; while there were some good years left,
the increasing acceptance of steam was beginning to threaten their traditional markets.
The need to adapt to radically different conditions combined with the transition to
second generation ownership may well have been too formidable a task.

One possible explanation for the decline, however, makes less sense. The transition
from wooden sailing ships to iron hulled or steam vessels may have presented problems of
technological transition for owners in some ports, but it was far less likely to have caused
major problems for Prince Edward Island owners. These men had been swift to take
advantage of technological innovations for years; the transition to barquentines discussed
earlier is just one of a number of examples. While such transitions would have mandated a
greater reliance upon imported assets, it is unlikely that such tasks would have been
beyond the competence of the owners.

Whatever the reasons, it is clear that an era had closed for Prince Edward Island.
Increasingly, the Island came to be viewed (and, unfortunately, to view itself) as an
economic backwater, a province which was a drain on the economic resources of the
Canadian Confederation. While the dollars derived from agricultural exports provided a
continued economic base, in the 20th century residents were forced to adapt in new ways
to their geographic location. The very location of the Island, which had provided such an
impetus to a major shipping industry, was used to attract tourists. Visitors on one of the
ramshackle ferries operating to the Island today may be forgiven for reflecting
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nostalgically about the glories of the ““golden age of sail.”
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registered elsewhere. A search of the most likely ports, however, failed to support this supposition.
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and probably more, were built on the Island but never formally registered there. Instead, they were
issued warrants to be transferred to other ports in the United Kingdom for registration. Although this
practice was altered by the 1854 Merchant Shipping Act, it is possible that misinterpretations of the
Act allowed the practice to continue. The BT 108 series for Saint John, New Brunswick, contains
examples of shipping under warrant throughout the 1850’s, which lends some credence to this suggest.
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17. Greenhill and Giffard, op. cit. p. 226.
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4. DISCUSSION
FOLLOWING
THE PAPERS OF
K. MATTHEWS
L. FISCHER

E. SAGER

CRAIG pointed out the danger of looking at treating Newfoundland ship registrations
from an assumption that Newfoundland ‘‘was in some sense at the centre of something
rather than at the periphery.” The bulk of Newfoundland’s carrying trade was always
dominated by non Newfoundland registered vessels, and her commerce was ‘“pre-
dominantly a United Kingdom rather than a Newfoundland oriented operation.”

Looking at Prince Edward Island he stressed the point that that region was
predominantly a ship exporting factory rather than a ship owning area per se, and
outlined the strong financial connections with banks and ship brokers in the United
Kingdom who provided both the markets for the vessels, and perhaps the finance for the
new building. Thus Prince Edward Island, like Newfoundland, existed on the periphery of
a British dominated economic system.

FISCHER agreed that further study was needed on the subject of ship financing
and especially mortgaging, not only for Prince Edward Island, but for all ports being
studied, but thought on a subjective basis that in the period before 1854 mortgaging was
not a predominant feature in Prince Edward Island vessel registration.

CRAIG agreed that as far as the Prince Edward Island end was concerned this was
probably true, but thought that since the vast majority of Island vessels were exported
almost immediately to the U.K., the Prince Edward Island owners were only temporary
or “intermediary’’ owners for the purposes of getting the vessel across the Atlantic and
that an examination of transactions once the vessel was sold in Britain would reveal a
much greater degree of mortgage financing.

SAGER agreed with the importance of non Newfoundland and chartered vessels in
the general trade of Newfoundland, but arqgued that the accumulation of brigs and
brigantines indicates a possibility for Newfoundland owners to have entered the carrying
trade of the Island, and saw as a vital question the failure to have sustained a deep sea
fleet within an export led economy. However, connections between Newfoundland fish
merchants and the United Kingdom were strong and many of the merchants reqistered
their trading vessels in the U.K. rather than in Newfoundland. He also pointed out that
(unlike other parts of British North America) a substantial number of Newfoundland
registered vessels were built in Britain.

PARKER emphasized the dangers of trying to differentiate between the possible
employment of vessels on the basis of their rig. Rig was to some degree interchangeable.
Brigs and brigantines were from the 1860’s onwards going out of fashion, whilst the
schooner was tending to increase in size. The decline of the brig was due to improvements
in schooner rig which made the running costs of the brigs disproportionately high, owing
to the high costs of rigging, and greater manpower/tonnage ratios.
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FISCHER pointed out that despite this Prince Edward Island builders continued to
register brigs in large numbers up to the late 1870's and wondered why this was so, and
what employment they were designed for.

PARKER thought that they may have been sold to European owners for coastal
trades.

GREENHILL wondered whether they were truly brigs at all, since he had not
noticed any influx of Prince Edward Island brigs onto the British register during this
period. He pointed out that they may well have been brigantines. He then addressed
himself to the question of Newfoundland participation in its own carrying trade during
the second half of the century. He pointed out that there was an age old connection
between the West of England and Newfoundland, and that changing circumstances in that
area and North Wales saw the creation of a complex and integrated shipping business
which was extremely flexible and readily available on a charter basis for Newfoundland
fish merchants, and thus was a more economical means of transporting fish than by
means of Newfoundland owned vessels. “You don’t in those circumstances, build up an
expensive indigenous industry when you can draw on a cheap one that already exists.”

On the decline of Prince Edward Island he argued that it was not only a ship
building factory, but because of the proprietory system of land holding it was a unique
factory. This was because the land tenure system provided very cheap timber, and the
labour involved in working the timber was nearly free because the farmers were so much
in debt to the merchants that they had to work off their balances in the ship yards and
thus Prince Edward Island built vessels were a very low cost product.

After the 1860’s this situation began to change with the end of proprietorship, the
increasing circulation of money and a tendency to break away from the domination of
local merchants.

Why did the shipping and shipbuilding families drop out of the industry in the late
19th century? Partly because they were very specialized — producing certain types of
vessels out of specific materials, using only traditional manufacturing techniques. But
even more important perhaps, because the families did not act as perfect economic man.
After three generations ‘‘the drive had gone out of them’’ and they were unwilling to
adapt to changing economic conditions, being content to roll on as prosperous people.
There was probably dissipation of capital due to multiple inheritance and the existence of
the rest of Canada and the United States provided an easy outlet for both people and
investment of capital.

JANNASCH pointed out that just as the brig was increasingly superseded by
various schooner rigs, so by the end of the century, the ship was being replaced by the
barque which was a cheaper vessel to rig and man. He also stressed that from the 1880’s
onwards, Newfoundland fish merchants were chartering vessels from Scandinavia as well
as Britain, and their running costs were very low.

SAGER returned to the problem of Newfoundland deep sea shipping. He granted
that the carrying trade was an international one and that European and British vessels
seemed to have possessed comparative advantages by the last 20 years of the 19th
century, but that this was not necessarily true of the middle decades. Newfoundland did
have certain advantages itself, having cheap labour, access to timber and a tradition of
vessel building. Most vessels registered in Newfoundland were also built there, and the
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owners thought of themselves as builders as well. However, they lacked technological
sophistication and this placed a limit on the type and number of larger vessels they could
produce. He argued that technology remained primitive throughout the entire New-
foundland economy during the 19th century, although certain foreign fishing inno-
vations, such as cod traps and trawls, were introduced. When Newfoundlanders became
aware of their need for modern technology during the 1880’s and 1890’s they chose to
import it not for maritime industries but for railways, and mineral and lumber industries.
In addition to this, the Newfoundland economy was badly weakened by 1880 due to the
decline in the value of the fishery, and thus capital formation in the shipping and fishing

sectors declined very seriously.

MATTHEWS summarised the development of Newfoundland’s carrying trade.
Until the French Revolution, the merchant ships which tcok the fish to market were
mainly owned by the same men who organized the fishery and all were centered on the
West of England. In 1790 at least 75% of the vessels coming from England to the fishery
were owned by English merchants in the fish trade.

There was little or no shipping owned in Mewfoundland, neither was there much
chartering from independent owners in England. Although the resident population of
Newfoundland had been increasing steadily since about 1750, it was still insufficient to
produce all the fish needed and thus much of the labour was hired on a short term basis
from England and Ireland, whilst the English fishery on the Grand Banks produced large
quantities of fish. Thus the fish merchants could use their vessels to bring supplies to
Newfoundland and take produce to market and also had a ready source of income from
the carriage of passengers out and home, and could use the smaller vessels to fish
throughout the summer on the Grand Banks.

By 1815 this situation had changed drastically. The Bank fishery had practically
disappeared, whilst the population had increased to such an extent that the passenger
trade was declining. There were still people coming out to Newfoundland, but far fewer
were returning to the U.K. in the fall of the year. This presented the fish
merchant-shipowner with great problems since he lost the profit from the passenger trade
and could no longer hope to gain much return from putting his vessels into the Bank
fishery. At the same time, mainland British North America was developing quickly and
thus it was easy to obtain space for cargo on vessels coming out from Europe. Thus a
difference emerged between shipping availability for Newfoundland’s imports and that
for her exports. It was easy to freight goods into Newfoundland, but much more difficult
to find vessels which could take fish to Southern Europe.

By 1820 the Newfoundland merchant’s involvement in shipowning had generally
diminished but they had really split into two groups. One section, basically merchants
who still resided in South Devon or Dorset, and traded to the Outports or kept up the
Bank fishery, still own their own fleets of merchant and fishing vessels, and still
transported some of their labour out and home. Thus the firm of Robert Slade and
Company of Trinity hardly ever chartered shipping either to bring cargoes out from the
U.K. or to take fish to Southern Europe. This group of ‘‘Outport merchants’ were
however, a steadily declining force in the fishery and most had disappeared by 1870. The
power lay with the entrepreneurs in St. John’s and Conception Bay, where increasingly
the trade of Newfoundland became centred as the century wore on. These men were only
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marginally involved in the production as distinct from the marketing of fish, and with the
availability of space on vessels trading between Britain and the mainland, did not need to
own their own vessels in order to import goods. Increasingly they found it made no sense
to own large fleets of sea going vessels if the main point of employment was merely to
carry fish to market.

Thus arose the situation whereby the fish merchants imported goods in vessels
which happened to be passing Newfoundland on their way somewhere else, whilst they
exported fish on vessels which were generally employed in European trades, the fruit
trade being the most satisfactory, but which were available to make one run a year out tc
Newfoundland, with salt from Portugal, Spain or Sicily.

Despite this, however, the merchants did continue to own a certain number of
sea-going vessels, probably because this gave them a certain stability and control over
their trades. This was certainly true of the large ‘“Water Street’” merchants such as Job's,
Bowring’s, Baine Johnston, J. and W. Stewart and Allan Goodridge. Most of these
companies had head offices in Britain and tended to register their sea-going vessels in
Liverpool, Creenock or London rather than St. John's, but there were merchants in
Newfoundland who did not have close connections with Britain. The firm of Harvey and
Dunscombe, for example, were Bermuda based and dominated the West Indies trade,
whilst others, such as Archibald or Tobin, were offshoots of families established in the
Maritime Provinces. These men sometimes registered vessels in Newfoundland but equally
might register them in Bermuda, Cape Breton or Halifax. It was in the West Indian,
Brazilian and Canadian trades that Newfoundland owners had the best opportunity to
employ their vessels.

However, as SAGER pointed out, the Newfoundland ship owners managed to take
a considerable share of the carrying trade during the 1840’s and 1850’s. Why was it
feasible for them to be in deep sea shipping at that period? Why does this trend fail to
strengthen after 18607

DAVIES warned against the danger of becoming too involved with ‘‘ships as
ships’’. They should be regarded as ‘‘operating units” in the same manner as we might
now evaluate railway freight cars. The owners were concerned mainly with obtaining a
return on capital and on average regarded their vessels ““with a lot less enthusiasm than we
do with hindsight”’. He pointed out that the decline in the Canadian shipping industry
should be considered along with that of the United States of America. The decline of the
latter was not due to lack of capital, entrepreneurship or the technological ability to build
iron and/or steam vessels, it was much more because there were better opportunities for
investment in other fields.

KNOPPERS in discussing the problem of adapting to technological change pointed
out that the Dutch, who had been leaders in shipping technology and operation in the
17th century, stagnated in the 18th, and this was due partly to the influence of ship
building guilds which fought the importation of designs from England and France.

Regarding the ownership of Canadian registered vessels, is it possible to
differentiate between active and passive shareholders? The active owner had a different
attitude to investment in shipping compared with the passive owner to whom it was
simply one of perhaps several alternative investments. Is it possible to determine the rate
of return on investment, and if so, how did returns from shipping compare over the
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period with other possible investments, assuming that investment capital existed to begin
with? - |
FISCHER thought it would be possible to differentiate between active and passive
share owning, at least to some degree. For example, the managing owner would certainly
be active, and perhaps the higher a person’s name appeared on the list of owners, the
more likely he or she was to be an active participant. For example, where widows appear
as part owners in Prince Edward Island, their names are always low on the list.

PARKER pointed out that in the United States after the 1870’s many inactive
shareholders were not merely ‘‘passive’”’ in that they usually were connected with the
shipping industry as builders, brokers, chandlers or sailmakers. They invested not so much
to receive a return on the trading investment but rather to secure the business of the
vessel and thus whilst a truly silent partner in a vessel might fare badly ‘‘this gang of forty
thieves did quite well”’. A similar situation may well have existed in Eastern Canada.

JANNASCH, commenting on the problems of technological innovation, pointed
out that even with the system of wooden sailing ships, building materials and equipment
such as anchors, chains, windlasses, steering gear etc. were generally imported from
Britain, and yet a large number of patents connected with shipping were taken out in
Canada before 1867, and thus both an interest and a design capability did exist in
Maritime Canada.

PALMER, on the question of active and passive ownership asked whether the
Maritime History Group had as yet analysed the actual number of owners per vessel and
whether this changed over time. Studies of Liverpool and London, in Britain, seemed to
indicate that over the 19th century there was a tendency for the number of owners per
vessel to decrease and for inactive partners to drop out of this form of investment.

FISCHER had examined the question but had not yet analysed ownership by
decades. His impression was that in Prince Edward Island there tended to be an increase
in the number of owners per vessel until the collapse of the industry in the 1880’s, which
left only active owners in the shipping industry.

SACER raised the problem of whether, behind the names which appeared as
owners of a vessel on the registry, there existed a system of hidden ownership, or
mortgage investment and whether this might be discoverable.

CRAIG, in a discussion of the role of sailing vessels in the late 19th century, where
steam was clearly beginning to predominate, pointed out that in the British industry at
least, the survival of sailing vessels was partly dependent upon the loadir 7 and unloading
facilities of ports, and of the particular demands of cargoes. Thus where¢ ‘he port of call
had few means of rapid loading and discharging as in much of the coal trade, sailing
vessels could still operate successfully, due to their low capital investment vis a vis the
steamer which had to operate as continuously as possible. Thus the late 19th century
sailing ship was primarily a bulk carrier, Demurrage, which was a serious problem for
steamers, was negligible for sail. The two British trades which remained open for sail into
the 20th century, were the coal trade and the Baltic timber trade, but many cross
Atlantic bulk trades remained open to sailing vessels up to the First World War, operated
by Scandinavian owners using ‘‘clapped out British (including Canadian) sailing vessels”’.

This was certainly true of the lumber trade. ‘“Transit time does not matter very
much either, as long as you have a continuous stream of vessels once the St.Lawrence is
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open’’. This factor might also help to explain the survival of the brig and barque
construction in Prince Edward Island, especially since many were built and nominally
owned by Mr. Richards, who had relatives in Swansea who were deeply interested in the
bulk coal and copper ore trades — both ones in which the sailing vessel had a role
throughout the period.

On the question of the failure of builders and owners to adapt to new technology,
he agreed with Greenhill, that they may well have been innately conservative — carrying
on their business until the trades for which sailing vessels could operate were inevitably
taken over by steam. His suspicion was that almost all of the larger Prince Edward Island
vessels built from the mid 1870’s onwards were probably sold to these Swansea relatives.

GREENHILL took up the arguments of Jannasch that in the Atlantic seaboard of
North America there had been in fact vigorous technological development in so far as it
pertained to wooden sailing vessels, and thought that Prince Edward Island builders
shared in this experience, but mentioned the possible role of Lloyd’s Register of Shipping
in either encouraging or discouraging this process.
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GLOSSARY OF STATISTICAL SYMBOLS

X The arithmetic mean
$ The standard deviation, a measure of dispersion
\" The coefficient of variation, a measure of dispersion relative

to the arithmetic mean

Chi-square A test of statistical significance

F The F ratio in one way analysis of variance, a test of statistical
significance

Eta, Eta2 A measure of association and of the proportion of variance

explained, between a nominal level independent variable and
an interval or ratio level dependent variable

I, T Pearson’s correlation coefficient, and the coefficient of deter-
mination, between two interval or ratio level variables
R, R2 The multiple correlation coefficient, and multiple coefficient of

determination, among more than two interval or ratio level
variables
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THE PORT OF YARMOUTH, NOVA SCOTIA, 1840-1889*

David Alexander

Yarmouth opened as a Nova Scotia port of registry in 1840, and from that year until
1889 some 1,645 new vessel registrations were recorded.l While not necessarily typical, it
was a recognizable Maritime port in terms of the distribution of vessels it owned and
operated: there was little steam tonnage, a large fleet of small schooners and brigantines,
and a respectable collection of brigs, barques and ships.

TABLE 1

YARMOUTH VESSELS, 1840-1889

NO. %
Schooners 872 53%
Brigantines 213 13%
Brigs 115 7%
Barques 272 16%
Barquentines 6 0
Ships 138 8%
Steam and Sail 8 0
Steamers 15 1%
Sloops 2 0
Unknown 4
1645

The schooner fleet was dominated by the small two-masted, single-decked vessel,
for only five had three masts and only two had more than one deck. This was also true of
the brigantines, where only five had two decks, and also of the brigs where only seven had
more than a single deck. With the barques and ships, the balance was tipped in the
opposite direction, for 170 of the 272 barques had two decks, while only ten of the
fully-rigged ships were single-deckers, 123 had two and five had three decks.

Changing measurement rules rampage through the period, but the evidence points
unmistakably toward an increasing average size of vessel at Yarmouth. In length the
average schooner rose from forty-nine feet in the 1840’s to sixty-five feet in the 1880’s;
and in the case of brigantines from seventy-one to 107 feet. The barques jumped from an
average of 104 feet to 196 feet, and the ships (which were only significant in number
from the 1860’s) from 165 to 214 feet. In the ratio of length to breadth, the smaller rigs
tended to be beamier than the big vessels, and showed little change over the fifty year
period. With the barques and ships, however, there was a distinct increase in the ratio
from around 4.5 in the 1840’s to 5.3 in the 1880’s.

*The data for this paper is contained on an SPSS systems file created from the Board of
Trade series 107 and 108 of colonial registries.
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE LENGTH AND BREADTH OF YARMOUTH VESSELS 1840/49 — 1880/89*

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89

L B L/B L B L/B L B L/B L B L/B L B L/B
All 61.6 164 3.8 83.6 20.5 4.1 96.1 239 4.0 120.2 274 44 95.2 23.3 4.1
Schooners 49.3 13.9 3.5 574 159 3.6 59.0 179 3.3 59.56 185 3.2 649 193 34
,Brigantines 70.9 188 3.8 829 21.2 3.9 895 239 3.7 964 255 3.8 106.5 27.1 3.9
Brigs 84.8 21.3 4.0 108.2 248 44 113.0 27.3 41 — — - 111.0 27.0 41
Barques 104.3 23.6 4.4 133.0 28,5 4.7 1404 30.7 4.6 165.8 34.2 438 1956.5 37.3 5.2
‘Ships 123.0 27.0 4.5 169.6 34.0 4.7 164.5 34.2 48 188.3 37.3 5.1 2143 40.3 5.3
N = 487 487 275 275 410 410 297 175 175

*The variance in average length (V = S/X - 100): was high and increased over time for schooners (23% In 1840s and 33% in 1880s) and for
brigantines (9% to 20%), but fell for barques (11% to 9%) and was low for ships at 7% to 6%. The variance in breadth was also high for
schooners but relatively constant (19-22%), falling for brigantines (13% in the 1840s-50s to 7,9 and 11% in subsequent decades), falling sharply
for barques (13% down to 5% and 2%) and low for ships (at 7-4%).



Douglass North has identified increasing vessel size as an important element in rising
productivity in ocean shipping in the 19th century,2 and Yarmouth shipowners placed
their newbuilding orders to reap the advantages. Tonnage measurements were affected by
the changes introduced in the 1854 Merchant Shipping Act, and the figures in Table 3
represent net burthen before that date and gross registered tonnage after it. On average,
the effect was to inflate the later tonnage measurements by about 10 per cent.
Measurement rule changes, however, can account for only a small fraction of the almost
500 per cent increase between the 1840s and 1870s in the average tonnage. Until the
1880s there was no significant increase in the average tonnage of the schooner fleet; but
the brigantines were at least two-thirds larger by the 1870s. The most dramatic changes,
however, were in the fleet of brigs, barques and ships. The tonnage of the average brig had
increased by some 40 per cent by the 1860s, and the barques by some 50 per cent. But
the relentless drive to larger vessels led owners to abandon the brig for barques and ships
in the 1860s, and then in the 1870s to abandon barques for ships. The effect of the
relative growth of barques and ships in new registrations, together with their growing size,
was to increase dramatically the tonnage of the average Yarmouth vessel. In the 1880s,
when new investment began to fall, survival in the business still dictated a bigger vessel
and the twenty-three ships registered in the 1880s were 80 per cent larger than the first
generation of vessels built in the 1860s, and 30 per cent larger than the 1870s generation.

TABLE 3

AVERAGE TONNAGE*

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89

No. X No. X No. X No. X No. X
All Vessels 483 93 271 187 408 265 292 530 152 364
Schooners 300 43 139 50 199 47 124 49 108 63
Brigantines 91 109 43 139 43 141 24 181 12 239
Brigs 57 183 33 254 23 268 — — 1 239
Bargues 34 332 54 513 106 522 69 837 8 1198
Ships 1 559 2 796 37 858 75 1191 23 1555

* After 1854, tonnage measurement changes from net burthen to gross registered tonnage. The change
appears to have inflated schooner tonnage after 1854 by about 10% and barques by about 5%. The
effects on brigantines and brigs may be of the same order, but cannot be estimated because of the
small sample size, the registration of a few very large vessels of that rig, and a sharp rise in the size of
these vessels during the period, as reflected in length and breadth measurements.

The coefficient of variation for average tonnage ranged between about 35% to 100% for schooners,
15% to 50% for brigantines, 10% to 50% for brigs, 20% to 50% for barques, and 10% to 25% for
ships, as measured in terms of annual variance in tonnage registered.

Among the new registrations, some 80 per cent were newbuildings, and those which
had been registered elsewhere and transferred to Yarmouth were mainly brought in from
nearby ports. Almost 85 per cent of the transfers (284 vessels) had been previously
registered in Nova Scotia, and fully two-thirds of these were transfers from Halifax after
the Yarmouth registry was opened. Vessels — mainly schooners — were sometimes

83



transferred in from the neighbouring ports of Shelburne, Liverpool and Digby, but these
were only sixty-nine in number. Yarmouth had close commercial contact with the big
New Brunswick port of Saint John, but only twenty-six vessels were transferred to
Yarmouth from that Province, of which nineteen came from Saint John. The rest of the
world provided only derisory numbers to the fleet — Canada and Prince Edward Island
only six, the British Isles five, the West Indies two, and New England some fourteen —
and probably the eight vessels of unknown foreign origin. The two most exotic imports
were from Mauritius and South Africa. The transfers to Yarmouth, however, were
overwhelmingly schooners (78 per cent) and brigantines (12 per cent), which was
disproportionate to the share of these rigs among new registrations (66 per cent).3

Since transfers were overwhelmingly from Nova Scotia, and since the Maritime
Provinces were a major centre of world shipbuilding, it is not surprising to find that
Yarmouth vessels were, with few exceptions, built in the Provinces. Only three per cent
were built outside of the Maritimes, and virtually all of these had a New England origin.
But the vessel supply business was even more parochial than these figures suggest. All but
ten per cent of the vessels, and four per cent of the Nova Scotia vessels, were built in
Yarmouth County and its three neighbours. It is apparent, moreover, that if vessels
transferred into the port are removed, and the vessels registered at Yarmouth by owners
in Shelburne and Digby Counties before their own ports of registry were opened, then the
overwhelming bulk of newbuildings for Yarmouth shipowners were constructed within a
few miles of their homes.

TABLE 4

PLACE OF BUILD

Shelburne Co. 9%
Yarmouth Co. 49%
Digby Co. 34%
Annapolis Co. 3%
Other Nova Scotia 4%

N = 1549, Unknown and Unknown Nova Scotia = 18

While vessel construction for the port was regionally concentrated, it was highly
dispersed in terms of communities within that region. Some 110 different centres
contributed vessels to Yarmouth's fleet, and ninty-one of the communities produced one
per cent or less of the total, eleven communities from one to three per cent, six from
three to five per cent, two from five to ten percent, and only one, the town of Yarmouth,
over ten per cent — in fact some 20 per cent. Regional concentration coupled with
community dispersion in newbuildings reflected some basic realities of the Maritimes
industry. With the smaller vessels, and especially the fishing vessels, the dispersed
fishermen-owners were their own builders. With the larger vessels, owners financed
construction and had an incentive to place orders in proximity with their residence.
Moreover, the production function of Maritime shipyards minimized immobile capital
structures and maximized fixed supplies of wood and mobile labour.
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In terms of vessel rig, there is evidence of community specialization in
newbuildings.4 Schooner construction was the least concentrated, with 47 per cent of
these vessels being built in the leading five centres; ships and brigantines occupied a
middle level of dispersion with 52 and 54 per cent respectively; and barques and brigs
with the least dispersion at 60 and 63 per cent. But even this is misleading. The leading
location for schooner building was the town of Yarmouth, but it only produced 15 per
cent of this rig. Yarmouth was also the leading centre for brigantines (24 per cent) and
barques (25 per cent), but it built 40 per cent of the brigs. Only seven per cent of the
ships were built at Yarmouth, but 28 per cent were built at nearby Tusket Wedge.
Yarmouth was in the list of the first five building centres for all rigs; Argyle for four (it
did not produce large numbers of ships); Tusket for three (brigantines and brigs were not
built there in large numbers); and Digby for three (it was not a centre for barques and
ships). A list of eleven ports in the arc around the town of Yarmouth contains the leading
five building centres for the different classifications of vessels: the town of Shelburne; the
Yarmouth County communities of Tusket, Yarmouth, Argyle and Pubnico; the Digby
County ports of Clare, Digby, Beaver River, Belliveau’s Cove and Salmon River; and the
Annapolis County town of Clementsport, which was an important building centre for
brigs.

The number of original investors in Yarmouth’s new registrations® ranged from
single owners up to a total of eighteen owners in the case of one small schooner. The
most common pattern for each classification of vessel was one owner only. But sole
ownership ranged from 39 per cent of the brigantines and 36 per cent of the schooners,
down to 28 per cent of the ships and 24 per cent of the barques. There was obviously
some association between the number of owners and the magnitude of the investment,
for while 86 per cent of brigantines, 87 per cent of brigs and 79 per cent of schooners had
four owners or less, only 61 per cent of ships and 70 per cent of barques had four owners
or less6. As the proportion of large vessels in the fleet increased over the years, so did the
average number of owners.” Table 5 indicates that the average number of owners
increased sharply in the 1850s and stabilized in the 1860s. It then increased sharply in the
1870s (especially for barques and ships) when larger vessels required wider partnerships to
finance the investment and spread the risk.

Some 2,500 people were original or de novo investors in Yarmouth ships.® The
port’s principal investors have been identified by isolating all first and second listed
owners who appear on more than two registries, and all third to eighth listed owners who
appear on more than three registries. This procedure (which makes it highly unlikely that
any significant shipowner would escape the cull) identifies some 500 individuals, or 18
per cent of the total, as ““major”’ or at least multiple, shareholders. But 61 per cent of
these were listed shareholders on five registries or less, and from the remaining names
some 84 can be identified who appeared on ten or more registries. Within this group, the
dominant figures stand out: Thomas Killam with 64 appearances, Abel C. Robbins with
47, and Benjamin Ellenwood, Aaron Goudey, John K. Ryerson, Samuel M. Ryerson and
Augustus F. Stoneman with between 30 and 35 appearances each. Below them were nests
of Killams’, Ryersons’, Hatfields’, Rogers’ and Lovitts’, and the level of intra- and inter-
family connections point to a significant concentration of ownership at the port. For
example, the leading eighty-four owners, while representing only 3 per cent of all owners,
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TABLE 5

ORIGINAL INVESTORS IN YARMOUTH SHIPPING

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
RIG N X v N X Ve N X Ve N X Vr N X Ve
Schooner 730 24 67% 523 3.7 83% 756 3.8 89% 498 4.0 105% 335 3.1 106%
Brigantine 221 24 1% 180 3.5 66% 102 2.4 75%% b1 2.1 52% 20 1.7 71%
Brig 146 2.6 62% 102 3.0 60% 63 2.7 74% — - - 1 1.0 -
Barque 78 23 61% 178 3.2 59% 334 3.2 63% 337 49 57% 25 3.1 126%
Ship 3 30 - 3 156 - 112 3.0 70% 373 5.0 68% 106 4.6 93%
1178 956 1367 1259 487

*V is the coefficient of variation, (V = S/X - 100) The small numbers of brigs in 1870-89 and ships in 1840-59, make the averages statistically

without meaning.



accounted for some 25 per cent of all appearances on registries, and the ships which they
owned were heavily concentrated among the larger vessels.

Local residence was a dominant feature among Yarmouth shipowners. There were
over 6000 shareholdings (ranging from one share to sixty-four) and 80 per cent of these
were held by residents of Yarmouth County, and 35 per cent within the town of
Yarmouth itself. Over 95 per cent of the shareholdings were held within Shelburne,
Yarmouth and Digby Counties, and less than one per cent were held outside of Nova
Scotia by foreigners and expatriates. Residents of the two major commerical centres of
the region, Halifax and Saint John, were not at all significant direct investors in
Yarmouth’s fleet. Place of residence was, however, related to whether an individual was a
major (lst to 4th) or minor (5th to 8th) shareholder. Expected frequencies were
calculated for all Nova Scotia shareholdings by region. In the case of the Cape
Breton-East Coast Counties, Shelburne County, and the Bay of Fundy-Northumberland
Straits Counties, observed and expected frequencies were identical. But there was
significantly more minor shareholding among Yarmouth County owners than would be
expected, and significantly less among Digby County residents.? The explanation is that
vessels registered at Yarmouth by Digby residents (before Digby was opened as a port)
were generally smaller vessels, and thus more closely held. Yarmouth County residents
increased their representation as owners as Nova Scotia ports of registry proliferated in
the late 1840s and '50s, and also with the growing vessel size and the spread of minority
investments.

I1

New registrations at the port of Yarmouth underwent sharp fluctuations over the
fifty year period. In terms of decennial additions to fleet, the 1840s and '60s stand out as
decades of most rapid growth. Tne number or vessels registered fell back sharply in the
1850s, but the tonnage registered (deducting some ten per cent for measurement changes)
was virtually the same at around 45,000 tons. At best, then, the port appears to have
marked time in the 1850s, before doubling its tonnage of new registrations in the 1860s
to over 110,000 tons, and in the 1870s to over 155,000 tons, then falling sharply in the
1880s to only 55,000 tons of new registrations. In each decade the number of vessels
registered was strongly affected by additions of schooners and brigantines, while tonnages
registered were increasingly determined by the accumulation of barques and ships. But
the character of the port did undergo a major change between the 1840s and '70s. In the
1840s some 80 per cent of vessels registered and 50 per cent of tonnage was comprised of
schooners and brigantines, while in the 1870s this had dropped to 50 per cent of vessel

registrations and only seven per cent of tonnage.
Yarmouth’s emergence as the leading deep-sea port of the Maritimes can be located

in the late 1850s and '60s. Although schooners and brigantines operated in the North
Atlantic trades, from the mid-19th century they were relegated increasingly to coastal
activities, ranging from fishing to freight runs down to the United States and West Indies.
Hence, from the mid-century it is not a serious error to categorize the schooners and
brigantines as the “coastal fleet’”” and the brigs, barques and ships as the “ocean-trading
fleet””. In these terms, in the 1840s only 19 per cent of vessels registered were of the
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ocean-trading classification, but this rose to 33 per cent in the 1850s, 41 per cent in the
1860s and reached a peak of 50 per cent in the 1870s. At the same time there was an
increasing shift into larger tonnage within the group. In the 1850s there was a shift away
from brigs into 500 ton barques; the 500 ton barques predominated in the 1860s, but
there was now a movement into 850 ton ships; and in the 1870s the barques began to give
way to ships averaging 1100 tons. In the last decade of the period, the schooners and
brigantines were restored to prominence in registrations with almost 80 per cent of the
total, and their relative share of tonnage was muted only by the registration of
twenty-three big ships in the early years of the decade.

TABLE 6

NEW REGISTRATIONS*

DECADE ALL VESSELS SCHOONERS B’'TINES BRIGS BARQUES SHIPS
No. % No. % No. % No. %  No. % No. %
1840/49 483 44,915 62 28 19 22 12 23 7 25 0 1
1850/59 271 50,679 51 14 16 12 12 17 20 o5 1 v
1860/69 408 111,285 49 9 1 5 6 6 26 50 9 30
1870/79 292 157,473 42 4 8 3 0 0O 24 36 26 57
1880/89 152 55,314 71 12 8 5 1 1 5 17 15 65

*Excludes steamers and barquentines. Tonnages before 1854 are net burthen and after that gross
registered.

The pattern of new registrations did not, of course, fit neatly into a decennial
progression, and in fact it closely tracked the newbuilding and registration cycle of the
United Kingdom. As in the United States, there was a boom at Yarmouth in the
mid-1840s and recession in the 1850s due to the overbuilding of the previous decade.
While new registrations were impressive in total in the 1860s, the annual fluctuations
were considerable, possibly reflecting the vagaries of the American Civil War and
uncertainties about British North America’s reciprocity agreement with that country. The
1870s, despite the onset of the ‘“Great Depression’’, represented in tonnage the peak of
the Yarmouth shipowning industry. |

TABLE 7

CYCLE PERIODS AT YARMOUTH

NO. REGISTRIES* TONNAGE OF REGISTRIES®
Low High Low Low High Low
1842 1846, 1847 1850 1843 1847 1851
1850 1853 1858 1851 1853, 1857 1858
1858 1863 1869 1858 1863 1869
1869 1873, 1877 1879-1882 1869 1874, 1878 1879
1879-1882 1883 1887 1879 1881, 1884 1887

*Number of registries includes all vessels; tonnage includes schooners, brigantines, brigs, barques and
ships. Before 1854 tonnage is net burthen, and after that date gross registered tonnage.
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Whether measured by number of vessels or new tonnage registered, distinct cycles
of nine to twelve years duration characterized the port. In descriptive terms Table 8 tells
much the same story as the analysis by decades.

TABLE 8

NEW REGISTRATIONS IN CYCLE PERIODS

ANNUAL ANNUAL
PERIOD YEARS NO. MEAN TONNAGE MEAN
1843-51 9 396 44 36,855 4,095
1851-58 38 232 29 44,666 5,683
1858-69 12 453 38 115,628 9,636
1869-79 11 316 29 164,422 14,947
1879-87 9 163 18 58,909 6,545

It does indicate, however, that the 1850s recession was of relatively short duration, while
the boom cycles of 1858-69 and 1869-79 were relatively long. Table 9 confirms the
earlier interpretation of the relative impact of coastal and ocean-trading vessels on
aggregate registrations. Annual changes in the number of vessels registered were strongly
determined by changes in schooner and brigantine registration in 1843-51 and 1851-58.

In the 1858-69 cycle the coastal and ocean-trading vessels jointly determined the
aggregate series, but in the last two cycles they fell out of synchronization. The
correlation coefficients for changes in aggregate tonnage, however, indicate that
throughout the entire period the ocean-trading registrations determined annual changes,
with the coastal tonnage in close synchronization in 1843-51 and 1858-69. The two
sections of the industry, therefore, seem to have responded jointly to stimulation in the
growth periods (1843-51 and 1858-69), followed dissimilar paths in recession cycles
(1851-58 and 1879-87), and very different paths in the cycle of Yarmouth’s ‘“golden age’’
(1869-78).

TABLE 9

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF CHANGES IN NEW REGISTRATIONS BY VESSEL TYPE*

——

PERIOD SCHOONERS AND BRIGANTINES BRIGS, BARQUES, SHIPS
No. Vessels Tonnage No. Vessels Tonnage
1843-51 +0.92 +0.28 +0.67 +0.93
1851-58 +0.93 +0.49 +0.26 +0.96
1858-69 +0.81 +0.19 +0.76 +0.99
1869-78 +0.76 +0.02 +).21 +0.96
1879-87 +0.43 +0.05 +0.23 +0.98

*The coefficients indicate the correlation between annual changes in total registrations with annual

changes in aggregate registrations of schooners and brigantines and aggregate registrations of brigs,
barques and ships.
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In longer term perspective, it can be seen that the coastal and ocean-trading sections
of the industry were developing along different trends. A single trend equation can be
fitted for schooners and brigantines over the period 1843-87 (Y = 21.6 - 0.61X) which
indicates that on an annual average basis new registrations were falling by more than one
vessel every two years. For the ocean-trading fleet, on the other hand, two trend periods
are apparent, with the fulcrum located in the mid-1870s. The first, fitted for 1843-79 (Y
= 12.9 + 0.23X), indicates that new registrations were growing on average by one vessel
every four years. The second, fitted for 1871-89 (Y = 8.83 - 1.09X), shows a rapid decline
of more than one vessel a year on trend. Since the average tonnage of the schooner fleet
was relatively stable over the period, the first trend equation suggests the coastal fleet was
undergoing a slow, long-term decline almost from the year the port was opened. But since
the average tonnage of the ocean-trading fleet grew rapidly over the period, its trend
expansion into the mid-1870s was more dramatic than indicated by the number of new
vessel registrations, and the decline from the mid-1870s more muted. In general, both the
cycle analysis and the trend analysis indicate that the history of the port of Yarmouth is
the history of its ocean-trading investments.

It is broadly true that gross investment (new registrations) and net investment (new
registrations minus closures) is positively correlated, for the turning points in the new
registration cycles coincide within a year or two of turning points for net additions to
fleet. For the various rigs, however, the turning points are sufficiently different to
abandon analysis by cycle periods in favour of decennial analysis. Table 10 offers two
series on net additions to fleet: panel A is the difference between new registrations in a
decade and the number of registry closures; panel B is adjusted for errors in the reporting
of closures. With a large number of schooners, and a smaller number of brigantines and
brigs, the official date of closure bore no relationship to the actual date when the vessel
went out of service. Periodically, such asin 1861, 1874, 1883 and 1888, the port registrar
would conduct a massive cleansing of his books. With some vessels he could determine
when they had gone out of service, but frequently he closed the registry with the
notation ‘“no longer in existence’’ or, in the case of the 1861 cleansing, ‘““condemned per
annual list”’. Over the years the accumulation of ‘‘ghost ships’’ on the registry seriously
inflated the number of vessels on registry, although because they were mainly small
vessels there was less distortion in terms of tonnage. The adjusted panel in Table 10
attempts to correct the official record in two ways. For those vessels which were closed,
say in 1883, but where it is known they were out of service in the 1850s, the adjustment
is straightforward. But there is a large number of cases where the real departure date of
the vessel is unknown, and in these instances the vessels have been closed by applying the
average life expectancy for Yarmouth vessels against their year of registration.10 The net
effect of the procedure is to introduce an upward bias to the 1840s and a downward bias
to the 1850s. A ghost ship registered in 1840, wrecked in 1846 but not closed until 1883,
will on the basis of average life expectancy not be removed until 1851. Nonetheless, on a
decennial basis of analysis, the biases introduced in the 1840s and ’'50s, and any net errors
for subsequent decades, will be less serious than proceeding with an analysis of figures
which are heavily weighted by ghost ships.

Analysis of net investment as suggested in Table 10 provides a different perspective
on events at the port from the gross investment sense. With schooners and brigantines, or
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the coastal fleet, there was disinvestment in the 1850s and '60s, with a movement back to
replacement of vessels in the 1870s, to modest net additions to fleet in the 1880s. There
were net additions to the fleet of brigs in the 1850s, but thereafter the fleet was run
down to extinction. It is now clear that the 1850s were not a period of recession for
investment in barques, but by the 1870s these vessels were only being replaced, as
investments shifted to ships. On an annual basis, however, it is apparent that owners
stopped replacing their barques as early as 1873, for in every year but two subsequent to
that date, there was net disinvestment. With the ships, the turning point came in 1880,
after which there was net disinvestment in every year.

TABLE 10

NET ADDITIONS TO FLEET

A-OFFICIAL
1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
All Vessels +235 +51 +36 +41 86
Schooners +156 +10 +8 +25 -14
Brigantines +35 0 -10 -8 -2
Brigs +26 +8 -21 -14 +1
Barques +17 +32 +32 0 48
Ships +1 +1 +27 +38 23
"Coastal’’ +191 +10 -2 +17 -16
““Ocean”’ +44 +41 +38 +24 -70

B-ADJUSTED*

All Vessels +235 -38 -7 +5 -57
Schooners +156 -71 41 -11 +15
Brigantines +35 -7 -4 8 -1
Brigs +25 +6 -20 -14 +1
Barques +16 +33 +31 0 48
Ships +1 +1 +27 +38 23
“Coastal’’ +191 -78 45 -19 +14
“Ocean’’ +42 +40 +38 +24 -70

*See text for explanation of the ‘“Adjusted’’ Panel.

Since the average size of vessels was increasing over the decades, it is necessary to
consider net investment in terms of tonnage as well as the replacement of vessels. By this
measurement, Table 11 shows that the 1850s no longer stand out as a period of severe
contraction. Additions to fleet were not as large as they were in the 1840s, but this was
entirely attributable to the long term decline in the fleet of schooners and brigantines.
The rate of growth of ocean tonnage in the 1850s was relatively greater than in any other
period, although the major absolute gains in tonnage came in the 1860s and ’70s.
Moreover, in contrast to the findings on replacement of barques and ships, analysis by
way of tonnage indicates that net disinvestment for both rigs coincided in the year 1879.
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TABLE 11

NEW ADDITIONS TO TONNAGE

1840-49 1850-59 1860-69 1870-79 1880-89
Schooners +9,599 -2,557 -481 +688 +308
Brigantines +6,419 -2,228 847 -19 877
Brigs +1,619 +1,602 -3,754 4,253 +43
Barques +4,922 +18,978 +25,796 +14,882 -31,500
Ships +599 +2,246 +23,573 +68,866 -28,199
Coastal +16,018 4,785 -1,328 +669 -5698
Ocean +7,140 +22,826 +45,615 +79,495 -59,656
All Vessels +23,158 +18,041 +44 287 +80,164 -60,225
Derived from the estimates of annual net addition to tonnage.

TABLE 12
YARMOUTH FLEET SIZE
NO. VESSELS TONNAGE
OFFICIAL ADJUSTED OFFICIAL ADJUSTED

1840 55 55 5,551 5,551
1845 223 222 16,923 16,898
1850 360 359 31,248 31,116
1855 357 327 39,482 37974
1860 430 341 56,794 52,631
1865 456 432 93,798 92,218
1870 427 359 100,862 96,760
1875 441 342 157,285 148,768
1880 447 339 172,166 167,367
1885 429 323 142,119 138,845
1889 362 275 119,144 116,347

When Yarmouth opened as a port in 184C it possessed fifty-five vessels and some
95,500 tons of shipping, jumping by 1845 to 222 vessels and almost 17,000 tons. The peak
year in terms of numbers of vessels in the fleet was reached in 1866 with 436, after which
it gradually fell. The peak tonnage was reached in 1879 with 174,200 tons, after which
the rapid disinvestment in barques and ships brought rapid decline. Measured over the
entire growth period (1840-79) tonnage expanded at an annual average rate of 8.1 per
cent. But this growth rate was heavily weighted by the low initial tonnage and the rapid
growth (in large part through transfers out of Halifax) involved in establishing the port. If
1847 is chosen as the appropriate base year, then the long term growth rate to 1879 falls
to 5.8 per cent per annum. This corresponds more closely to the strikingly constant
growth rate of the 1850s, '60s and ’70s of about 5.5 per cent. This rate was comprised, of
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course, of very different trends among the various rigs, with schooners, brigantines, and
eventually brigs showing negative growth rates for most of the period, and the barques
and ships moving in the opposite direction.

TABLE 13

ANNUAL GROWTH RATES OF TONNAGE™*

ALL SCHOONERS BRIGANTINES BRIGS BARQUES SHIPS

1840/41-1879/80 8.1% 3.9% 3.6% -5.6% 8.6% 13.6%
1840/41-1849/50 15.4% 19.4% 24.4% 9.7% 11.6% ~

1850/51-1859/60 5.5% -1.4% -2.1% 4.1% 12.9% 18.0%
1860/61-1869/70 5.5% -2.4% -2.9% -8.4% 6.8% 18.8%
1870/71-1879/80 5.4% 0.4% -2.1% -29.0% 2.2% 11.2%
1880/81-1888/89 -3.5% 1.3% -1.1% — -6.4% -9.2%

*Growth rates calculated by end-point ratios

There were strong cycles in newbuilding and gross registrations at Yarmouth, but
these fluctuations were counterbalanced by opposite trends in vessel retention rates. The
aggregate growth rate establishes that the port experienced a remarkably steady rate of
expansion over a thirty-five year period. The shipbuilding industry must have experienced
radical alterations from expansion to recession; but this does not appear to have been the
experience in shipowning and operating.

II1

How long did Yarmouth shipowners keep their vessels, and what were the reasons
for closing registries? The rapidity with which the fleet contracted, once net investment
turned negative, is an indication that the port’s vessels experienced a relatively short
life.11 The typical vessel, in fact, was registered for only one year (and this is true after
eliminating de novo closures) but the mean registry life was 10.6 years with a large
standard deviation of 9.1 years. The life experience of the various rigs, however, was quite
different: schooners, barques and ships had average lives about twice that of brigantines
and brigs,12 and the variance around the mean life for the larger vessels was significantly
less than for the smaller ones.

But was this difference in average life statistically significant, and was the vessel’s
rig a significant explanatory variable for differing life histories? One-way analysis of
variance generates an F = 13.92, which is highly significant at the p = .001 level. Analysis
of variance, however, requires the categories to have roughly equal variances, and in this
instance the schooner variance is much larger than that of the other rigs. If schooners and
barquentines are removed from the sample, then the ‘‘F value’ rises to F = 30.5. Both
results lend weight to the argument that there was a statistical significance between
average life and vessel rig. But significance is relatively easy to establish when there is a
large number of cases and degrees of freedom, and the relationship may not be very
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strong. This is apparently the case with the Yarmouth vessels, for the Eta-squared statistic
is only 0.12, indicating that 12 per cent of the variance in average life is explained by the
vessels’ rig.

TABLE 14

AVERAGE REGISTRY LIFE*

NO. MODE MEDIAN MEAN STANDARD DEWV. RANGE
All Vessels 1246 1.0 8.84 10.62 9.05 0-58
Schooners 574 1.0 10.67 12.75 10.92 0-58
Brigantines 171 1.0 4.58 5.92 5.82 0-31
Brigs 94 1.0 6.13 6.62 4,57 0-19
Barques 252 10.0 0.64 10.10 6.13 0-35
Barquentines 5 10.0 9.00 6.60 4. 45 0-10
Ships 131 18.0 11.38 11.39 6.31 1-28

* Average Registry Lite is the difference between the date of the vessel’s registry opening and its

i

closing. All cases have been eliminated where the registry was closed because the vessel was “no
longer in existence’’ and where registries were opened and closed de novo.

Since there was considerable variance in vessel size within any rig classification, a
more fruitful approach might be to explore average life in terms of vessel size as measured
by tonnage. The result, however, is disappointing, for the regression of vessel tonnage on
the vessel’s life yields a coefficient of determination of r2 = .,00001. It would be difficult
to conceive of a less interesting result.

TABLE 15

AVERAGE REGISTRY LIFE BY CYCLE PERIOD*

NO. MEDIAN MEAN STANDARD DEV. - RANGE
1843-50 230 5.1 £ 1l 0-47
1851-57 162 9.1 95 6.6 0-40
1858-69 372 8.9 109 8.6 0-47
1870-81 309 11.6 12.5 8.7 0-39
1882-89 129 11.1 13.4 10.4 0-43

*Cycle period benchmarks are determined in terms of vessel new registration totals, rather than
tonnage indicators.

A third hypothesis would be that a vessel's life was a function of the period in
which it was registered. Table 15 seems to confirm this hypothesis for it shows a marked
growth in average life in terms of the period in which the vessel was registered, rising from
7.2 years in 1843-50 to 13.4 years for 1882-89 with relatively constant variances. But
there is a problem of “identification” in this analysis, for the brigantines and brigs — the
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vessels with the shortest average life — were a declining fraction of the fleet in each
succeeding cycle. One may ask, therefore, whether the rising average vessel life was indeed
a function of time, or simply a function of a decline in the number of vessels in those
classifications with short average lives. And indeed, one may also ask whether the short
life of the brigs and brigantines was simply a function of the period in which most of
them were registered.

In an attempt to answer these questions, average life was controlled for both rig and
time.13 The Eta-squared correlation statistic was generally low, ranging from 0.02 for
1843-50 to a high of 0.11 in 1869-71 and 0.19 for 1882-89. This suggests that vessel rig
was not of major significance in determining average life within cycle periods, but that it
may have been gathering significance by the last period. The more certain conclusion,
however, is that average life of vessels of all rigs improved over time, but more markedly
for schooners, barques and ships than for brigs and brigantines. As the latter two vessel
types declined in importance, this gave added strength to the rising average life of
Yarmouth ships.

There are obvious implicit hypotheses involved in an analysis of registry life, vessel
type, and period of registry. One is looking for evidence of a differential risk of early
registry closure in terms of the trades in which a vessel would normally be employed and
the quality of construction and manning at various periods of time. It follows that one
should attack the beast in its den: was average registry life related to the cause of registry
closuie, and if so, was this related to the vessel’s rig and period of registry?

Over the years 1840-89 some 30 per cent of the vessels were sold or transferred to
another British port; a quarter were registered de novo at Yarmouth; a third were
involved in marine disasters; and some 13 per cent were condemned and/or broken-up.
With the schooners, the reasons for registry closure were quite evenly spread across these
four grouped causes. Brigantines were much more likely to be sold or transferred (37 per
cent) than schooners (25 per cent), and were also more prone to marine disaster (35 per
cent compared with 25 per cent). All other rigs faced a lower probability of being
condemned and/or broken up than schooners (18 per cent compared with 5 to 7 per
cent). Brigs were less likely to be sold or transferred (31 per cent) than brigantines (37
per cent) but more prone to marine disaster (43 per cent compared with 35 per cent).

TABLE 16

REASONS FOR REGISTRY CLOSURE

1843-50 1851-58 1858-69 1870-81 1882-89
No. 330 228 446 359 111
Sold/ Transferred 52% 34% 36% 35% 42%
Marine Disaster 27% 50% 52% 50% 37%
Condemned/Broken Up 21% 16% 12% 15% 21%

With the barques and ships the pattern is clear: almost 90 per cent of these vessels were
either sold and transferred or involved in marine disaster. Some 50 per cent of the
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barques and 54 per cent of the ships ended their lives in a marine disaster, and about 36
per cent through sales and transfers. In general, the probability of a vessel being registered
de novo or condemned and/or broken up was inversely related to its size (as measured by
rig); while the probability of a vessel being involved in a marine disaster varied positively
with its size. The probability of a vessel being transferred or sold out of the port (with the
exception of schooners, where the occurrences were relatively few) was not related to the
rig or size of the vessel. This suggests that the life histories of the large and small vessels
may have been differentially affected by the risks of the trades in which they were
employed.

De novo closures were heavily concentrated in the years before the 1854 Merchant
Shipping Act, and these kind of closures did not involve the loss of the vessel to the port.
Table 16 re-calculates closures with de novos excluded and in terms of registry cycles. It
can be seen that sales and transfers were very heavy in the 1840s, fell considerably in the
1850s through the 1870s, and rose again in the 1880s. This begins to shed light on the
issue of rising average life. If there was a weaker market for vessels after the 1840s, or
alternatively, greater inducements to run the ship rather than sell, then the average life at
the port would rise. Moreover, if vessels were worked longer as they aged the probability
of a marine disaster would increase, as apparently it did between the 1850s and '70s. In
the last period, Yarmouth shipowners began to sell and leave the industry, and the marine
disaster rate fell. The increasing sales of the 1880s must be interpreted in a different way
than the sales of the 1840s. In the first period there was a vigorous demand for

serviceable used vessels, while in the 1880s owners were disposing of assets for whatever
price could be fetched. 14

TABLE 17

AVERAGE LIFE BY CAUSE OF REGISTRY CLOSURE

NO. MEDIAN MEAN STANDARD DEV.
De Novo 506 2.3 4.4 4.6
Transfer/Sale 615 6.0 7.9 7.4
Marine Disaster 676 6.9 8.9 7.9
Condemned/Broken Up 265 15.7 16.8 0.8

We may now return to the question of the impact of cause of registry closure on
average life, and this is summarized in Table 17. The vessels whose registries were closed
to effect a de novo transaction were relatively new, but they cannot be advanced to
explain the rising average life since they were eliminated from the earlier analysis. Vessels
condemned and/or broken up tended to be old, but as Table 16 showed this cause of
disposal was not increasing with time. Vessels involved in marine disasters were, on
average, about a year older than those sold or transferred (and this represented about 10
per cent of the average life of all vessels) with similar standard deviations. Since the
proportion of closures caused by marine disasters was higher in the 1850s through 1870s,
some of the explanation for rising average life could be attributable to this factor.
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Unfortunately, it is not. While the global average age of vessels involved in marine
disasters was higher than those sold or transferred, this was not true of the vessels
registered in the 1860s and '70s, for those being sold or transferred were on average older
than those involved in marine disasters. Thus, while cause of reqistry closure is an
interesting variable in explaining differences in average life within cycle periods, it is not a
convincing explanation of differences between time periods. We are left with the
unexplained fact of a steadily advancing average length of service, whatever the cause of
registry closure.

How strong was the relationship between average life and the date of the vessel’s
registration? As a first approach, the date of the vessel’s registry was regressed against the
date of its removal, yielding an r2 = 0.75 and suggesting that 75 per cent of the variance
in closure dates is accounted for simply by the date of registry. There is, however, a large
standard error (9.4 years) which indicates that the equation (X = 1.2X, - 1.79) is a poor
predictor for any particular vessel. Similar regressions were run for each of the rigs,
yielding coefficients of determination ranging from a low of r2 = 0.62 for ships to a high

of 0.86 for brigantines. A multiple regression, using the date of registry opening, and as
dummy variables vessel rig and cause of registry closure, yields an R2 =091, thus leaving
only nine per cent of the variance in date of registry closure unexplained.

This result is numerically impressive, but not very interesting. It is akin to finding
that a person born in 1900 will be dead in 1976 plus or minus a few years for a strong
constitution and a sober life. But it does point the direction to a more meaningful
analysis: how well do these variables explain the differences in the length of life? This is

what we want to know, and by transforming the dependent variable from year of registry
closure to years of life on registry, the effect of parallel trends between the variables is

removed. The resulting dummy variable regression was run against the length of registry
life, removing the cases where the vessel ‘‘nc longer exists’’ and the steamers.l® The
resulting multiple correlation, R2 = 0.24 is not large, and the only variables with
substantial simple correlation coefficients are ‘‘condemned and broken up’’ (r = 0.37),
““date registered” (r = 0.27), and ‘“brigantines” (r = 0.37). This does provide some
confirmation, however, that vessel rig, period of registration and cause of registry closure
were factors determining average life, even if the bulk of the variance remains to be
explained.

To account for only a quarter of the variance in average vessel life is not utterly
depressing. There are many variables which one presumes would affect it but which are
difficult to capture and measure, such as the quality of construction, the constancy of
repairs, the quality of seamanship and management, and the vessels’ employment. It may
also be that a good deal of the variance is attributable to unpredictable events such as fire,
storm and other perils. But when the ownership characteristics of the vessels and their
employment is better established, it may be that more of the variance in average life will
be explained.

IV

Like a nova, the port of Yarmouth expanded and expired within a few years. Its
shipping industry was a distinctly local one, with the vessels being built, owned, and
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managed within the County. With a County population of little more than 20,000,
Yarmouth’s emergence as the leading shipping port of the Maritimes was a remarkable
phenomenon. The lack of “mass’” in the local economy, however, may be an explanation
of the port’s rapid demise. The years of growth comprised little more than one
entrepreneurial generation, and towards the end of the careers of that first generation of
big shipowners a critical investment decision was at hand. As Gerald Graham showed
many years ago, the 1870s was the last decade in which sail indisputably dominated the
great bulk trades.1€ There were some profitable years left in the big wooden sailing ships,
as the Scandinavians, Italians, Germans and Russians who bought Yarmouth's ships in the
1880s and '90s were to show. There were even more years left in the big steel hulled
barques, but by the 1880s new investment opportunities in wooden sailing ships were
deteriorating rapidly.

Yarmouth’s shipowners recognized this, as the data on net investment shows; but
they did not re-invest in the new technology. It is possible they had been losing money
for years, in the sense that their earnings were insufficient to amortize steamer
replacements for the wooden barques and ships. It is also possible that non-maritime
investments were more attractive in the new Dominion of the 1880s and '90s, both for
shipowners and rentiers. It may also be that the strong localism of the industry was a
mental barrier to placing orders in the United Kingdom for steamers. But this should not
have represented any great wrench, for while Yarmouth shipowners built their vessels in
the County, once launched they rarely saw their home port. The Yarmouth fleet of
ocean-traders in the 1860s and '70s worked out of the United Kingdom, Europe, and the
United States, with a local master, frequently a local mate, but invariably with a crew
collected from every corner of the world. In these respects this local industry was very
international and highly independent of its home base.

If Yarmouth'’s first generation of big shipowners were at the end of their careers at
a crucial turning point in the industry, then there may have been a problem of
entrepreneurial transition. The very short average life of the big ships meant that only a
few years of net disinvestment would dissipate the capital stock, and with that the
knowledge and skills involved in running an ocean fleet. In this respect the constant
underlying growth rate from the mid-1840s to the end of the 1870s is important, for it
indicates the maintenance of a continuity of experience, notwithstanding fluctuations in
industry profitability. But once that continuity was broken, as it was in the 1880s, the
industry could rapidly disappear. In such a tiny community there was little breadth and
depth in the shipping trades and professions to provide a permanent base from which to
launch new ventures and new directions. Yarmouth and the Maritimes thus entered the
new century with memories of a ‘‘golden age”’.

NOTES

1. The precise number is uncertain. There were 486 de novo registrations, and 32 registrations
where it is uncertain whether the vessel was new to the port or simply being re-registered. In this, as in
almost all other instances of data uncertainty, the problem is concentrated among the small schooners.
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2. Douglass North, “Sources of Productivity Change in Ccean Shipping, 1600-1850", Journal or
Political Economy, LXXVI, 1968.

3. Aithough probably not so widely disproportionate to the distribution of rigs in the first few
years after the opening of the port, when a large fraction of the transfers took place. In 1840-43 about
three-quarters of the new registrations were schooners and brigantines.

4.  Crosstabulating place of build with vessel rig generates a Cramer’s V = 0.33.

. No attempt is made is this paper tc analyze the changes in owrership of vessels during their
registry iife at the port.

8. Crosstabulating number of owners with vessel rig yieids an Eta = 0.18. The square of Eta
represents the proportion of variance explained — in this case an insignificant three per cent. Since the
dependent variable ranges very narrowly in this case, it is_difficult to establish a high correlaticn

coefficient.

7. Registrations of schooners, brigantines and brigs were concentrated in the 1840s and '50s, with
barques and ships in the 1860s and ‘70s. The number of vessels, other than schcocners and ships,
registered in the 1880s renders the averages for that decade unreliable.

8. At this point it is impossible to be more precise. The spelling of names, especially Acadian
names, was decidedly various, and in the first instance a variance in speiling was taken to indicate two
different individuals. Errors of this kind may number several hundred at the very worst. In the
discussion that follows, the data base differs from that of the preceeding discussion, in that de novo
registrations have been included. This means that the ownership file includes both initial investors who
registered the vessel when new to the port and de novo investors when ownership changed.

-9.  Chi-square equals 110, which is significant at the 99 per cent level with four degrees of
freedom.

10. This smoothing procedure is obviously rough, but a more sophisticated probabalistic smoothing
is unlikely to yield results of demonstrably greater utility relative to effort. In the case of schooners,
257 official closure dates did not represent the actual closure date. Of the 257, the actual closure date
is known for 105 cases. In 199 cases the known or estimated closure date required an adjustment to
produce the estimates in panel B. With brigantines there are twenty-three vessels for which the official
closure date is wrong or unknown; and with brigs seven, barques sixteen and ships sixteen. In the case
of the barques and ships the error normally involves only a year or two, and hence there was little
change in the official series.

11. It is necessary to stress that the following material is tentative and subject to revision. The
problem lies in known errors in the data base which have yet to be corrected. The most serious lie in
the errors in the official date of registry closure for the smaller vessels, which has been discussed
above, and which are the dates used in the analysis.

12. Corrections to the data may well significantly iower the average iife of schooners.

13. The details of this analysis are available in David Alexander, ““The Average Registry Life of
Yarmouth Vessels, 1840-1889" (Maritime History Group Research Paper: Yarmouth Vessels, No. 6,
December 1976).

14, This is apparent from the transactions in the B.T. 110 series and the instructions given to
United Kingdom ship brokers on the certificates of sale.

15, The de novo cases and the barquentines werz retained in the model to ssrve as the “reference
categories’’ required by the procedure.

16. G.S. Graham, “The Ascendancy of the Sailing Ship, 1850-85", Ecoriomic History Revicw, | X,
1956-57.
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6. DISCUSSION
FOLLOWING
THE PAPER OF
D. ALEXANDER

CRAIG opened the proceedings by examining the problem of the length of life of
vessels. He thought that this might, in part, be influenced by the classification system of
Lloyd’'s Register. As far as Canadian built vessels were concerned, he wondered whether
the standard of construction was improving since by the 1870’s, vessels were being classed
for seven or eight years and as in some of the Yarmouth vessels, for even longer. This was
a contrast to the earlier years of the century when North American soft wood ships had
‘““an appalling reputation”’.

ALEXANDER pointed out that a large proportion of the Canadian fleet was not
classed at Lloyd’s but at Bureau Veritas or the American Bureau of Shipping, and an
examination of those registers might be more useful as far as the project was concerned.

CRAIG agreed that it was thought by contemporaries that Lloyd’s were biased in
favour of iron and steel and thus many North American owners preferred to use the other
societies, and yet many of the Prince Edward Island vessels, being destined for the British
market, had, in fact, to be built under Lloyd’s special survey.

ALEXANDER asked how we could be sure that a gradually changing classification
at Lloyd’s reflected an improvement in the quality of construction rather than simply
changing prejudices of the classification societies.

CRAIG agreed that there was in the early years of the 19th century, a serious
problem of bias, which continued indeed throughout the period, as shown by the
establishment of the Liverpool Register and the later creation of the separate Liverpool
Iron Register, whilst other shipowners thought that Lloyd’s were too slow to recognise
the potentialities of steam and iron. Nevertheless, Yarmouth shipowners were involved in
international cross trades and shippers and insurers increasingly looked up the
classification given in Lloyd’s before they offered freights or insurance, and thus Nova
Scotia owners had some incentive to keep up their class in Lloyd’s Register.

With regard to the changes in the rate of registering new vessels in Yarmouth, he
felt that these would reflect very closely changes in any index of international freight
rates which might be established for the 19th century, and thus reflect the absolute
dependence of the Yarmouth fleet upon the open and competitive international shipping
market. He asked whether in the down turns of the cycle the ship builders tended to
build smaller vessels because of a shortage of capital and the need to diminish risks on the
part of the owners. Conversely, as the trade cycle rose, was there a tendency for builders
to construct and owners to purchase larger vessels?

ALEXANDER was unable to discern any such cycle, it appearing that the average

size of vessels of all rigs increased steadily throughout the period. In the down-turn of the

trade cycles the merchants cut back not by purchasing smaller vessels, but by ordering
fewer vessels.

CRAIG pointed out that this was in some contrast to the British shipbuilding
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industry, but thought that this resulted from the difference between the North American
and the British shipbuilding industries. ‘“The North American shipyard was a bit of
beach. . . .but a British shipyard was a high capital intensive operation and therefore there
was a great deal of shipbuilding carried on in times of declining freight rates merely to
keep the labour force and the machinery going’’. If this were the case then perhaps the
“‘speculative’’ ship builder was virtually eliminated in the region which built for
Yarmouth owners.

FISCHER considered that in Prince Edward Island there may well have been a
tendency to build smaller vessels in times of economic down turn. Certainly the average
size of all rigs registered in the 1880’s was considerably lower than that of earlier decades,
whilst in 1869, which was at the bottom of a cycle of registration in Charlottetown, only
9 vessels out of 69 registered were barques or ships.

ALEXANDER commented that the ports of registry which were being discussed
were not homogenous. Prince Edward Island basically built ships for export, Newfound-
land registered ships for use in fishing and coasting, whilst Yarmouth registered ships for
deep sea cross trading and this illustrated the diversity of the shipping industry of the
whole of Atlantic Canada.

BURLEY wondered whether the degree of shipping activity could be measured
purely by an examination of registrations of vessels. Is there information on the intensity
of use of the fleet once it exists? Is there sufficient information in the records to show
whether the fleet was constantly employed or at times under employed or perhaps
partially laid up?

ALEXANDER pointed out that the paper given at this time merely dealt with data
obtained from the registries, but a second data set was being prepared which would deal
with the voyages of the fleet and this should enable us to examine the degree of
utilization. As yet this data has not been analysed but a preliminary impression would be
that in the period between 1850 and 1880 the owners had no problem finding
employment for their vessels.

BURLEY was surprised at the conclusion that, given the rapid technological
changes in shipping and ship operation, the length of life of Yarmouth vessels tended to
increase. Surely, given increasing modernisation in ship construction, port facilities etc.,
the average life of the Yarmouth wooden fleet might have been expected to drop. Thus
because of the rate of technological change, Yarmouth owners might have been expected
to have disposed of their obsolete assets more rapidly.

ALEXANDER thought that the only discernable response in technological change
on the part of the Yarmouth owners was to increase the average size of their vessels.
Certainly they made no effort to move into steam. His impression of the Yarmouth
shipowning community, was that despite the international nature of their trading and the
relative size of their individual firms, there was a curious parochialism at the Yarmouth
end of the industry. They apparently operated well in terms of employing their vessels
around the world in a completely international market, but in Canada ‘‘they are in this
tight little town” and their only technological response was to purchase from traditional
suppliers, larger vessels, and to increase the size of their fleets.

BURLEY drew a parallel with the situation of the last dozen years where once
again technological innovation in shipping has caused many companies to scrap and
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change to new types of vessels. Perhaps one of the reasons that Yarmouth owners did not
do this was because of the burgeoning Canadian economy, which from 1880 onwards,
offered several alternative channels for investment.

ALEXANDER pointed out that this possibility had not yet been examined closely,
but might well be an important factor. Certainly many of the Yarmouth shipowning
families did take capital out of shipping and place it into other sectors of the Canadian
economy. However this may well not have involved a shift of capital out of the Atlantic
region. ‘‘I think, instead, they were fooled by the national policy of 1879'" which created
an industrial boomlet in the Maritimes in the period between 1880 and 1900, which
collapsed in the decade before the first world war. We may well find that the ship owning
families of the 1870’s moved into the tariff protected industrial sector which in the end
failed to develop.

Why did these people abandon the shipping industry, which they knew a lot about,
to go into manufacturing underwear, about which they were ignorant?

BURLEY wondered whether they might not have invested in bonds or railway
development which might have given them a larger and safer return.

ALEXANDER answered that we only have to examine the development of a local
manufacturing sector of the Maritimes during this period and we know that the capital
did not come from central Canada, and we should assume that it came from the
traditional sectors amongst which were shipping.

JANNASCH pointed out that changes in the local economy, and the attitudes of
its residents can be seen through correspondence involving the voyages of one vessel the
N.B. Lewis over a twelve year period. The vessel commences life by carrying profitable
general cargo, declines to the carriage of bulk commodities, and after ten years is in bad
condition, but the owner refused to repair her on the grounds that she is not worth it,
whilst the ship master on one of his last voyages, responds by asking the owner to sell
shares in the Yarmouth Tramway Company ‘‘because Yarmouth is a dying town
anyway.”’

He asked whether the existing records contained much information on the type of
cargoes carried, or the profit and loss per voyage.

ALEXANDER replied that although some information on cargoes was given in the
Official Log Books, it was vague and scattered, whilst there was no information on the
rate of return.

CRAIG pointed out that the U.K. Bills of Entry, which were available for filming
in England would provide a great deal of information on cargoes, whilst the Shipping and
Mercantile Gazette provided copious information for many ships. Thus one could
certainly construct gross freight rates for the periods during which Yarmouth vessels
obtained their cargoes.

MATTHEWS stated that arrangements were being made to have both these
documentary sources copied.

CRAIG took up the matter of technological changes in the shipping industry. This
was not particularly rapid in sailing vessels and by building larger vessels it was possible to
minimise the problem of obsolescence by deploying larger vessels on longer sea routes in
which the steamer was as yet unable to compete. Thus in the 1860’s the Canadian deep
sea fleet was moving cotton, wheat or lumber across the Atlantic but gradually they
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moved into the West coast of South America, into the nitrate and guano trades where
sailing vessels held a dominant position until 1914.

ALEXANDER stated that on the basis of several hundred voyages already coded,
the employment of Yarmouth vessels during the 1860’s and 1870’s was surprisingly
limited and predictable. On the North Atlantic side, the ports of call are Philadelphia,
Savannah, the Gulf ports, Boston and New York. Occasionally a vessel might call at
Quebec City, rarely into St. John, New Brunswick and never into Halifax. On the other
side of the ocean, they are in La Havre, Bordeaux, Rotterdam and Antwerp to discharge
and then to Shields and Cardiff to load. Occasionally they might take a cargo from
Northern Europe to Cuba or Brazil. However in the 1880’s we suspect this pattern will
shift southwards. )

DAVIES wondered how comprehensive and accurate the volumes of ship
registers were and whether they might be supplemented from other sources including
newspapers. Are these sources available for Canadian ports? Can we obtain access to such
local records as parish registers, wills or inventories? Does the team intend to utilize oral
history?

ALEXANDER stated that as far as the registry books of Yarmouth, Nova Scotia
are concerned, there are no missing years and no missing data, and from them we have
obtained a data set of about 150 variables. For Yarmouth, we have the Yarmouth Herald
which does include a considerable amount of information on shipping and related
matters. The other ports to be studied also had vigorous newspapers, but only some have
been microfilmed and, as in the case of Yarmouth, only for certain periods. Wills and
inventories are available but must be sought out and copied. With regard to oral history,
this is a five year project but there are massive documentary sources to be acquired,
evaluated and utilised before we can afford to think about oral history.

KNOPPERS raised the question of how to interpret net accessions to the register
of Yarmouth, Nova Scotia, as a means of estimating net investment in the fleet. He
considered that 10 yearly moving averages would be a superior method of calculation to
that of 10 year aggregates upon which the paper had been based.

ALEXANDER agreed that this was a superior statistical method, but pointed out
that the measurement by decades which was used, does correspond fairly closely to
turning points in the ship registration cycle.

KNOPPERS, referring to the longevity or otherwise of vessels in Yarmouth'’s fleet,
wondered whether this might have depended upon the owner’s propensity to repair the
vessels. Thus, under some circumstances an owner might refit a vessel of 8 or 9 years, but
under others might sell her, or run her down.

ALEXANDER agreed that after 8 years of trading these vessels would need
considerable refits but that the vessels which stay on the register for longer than this and
are finally broken up, tended to be the smaller schooners. Most of the large vessels were
disposed of by the owners before they reached the stage of being condemned and broken

up on the beach.
KNOPPERS asked whether the records allowed one to distinguish between a vessel

which was sold for refit, and then re-entered onto the register again.

ALEXANDER confirmed that they did.
PARKER mentioned the strong familial connections between Yarmouth Nova
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Scotia and the Cape Cod area from which many of the shipping families had emigrated
after the American Revolution. As a result there were strong commercial ties with brokers
and others in Boston and an examination of this group in so far as it played a part in the
shipping industry of Maritime Canada would yield great benefits. Conversely, by the
1860s many migrants from Nova Scotia and New Brunswick had settled in Boston<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>