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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUUD TO THE FAR WESTERN FUR TRADE
1803 to 1821

In 1803, with the acquisition of the Louisiana Territory,
the United States extended its territorial domain for the
first time to the Rocky Mountains. The Louisiana Purchase--
over 900,000 square miles, more than doubling the sige of
.the United States of l8(3--extended from the mouth of the
Miseiseippi River north and west to the westernuost reaches
of the Mississippi drainage basin along the Continental Di-
vide. The entire territory was drained by a vast system of
streans inhabited by beaver and other commercially valuable
fur bearing animals. The largest and most important stream
was the !ldssouri River which, along with some of its trib-
utaries, reached to the Divide and to some of the remctest
regions of Louisiana.

Soon to be described by lMeriwether Lewis as the richest
fur country in the wrld,l these mountain regions and adjacent
lands in the northwestern section of Louisiana (principally

Jmlerimhor Lewis to Thoumas Jefferson, September 23
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those lands drained by the [lissouri River, the Yellowstone,
the Big Horn, and, to the south, the North Platte which the
expedition did not see) were to be the setting for vigorous
fur trading activity during the decades following Acerican
acquisition. Across the Continental Divide and to the west
of these American owned territories were cthor areas whose
streaus were to be trapped by the sawe men whe operated cast
of the wountains. These rivers, the upper courses of the
Green River, reaching to approximately forty miles southeast
of the Teton liountains, and of the Snake River, which risecs
in the Tetons and adjacent ranges, became very important in
the mountain trade. To the west of the northern Lockies,
from the Contiunental Divide to the Pacific Ocean and inclusive
of the Snake Hiver and the upper Green River, lay the Oregon
Territory, rich in furs, and, in 1603, still the object of
rival claims by the United States and Durcpean powers.

These areas, Oregon and the northern American Rocky
Mountains, represented a "New Horthwest f{or the United States.
A in the "0Old Northwest” between the Chioc and upper lilssissippi
rivers, the British again sought the favor of the Indians and
created formidable oppeosition to Awerican interests. Aside
frou official explorations, the fur traders were the only
Americans in the "New lorthwest” until the scattered mission-
aries of the 183C's and the emigrant trains of the Forties.
For four decades the fur traders were the manifestation of
American expansion in the Northwest: in the northern Rockies



east of the Divide the trappers were a reninder to the
British of ocutright American ownership; in Oregon, from the
upper Grean and Snake rivers west to the Pacific Ocean, a
reuinder of American claims.

Thus the trapper's activities in the Northwest werc a
tangible and real substantiation, ready for the national
governuent to use whenever it pleased to claim dominion,
But the fur traders purluéd their game not for the benefit
of the United States, rather for their own perscnal profit.
As the trade progressed, however, they proved not unwilling
to Le used by the government for its designs on the West, as
long as the cooperation would benefit the trade. Recipro=-
cally, the government was often ready and willing to use the
fur trade in its expansionist plans; that is, whenever sufl-
ficlient agreeuent on national objectives could be reached
to permit action.

Inability of the public and private intercsts to coop=-
erate became a {reQuent handicap, and partially because of
this, the Americans were not able to establish a lasting
trade in the Northwest until 1822, nineteen yoars after the
Louisiana Purchase. During this pericd, expansion of the
mountain trade was highly erratic, frustrated by setbacks,
temporary rotreets, and even complete withdrawals. At the
gane time to the north, the British cwned Hudson's Say
Company and the North West Company, together representing
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the only formidable opposition to American trade interests,
extended thelr cwm bitter trade rivalry to the Canadian
Rocky Mountains and in to Oregon. The men involved in the
northwestern trade before 1622 were dominated principally by
their relatiocnship and reaction tc the British fur companios
and the Indians. A third important element was the United
Statea' factory system. Although only distantly related to
the commerce of the western mountains, the system nevertheless
reflected overall governmental attitudes toward the trade.
Until 1822, the government used it as the major means of
controlling the trapping industry.

The factory systau was already well developed by the tine
the first American trappers reached the western mountains.
On March 3, 1795, Congress initiated the system by appropri-
ating $50,00C to buy Indian trade goods;® and the next year
they raised vhe apprepriation to 9150,000 and provided for
tho establishment of government trading posts, or factorles.
The President was to have control of the systen, the estab-
lishment of factories, and the appointuent and command of the
trade agents, known as the factors.’ Under the factory
systen the governunent was to trade with the Indians at about
cost prices to keop them well supplied with quality material
goods and to guard against their being cheated in free trade.

— -

2. 9. Statutes at Large, I, 443.
3Ibid., pp. 452453,



The factors were given implicit instructions about thelr
dealings with white traders, the prohibition of alcechel,
and fair trestuent of the Indians. They were directed to
“obtain and preserve [the Indiang] friendship, to be con-
ciliatory in all [their] intercourse with them, and, by
every proper means in [their] power, to gecure [the Indian's]
attachient to the United States. ¥ |
These instructions reflect the overriding reason for
the factory system, that cf fostering pood Indian relations.
Both humanitarianism and the protection of whites on the
frontier made good relationg desirable. If the Indians re-
wained friendly, then the costs of expensive frontier wars
could be saved. lMore urgently for the expansionists in the
government, good Indian relations would underniine Spanish
and British influence upon the Indians, and thus help secure
the trans-Appalachisn West.? Before beginning the factory
systen, the Congreas had reactivated an old law {rom the
Conflederation period which forbade any private trading with
the Indians except Ly those parsons licensed by the govern-
ment. Thus, by the use of factories and of licensing pro-
cedures, the governument had a system they hoped would operste

“Instructions to factors Uy John lason, Superintandent
of Indian Trade, December 12, 1507, Aggfigeg
), Pe

fodiay Litaire, Vol I1 [Yeshington,

5Roynl D Way, Tho United States Factory System {or
Yalley Higterical

Trading with th
Leview, (b‘i’ptd"bgr ’ 1619 ’



6

to the benefit of the Indians and the United States against
ruthless foreign and American traders.

"l‘haoratically, the factory syston was extended to the
Far West in 1804, when the governuent declared it and other
public laws to be in efflect tiwoughout the Loulslana terri-
tory.® Later, Thomas Jefferson expressed the belief that
as the factories were established up the Missouri, they would
oppose the Dritish entry into the l[lsscurd trade with the
effectiveness of "as many arnies.”’ However, Fort Osage near
present day Ransas City Lecane the factory farthest up the
Missourd, It was esteblished in 1808, closed and temporarily
moved at the begluning of the Var of 1612, reopened again in
1815, and continued to operate until the end of the factory
lyctem.s '

Effectlive contrul of the far western trade through the
use of factories did not evolve. The far western trade did
not mature until after the factories were clogsed, and the

Gy, 3. Statutes at larme, II, 265.

. 7T§om£: Jefteroggix Henry Dearbomn, AW 18¢8,
ndrew r ymoi% of iﬁﬁemn
{(Washingten, 19% XII, lﬁbn&n ereson'e less chare

itablo schees in use of the factory gysten wag revealed to
Secretary Dearborn in an earlier lett.er. He hoped the system

ﬁould be \l:lad to r:t.h the Ixﬁ.nn in dabi.‘,u’ “whii:h w}xgn b;oo
eavy to be paid ey are aiways will to lop o a
cession of land.” Thomas Jefferscn to Henry Dearborn,

August 12. loC2, Clarence Ddwin Carter, edit.orzgﬁ -

Lorgad JBRUR &f—f@fb%mon, ’.ggéi s

Cora Drocks Peske, Wﬂ ngszi m
indian FPactory Systenm, 1%95- 622 (Denver, 1954), pp. 19-23.



raucteness of the western fur bearing regions would have
created treuendcus problems for such contirol Lad it been
attenpted. FMurtherwors, by the tims the factory systen was
toruinated, the far westarn tirade had already developed
charactoristic wethods of oparations to sult its particular
conditions. Throughout the Great Lakes area, the fur cou-
panigs had found it profitable to eetablish permanent posts
aﬁd to allow Indians to do most of the trapping. The whites
acted mainly as traders, either ramaining at the posts to
recelve thelr customera, or, i{ the coupetition required it,
going out auong the Indians to trade. With elther type of
opearation, this trade was closer to civiiigation and better
adapted for govermment observation and control, yet it still
produced numerous law viclavions and much strife. As the
trade of the Far West began to develop, however, the Indians
of the area generally showed ar unwillingness to trap. When-
aver they did trap they preflerred to trade £ - "2 gsuperior
quality goods of the British, thus forcing the Americans to
harvest their own furs in the wountains.’® With practically
ne Indian pertizipation in the sarly far western trade, there
was ao demanding need for extending the factery system into
the region. The absence of factories In the Far Vest is
indlicative of the fact that the govarnment was wore concerned

9Lwis Cass to Andrew Jackson, Febmnrx 8, 1932,
W&% 22nd Congress, lst Seselon, Neo. 0 tSQrial p
s Pe Do
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with the fur industry in areas closer te civilization and
thorelore easier to control., Rarely in the ecarly and frus-
trating decades of the far westarn trade would the government
give its support and encocurdageusnt to the trappers in the
remote regiocns.

A very great exception to this over-all attitude was
found in the efforts of Thomas Jeffergcn, one of America's
two greatsst expansionist proesidents. As early as 1786,
while in Parig, he had shown his interest in the Far West by
prowcting an expedition to the West Coast by way of Russia
and Alaska. The Russian government halted this venture, but
Jaiferscon's intereat in exploring the westarn territories
continued.*U As president, this concern became involved with
proomoting the fur trade. Prior to the actual purchase of
Louisiana, he delivered a secret message to Congress, in
which he requested funds for exploration of the territory,
and noted the British activity in the Northwest, and their
intercourse with the Indians on the upper lescuri. He also
observed that with one continucus artery of transgportation
(the Miescuri), the Americans would have an iuportant advan~
tage in the contast for the mountain trade against the
Oritish, who had to uae a geries of lakes, rivers, and
portages to trangport thelr gocds to eastorn narkets. Thua,
Jefferson saw the opportunity to secure the far western

o lég“Autobiomphy.“ Lipscond, Mritings of Jefferson, I,
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trade to the Americans instead of the British. Jofferson
planned that leaders of tho expedition would confer with the
Indians about comsercial possibilitiss and, nore specifically,
to "got adnission among them for our traders as cthaes [the
British] are admitted." PFollowing trads alliances, friend-
ship and close political ties would naturally arise betwaen
the Indians and the United Statas.

For the benefit of the French and other interested foreign
parties, Jefferson ciaimed other reasonsa for promoting an
axpedition on to wvhat was still foreign scil. He insinuated
that the plan was § "literary pursuit” for scientific and
geographic knowledge.l? Yet he did not equivocate in his
instructions to Lowis in November, 1803, when he stated that
"the object of your mission is single, [to seek] the direct
water communication from sea tec sea formed by the bed of the
Missouri & perhaps the Oregon.”?3 Thus, in light of his views
on the fur trade, Jefferson's desire even for geographical
knowlodge, about which he otherwise had & natural curiosity,
was commercially motivated. Commerce (principally the fur
trade), geography, and expansicnism were closely related on
the Lewis and Clark expedition.

Lipeport of Thomas Jefferson to Con , January 18,
1803, Jackson, Lewis and Clark, pp. 12-13.

_ 12Thomas Jefferson to Bernmard lLacdpide, February 24,
18‘03’ M-, pp. 15"‘160

N L37honas Jefferson to Meriwether Lewls, llovember 16,
1803, ibid., p. 137.
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Within three years, the expedition had returned to
St. Louls, heving explored much of the wain courges of both
the Misscuri and the Celumbia. From St. Loulg on Septen-
ber 23, 1806, Lewie made his initiel report to Jefferson
with very positive remarks abeout the fur trade: Ve view
this passage across the Continent as affording Lmmence
[sic] advantages to the fur trade. . . .” Further, "The
Migscuri and all it's branches from the Chyenne [sic]
upwards eébound more in beaver and Commen Otter, than any
other streams on earth, particularly that porticn of them
lying within the Rocky Mountaing.” Lewis also proposed that
these furs could be shipped dowm the Columbie and thence to
China.*®# Aware of the inercasing British strength in the
northwestern trade, Lewis did not hesitate to advisce aggres-
sive government 'aupport.. In the same report he declared:
"4 we are to regard the trade of the Misgsourl as an cbject
of importance to the United States; the strides of [the
British] toward the Missouri camnot be toc vigilantly
watched nor too firmly and speodily opposed by cur govermsent.'d5

ll'zderimther Lewis to Thomas Jefferson, September 23,
1806, M.' p‘ 3210

l5mn" Pe 3220
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Lewis' report was made in the fall of 1606.1C Two
years later, ag a first move, the United Otates cstablighed
Fort Osage on the Missouri. DBut Indian hostilities on the
upper river would soon make it too dangerocus to catablish
additional factories farther up the lMiseouri and would delay
the developument of the far western trade. There is other
evidence that the Lewis and Clark expedition created con-
siderable interest in the prospects of the mountain tirede.
Even &8 they made their way back to 38t. Leouils, the explorers
wet trappers bound for the mountains. Within a year nuuerous
small hunting parties were on the upper river, some of them
going to the area of the Three Forks, the headwaters of the
Missourd .17

One important enterprise began when lanuel Lisa, an
experdienced St. Louls fur trader described by VWashington Irving

160ne other conteanporary expedition met with much less
success. In July, 1806, only two months before Lewis and
Clark returned to 5t. Louis, Zebulon Pike began hig trip to
the headwateors of the Red and Arkansas Rivers. These rivers
are western tributaries of the llississippi, and thus, accord-
ing to the purchase treaty with France, were m&. of the
Louisiena Territ.or-a. Pike's expedition was linked to a plan
of Governor James Wilkinson, who wished to fNurther his own
ambitions in the Southwest. DBut the trip was sanctioned by
the War Department, which continually received reports from
Pike. The Spanish, who claimed the area Pike was to explore,
ended the expedition with a military arrest of Pike and his
aen in Pebruary, l807. W. Bugene Hollon, % Logt %@-
finder, Zebwlon lontgomerv Pike (Norman, 1949), p. 105.

17pale L. Morgan, editor, ¥ y .
(Denver. 186!.), prms;lcu or, The Veat of Willlam H. Ashley
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as a "man of bold and enterprieing chnmcter,"lG formed a
partnership for trading on the upper lMissouri. 3Beglinning
cperations in the spring of 18607, Lisa's men headed up the
river tc the mouth of the Yellowstone and followed that river
to the mouth of the 3ig Horn in present-day south-central
Montana. There they constructed Fort Raymend and traded and
trapped in the surrounding area with great success .+’ Already
the threat of Indian hostilities caused Lisa tc aveld the
Three Forks area. These rivers were the home of the Black-
feet, the most fierce of the tribes on the upper river.eU
At this time they were particularly aroused against Americans
since two Piegans, members of the Blackfoot tribe, had lost
their lives in a skirmish with the Lewis and Clark expedition.?t
Returning to St. Louis in 1608, Lisa formed the St. Louis
Missouri Fur Company in the spring of 1809. DBesides Lisa and
his field partner, Andrew Henry, the original partners of the
company included VWilliam Clark, now an Indian agent at St.
Louis, and two meubers of a prominent St. Louis fur trading

1°thh1ngton Irving w9§gg
drving: Astoria; ’ﬁennsiiffégfﬁ ork, s P. 103,

1984 chard Edward Oglesby,
of the Missouri Pur Trada: (Hormeniiidesis "‘.‘gszf%zw.

20yi111an Gordon to Lewis Cass, October 3 1&31 ﬁggggg
L ; 22nd Congress, lst Session, No. 90 O«

s po 2hc

g oy, vy P A s IR
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fasily, Pierre Chouteau, Sr., and Auguste Chouteau, Jr.2¢
.The local 3t. lLouis newspaper, The lMissouri Gegetts, pre-
dicted the new company would "bid defiance to any hostile
band they nay meet.‘23 but the Indian situation soon clouded
the company's futurse.

During the following winter (1808-18(9), Blackfoot
aggressions forced the trappers to stay near Fort Raymond.
Despite this disappointment, during the next winter (1809-
181C), the company constructed a fort in the Three Forka
area. While trapping out of the new pest, several company
men were killed or captured by the Blackfeet, who also stole
company pelts cached on the Yellowstone River.2k Except for
a party trapping with Andrew Henry, lLisa's men returned to
St. Louis. Despite their setbacks the Louisiana Gazette
reported that the trappers returned with a "considerable
anount” of furs. The paper also observed the trappers were
sxpecting even better returns in the future.®” Ileanwhile,
Henry and his party crossed the Continental Divide and thus
became the {irst of many Americans to trap or establish a
post west of the Divide. Dut upon returning to S5t. Louis in

e Far poms {Srtia Chiveenden, Tha dggricay Py Tiage of
233¢. Louls ligsourl Cagette, iarch £, 1809, p. 3.
2hoglesby, Lisa, pp. 85-97. |
293¢, Louis Louisiana Gegette, July 26, 1810, p. 3.
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the suumer of 1811, Lisa's field partner faced the expiration
6f the St. Louis Missouri Fur Company and the formation of
its successor, the Missouri Pur Company.R0

Bafore the old company expired, cne of its partners,
¥William Clark, contacted government officials in Washington
and asked for aid against the British,whom he blamed for
inciting the Indians. The government did not respond favor-
ably to Clark's many letters.?’/ Beset by financial problems
and intercompany Jjealousies, the firm underwent ancther
reorganigation,

The dangerous Indian situvation and the possibility of a
war with England made the new !Missouri Fur Company's future
8 gloomy one. In early December, 1ldl3, the company was
dissolved because its profits were not sufficlent to please
the owners. Lisa, with other financial support, coatinued
tooparate, and in 1€l4 William Clark appeinted him Indian
Agent for the "Tribes on the Misscuri above the Kangies
[Xansas Indians who lived in present-day western Missouri].®
But the situation in the lorthwest prevented any operations
cn the upper rivef;and all the other traders but Lisa had
even left the lower lMissouri,.eO

20chittonden, Fur Trade, I, 145-146.
270g108by, Lisa, pp. 101~-102,

28y3114am Clark to John Aimltm 20, .wll.,
p¥: 4 0 °

lorrit ﬂQ: ‘:max, eeama
jiiens g N R 35"92‘ u?s&.m oy
g tle ccass ap ¥h0 ¢ au ho t @8 invar ore
then to eave. Jorgan, &

$ pp- i “XIVi
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During the same pericd in which Lisa coperated upriver,
another important American concern entered the far western
fur trade. In what well may have been the wost luportant
single aspact of the trade to be used in later argunents
gupporting Auorican expansionist's claing to the Cregoen
Country, John Jacob Astor extended his already expansive
trade operavions to the ghores of the Pacific Ocecan. Astor,
a German imudigrant, had become interested in the fur trade
when he first arrived in America in 1783, and since thon had
usod the Oroat Lakes trade to build his fortune. In the West
Agtor operated independently of the St. Louis traders, although
he negotiated with them twice on possible partnuerships. lHe
was reluctant to join the Missourians unless it wore absclutely
necessary .2’

Agtor's original plan, and one which he cherished until
he retired from the trade in 1E34, was to connect the Columbia
and ldgsouri valleys with a series of posts {rom S5t. Louls to
the mﬁth of the Columbia. By this mcans Le could open trans-
continental trade from How York to the Pacific Ocean and thence
by sea to China. ile could trade his furs Lo either low York
or China and totally dominate the American fur trade.3V

29k enneth Wi Porter ,}Em dacob Agtor, Dusiness
Man (Caubridge, 1931), X, 27327k ’

13?!%0!“‘ Upton Terrell, Furs by Astor (New York, 1963),
p. 138,
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For his trading cperations in the West, Astor established two
companies, the American Fur Coupany, incorporated in 1808,
and tue Pacific Pur Company, incorporated in 181C. The
latter firu was ostablished specifically for the Oregon
trade aftor Astor had first atteupted ia 1809 %o Jjoin opera-
tions in Oregon with the Brivighecwned North West Company.
Agtor alsv negotiated with the Russians for & divisicn of
the trade on the Pacific Coast, but the proposal failed with
the beglnuing of the war in 1822, 31

Thege propositions suggest that, if it were neceasary
for his own ambitions, Astor would nct compete with the
British in Oregon, but would join them. Thus, the trade
oporations would enhance the claims of both the Americans
and the British. Yat‘enrly in 1808, Astor had eppealed to
President Jefferson's expensionist feeling by declaring that
he (Astor) wished to exclude the British traders from American
territories.’2 This was, no doubt, true; but Astor’s single
mctivation was his own perscnal profit, and, national expen-
sion aslds, he would do vhatever was necessary and expedient
to gain a feothold in the Oregen trade., Futherwore, if he
were to drive the british out of Oregon, he wanted the trade
for himgelf and not to share with other American ccncerns.

s R I g

311W. Complete Works, pp. 313-314.

, 32Jchn Jacob Aster to Thomas Jefferson, February 27,
808, quoted in Paul Chrisler Phillips, The Fur Irade
Norman, 1961), II, 271.
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Astor's proposals did not involve @ patriotic mission for
American free enterprise. According to his chief blographer,
Kenneth Porter, "It was his [Astor's) purpose to concentrate
the westaern fur trade in the hands ¢f only such Ansrican
citizens as had been born in VWaldorf, Gerwany, in 1703, and
had arrived in the United States from London in the spring
of 178,733 Astor's trenscontinental schemce were to satisfly
his personal greed, a factor which he did not roelate to
Jefferson, b

The President received what he knew cf Astor's pians
with "great satisfaction,” and further indicated poseible
govermugnt support. He replied to Aster:

Tou may be assured that in order to get the whols

of this business passed into the of our own

Sbube heir Frivilags to exsite the Iadisns to war

She Power oF the Bxecutive will be afforded 35
Accordingly, Jefferson encouraged lieriwether Lowis, then
governor of Missouri, to give Astor's project “particular
attention” ap "Nothing but the exclusive possession of the

Indian commerce can secure us their peace.“3° However, the

33Porter, Astor, I, 169.

3h1pid., p. 167.

35rhomes Jefferson to John Jacob Astor, April 13, 1608,
Lipscomb, Writings of Jefferson, XII, 2¢.

Iornomas Jefferson to Meriwether Lewis, July 7, 1808,
Jackson, Lewis and Clark, p. 4b5.
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prouise of executive ald was handicapped by the fact that it
came from a president who had less than one year remaining
in office.

Regardless of government attitudes in Washington, the
North West Company's refusal to join with Astor killed any
chance of British-American cocoperation in Oregon. Instead
it initiated a rivalry and a subeequent race to Oregon to
egtablish trade, and much more important, to confirm claius
of both nations to the Pacific lorthwest. Astor began his
wegtern trade by sending two expeditiocns to the mouth of the
Columbia, one overland, another by sea.

The expedition by sea, comprised of the ship, Ionquin,
reached the Columbia in March, 1Cll, and established the post
of Astoria. In the sumuer the ship sailed north to Vancouver
Island only to become involved with hostile Indians who
wassacred the ship's crew. The next day one survivor enticed
a large nunber of Indians on board ship before he ignited the
carge of gunpowder, which explosion caused "dreadful havoc”
in killing and maiming over 100 Indians.37 Thus, Indian
relations were dnmsod. the Tonquin was lost, and only a fow
Anericans remained at Astoria until the overland expedition
arrived. Ag a result of tremendous difficulties and subsequent
delays, the overland expedition under Wilgon Price Hunt which
had originally left St. Louis in Hovember of 1810, reached the

37Irving, Complete Worke, pp. O4=91.



mouth of the Columbia at scattered intervals between Jan-
vary 1¢ and May 11, 1612, with seven more arriving on
January 15, 1613,39

While the overland expedition was still en route, a
crew of North West Company men arrived at Astoria on July 15,
1811, following the arrival of the Tonguin in late March.
By this margin of less than four months, the Astorians had
greatly enhanced American claims to 0regon.39 By 1810,
Jafferson revealed the value he placed on the establishment
of the Astorians when he wrote: "If we claim that country
[Oregen] at all, it must be on Astor's settlement near the
mouth of the Columbia . . . when a civiliged nation takes
possession of the mouth of a river in new country, that
possession is considered as including all its waters. 4V

As their numbers increased at Astoria, the American trap-
pers moved east along the main branches of the Columbia where

38chittenden, Pur Trade, I, 162-199.

3%L.0wis, Blackfoot, p. 20.

. ’*:rbhom Jefferson to John "‘%"35 Dgcaber 31, 1616,
pscomb, Jefferson, . ; Astor's men were
the first mﬁu & peat on the mouth of the Columbia,
but the Neorth West Coupany had already established trading
sts much farther up river on the westorn slopes of the
ocky lMountains. The Hudson's Day Company alsc had a post
in eastern Oregon, and even the American party under Andrew
Henry had spent a winter across the Divide (but this was not
used in expansionist arguments for Oregon). Jefferson and
later members of the government were amploying a concept
concerning the importance of controlling the mouth of a
Ix{iver. Ihi‘ij; ';‘);10. E'lligzi "The Fur Tradghinotha Comm
ver Prior to " 3 Oregon
Socdety, XV (December, 1914), - ’fg
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they found profitable trapping, but the war with England
began the following suumer and soon ended the Oregon venture.
Having petitioned for and received official sanction and
naval support cof the British government, the North West Cou-
pany, in 1cl3, sent an expedition to capture Astoria. At
the demand of the North West Company men whe arrived in
October, 1€13, the Astorians readily surrendered the post
and were allowed to sell their goods. The British tock
formal possession on December 13, and renamed the post Fort
Goorge.“l

Astor appealed te Jefferson and to members of the gove-
ernnent to help save his Pacific Coast operations. His
relationship with the government was closer than that of the
ordinary businessman, as Astor loaned the government money to
finance war expenses. However, the bonds he received frcon
the government made the venture qQuite profitable.“z In
February, 1¢13, already aware that the British were planning
to take Astoria, Astor appealed to the Secretary of State,
James Monroe, for the support of & small military force. He
stressed the potentiality of Astoria as a United States supply
base for its Pacific operations, yet under the strain of a
war with an Atlantic power, the government gave no immediate
response. In March, Astor again appealed to lionroe and also

klporter, Agtor, I, 226-23C.
“zTerrell, Furs, pp. 230-231.
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to President Madison and to the Secretary of the Navy,
William Jones. Finally, the government acted {avorably
by preparing the frigate, John Adamg, for a voyage to
Agtoria. To Astor's frustration, the ship's crew was
crdered to the Great Lakes instead, and the trip to Oregon
was cancelled. Following this, Astor's plans to send his
own ship, the Zuterprige, were thwarted when the Dritish
blockaded the New York h&rbor.“3_

 In October Astor wrote to Jefferson and lauded the
potential of the Oregon venture, but lamented that the gove
ernment had besn unresponbive to his request for aid. In
the same letter Astor deceitfully avoided menticn of the fate
of the Tonguin, probably fearing that this example of poor
Indian relations would not engender sympathy f{rom Jefferson
or the governuent. He even referred to the Indians as
"friendlyx"“b Although Astor's letter was not optimistic
in tone, Jefferson replied in November that he viewed "with
great pleasurs"” Astor's "progress.” He warned that good
Indian relations werec necessary if any governuent action
were to be expected. He also expressed his desire that the
government would aid Astor, whom he believed was "doing so

43pavid Lavender, First Wilderness (Garden
City, 1964), pp. 195_19§§a 4a tha

bhgotn Jacob Astor to Thouas Jefferson, October 16,
1813, Porter, Astor, I, 541-543.
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much for future generations of men., b5 Regardless of Astor's
efforts, the aid was not forthcoming. His Oregon trade
collapsed as a result of the British aggressions and because
of the Jjustifiable lack of enthusiastic support by the
governuent of a nation which was involved in a nmajor war.

After the war, Astor wanted to re-establish his Oregon
trade. However, he folt he needed military support, both
for general reasons of reoccupying captured territory and
because of the bitter feuding taking place in Canada between
the Hudson's Bay Cowpany and the North West Company,which
might inveolve his men should he send them to Oregon. Astor
again pressured government officials but got little response.
At Astor's request, Albert Callatin spoke to President Hadison
about the matter. Although Madiscn "received the proposal
favorably,” he did not take any action.®

In the fall of 1817, after Astor had realized the futili-
ity of his Oregon plans, the new administration under James
Monroe declded tc take formal action to confirm the claim to
Oregon. Under directions from Monroe, representatives of the
United States reached the Columbia in August, 1818, and made
a proclamation of American claims to Oregon. In October the
United States flag was raised over Fort George to prove

LoThomas Jefferson to John Jacob Astor, November 9,
1613, Lipscomb, Writings of Jefferson, XIII, 432-434.

4Op1bert Callatin to John Jacob Astor, A:fzgt 5,(1835,

Henry Adams, editor Writings of Albert
adelphia, 1879), II, 505.



23 |

American ounarship.47 However, the North West Company cone-
tinued to operate cut of Fort George until 1824; Astor did
not resume his activities on the wbnt Coast. The American
trade in the Far West, including both the coperations of Lisa
and of Astor, had ended by the end of 1£13. Until 1618, the
naticnal government remained at all times either toc busy,
too indifferent, or both, to render aid.

The period which witnessed the first big trading efforts
in the Far West was alsc a time during which the Congress
passed cccasional laws and consented to treaties relating to
aspects of the fur trade. After the initial legislation of
the factory system in 1795, Congress legislated renewals of
the systom every two or three years. In 1802, it passed a
very important law which dealt with a variety of problems
resulting from the Indian trade. DBecause the‘territorinl
governments were failing to prevent the trading of liquor to
the Indians, Congress suthorigzed the President to take meas-
ures which he might deem necessary to prevent such trade. st
The same law also restated the license restriction on traders
and redefined Indian territorial boundaries. Furthermore,
Americans were forbidden to hunt on Indian lands, and licensed

47J B. Prevest to John Quin Adams, November 11, 1&18,

thashington, THET IR aictag £ seeaton sz, Tastsaton ot e

pP. 2137 (hereafter cited as
beprancis Paul Prucha, %ggs*nnn Ig@tnn.gnlzszkin,&hﬁ
Formative Years (Cambridge, » P .



2l

persons ©only were permitted to trade with the Indians.*?
Thus, the trapping coperations in the Far West were actually
& viclation of federal law. Yet, this {fact was largely
ignored for over two decades by government officlals who
vere eager to counter, by any method possible, the British
influence with the Indians.

Agide from the frequent rencwals of the factory systen,
there was very little important legisletion relating to the
fur trade until after the war. The Senate ratified a commer-
cial treaty with Great Britain in July, 1815, which guaranteed
British trading rights in the United Otates' territories. U
But nine wonths later, in April, 1816, Congress rescinded this
right of the British by forbidding all foreigners to trade
in territories of the United States without the consent of
the President. By granting passports to {creigners sc that.
they could enter United States' territory, the President made
it possible for Americans to use the experlence of the Cana-
dian and British trappers who might wish to work for the
American companies. The bill did not make exceptions to
allow either foreign companies or independent f{oreign traders

to operate on their own in the territories. t

b7y, 5. statutes, II, 139-146.
O1pad., VIII, 226.

Slgpad., III, 332-333.
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The leading private citizen to promote the law was, in
all probability, John Jacob Astor, although it has never
been absclutely determined tc what extent he was involved in
the passage of the bill.?2 At least it is certain that Astor
had more at stake than any other individual, although at the
time Astor was directly concerned about the upper Mississippi
and Creat lakes trade and not the far western trade.

Astor's interest in a law of this type wes basic to his
over-all plans, which were constantly threatened by the British,
not only in Oregon, but elsewhere. Even though the North VWest
Company had refused Astor's offer in 1809 to share the Cregon
trade, they agreed with him in 1811 to form the South Weat
Company for sharing the commerce arcund the Great Lakes.
During the war with England, the South West Company virtually
ceased operations while the North West Ccompany, with British
protection, had moved into United States' territories in the
Northwest where Americans were forecibly excluded.’? After
the Treaty of Ghent, the South West Company was reactivated
sc that the Britvish uight evade any law excluding foreigners
and continue operations in the United States on grounds that
the company was partly owned by Awericans. Astor agreed to
reactivate the company. He feared that, if he did not, and
if Congress refused to¢ pass such a law, the British would act

52Porter. Agtor, I1I, 094.
*3Ibid.
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independently to¢ dominate the trade.’® Dut in 1816, moti-
vated by i1l feelings toward the Canadians who had given
the United States considerable trouble during the war, the
Congress, with very little debate, passed the bill.

The Dritish evaded the law, at times, by werely hiring
Americans to do the work in their own names. The Americans
then would take the furs away from the posts and transfer
them to British hands.’’ In addition, the British trade
interests in the United States continued through their
friendship with the Indians and because of the fact that the
Indians preferred the British goods to those of the Americans.’©
The Americans realized that, despite this naticnalistic trade
weasure, the Dritish remained a very seriocus threat, partic-
ularly in the f{ar northwest. William Clark was aware of
the continued threat when he wrote in Uctober, 1810, that
“the upper and richer portion [of the liisscuri River] has
had no American Citizen since the [failure] of the Missouri
Co. in 1811 and I am under great apprehensions that the
British will take poseession of that rich Tract.” Conse-
quently, Clark proposed a plan which was at once both similar

- - - - -—
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and dissimilar to Astor's schemes. Clark suggested forming
a single large and "overbearing” company to combat the
British, However, instead of a monopoly by one person as
Astor wished, Clark suggested that a larger number of per-
sons should be involved. For such an ambitious project
Clark believed the government would have to give "a little
aid."7 Neither the company nor the aid materialiged.

After the British were excluded by law, Astor took steps
to secure his trade position. He hired experienced trappers
and boatmen who had previcusly been employed by the British.
Furthermore, he requested Secretary c¢f State lonrce to
supply blank licenses which he cculd use on the Great Lakes
for hiring the best aveilable British traders. Eventually,
through the War Department, Astor was able to obtain the
licenses.’® Zarly in 1817, Astor purchased the Canadian
interest in the South West Company. In lMarch of the same
year he reactivated the American Fur Company with Hamsay
Crocks and Robert Stuart as field partners. The company
planned to concentrate on the upper ldssissippi and Oreat
Lakes. '

In 1818, Astor's use of the experienced British traders
was threatened when President lMonroe decided to prohibit all
foreigners from t.akinc any part in any phase of the American

5Twi1liam Clark to Thomas Jefferscn, Cctober 10, 1816,
Jackson, Lewis aend Clark, p. 025.

58"‘”“‘”’! Fist, pp. 236, 244.
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fur trade. lMonrce had originally been uncooperative when
Astor requested blank licenses, and now he viewed with
positive distaste the presence of the British in American
territory. He soon rescinded the order, however, as he
came under pressure from the American companies.’? In
Canada, the Americans made so little use of theilr reciprocal
trading rights granted in the Convention of 1615 that the
British government was slow to retaliate against the Amer-
ican restrictions. Not until 1621 did Parliamentary
legislation force the Americans to abandon their cperations
in Canada to the sast of Lake Huron.%“ Thus the two govern-
nents had legislated exclusion of foreign traders in all
areas except Uregon, where both nations had claims.

The American Fur Company did not immediately move into
the Far West after its reorganization. It even stayed out
of the lower lMissouri trade. Astor's merchants were importe
ing goods and buying furs in St. Louis, and, for the present
at least, he did not wish toc compete with his business assc-~ .
ciates. He ordered his trappers in the lHississippl Valley
not to interfere with the Missouri River trade.Ol

After the war the principal fur companies on the Missouri
included Berthold, Chouteau and Company (Astor's chief business

*IPorter, Astor, 1I, 708-709.
SOthittenden, Fur Trade, I, 319.
Sliavender, Fist, pp. 311-312.
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asscciates), Pratte and VasqQuez, and the reorganised Missouri
Pur Company in addition t¢ eeveral smaller groupa.(’z At
first, these companies were not active in the Far West, but
remained on the lower [Hissouri. The Misgouri Fur Company
became one of the wost ambitious and active of the poste-war
trading companies. Under the leadership of Manuel Lisa, the
company reorganiged, once in 1818, end aguin in 1019. Lisa's
partners included Bernard Pratte, Joshua Pilcher, and the
Berthold and Chouteau partnership, which would a few yearse
later become essociated with the American Pur Company.03
However, without mchinc. the upper idssouri agein, Lisa
died from an unidentified sickness in the swuer of 1820.
Joghua Pilcher succeedod Lisa as head of the company, and
under Pilcher the fir in the 1{20's became one of the
leaders in the reopening of the upper Missouri trade.

The years between the law of 1816 prehibiting foreign
traders, and the teruination of the factory systen in 1822,
saw iittle government interest in develeping or providing
protection for the western trade. The primary illustretion
of the indecisive government attitude during these years
came in 1619, with the military expedition bound for the
confluence of the Yellowstone and Missouri rivers. John C.
Calhoun, Secretary of War under James lMonrce, was the

O2pna11ips, Pur Trade, II, 391.
630gloaby, Lisa, pp. 168-17C.
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principal prometer of this ill-fated venture, known 88 the
Yellowstone Expediticn. The cperations on the Missouri were
planned as part of a larger scheme for exploring the uvpper
Hisgsouri, Arkensas, and Missisaippil rivers, with the inten-
tion ¢f securing better Indian relgtions and prometing
Anmericen trade to coupete with the British.Cd

For the Northwest, Calhoun proposed that forte be con-
etructed at certain lecaticns on the upper Misgouri, near
the villpges of the Mandan Indisns (who lived in the area
near present-day Bismarck, North Dakota), and at the mouth
el the Yellowestone River. His choice for the location of
the "principal post” was near the lMandan villages for protecs-
tion against ‘Bz'itiah intrusions cn both the upper Misaouri
and the Red River of the North.%5 He believed the Americans
would have little success in prehibiting British trade in
the Northwest without firgt esteblishing military posts.

o -

Olgoodwin, "A Larger View of the Yellowstone tion,
1619-1820," pp. 312-313. Under the leadership cf Colcnel
Henry Lmamlonb, another expedition ired by Calhoun
proceeded to the :gfu r Misoiseippl in 1820 and established
a emnem. fort h wvas later named Fon Snelling. Oper-
ating out of Fort Snelling, the American authorities cone

siderably ed Indun relations throughout the u po
lieaiseippi & R. Schooleraft and Lewis
governor of the [ erritory, led a third t.ion.

erossing from the Oraat. Lakes to the upper !Mssissippi and
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Calhoun considerad this to be a vital step as he wrete: "It
is on that frontier only Cthe upper Missourli] that we have
mich to fear frou Indian hostilities,” therefore, the governe
ment must act teo "cut off all intercourse between the Indians
residing in our territory, and foreign traders. " ®0 President
Monroe also supported the plan. To Calhoun he wrote that
the expedition was the rost anbitious step the govormment had
gupported "to secure to us the fur trade, and to Lreak up the
intercourse between the British traders and the Indians, 67
The expedition was an expansionist plan, in all respects,
designed to enhance Amorican enterprise and dominion in the
Far West. A frontier newspeper, the 8t. Louis [figsgouri
Gagette, expressod this idea when it stated that the expe-
dition would "encourage Wastern emigration; it will protect
and encourage the fur trade which is now productive of such
important benefits to the country, and which can be made more
productive. . . ."®¢ DBut, not all persons interested in the
western trade werse wholly in support of the expediticn.
Ramsay Creoks, Astor's fisld partner, was apprehensive hﬁnt.

mfidom gi.rmhoug to the m of the House Committee
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the govermnment would attenmpt to establish e factory in the
more rawte areas of the Weet. He wished to extond the
cempany trade without competition from the factories .09
Neverthsless, the axpedition proceeded.

Under the leadership of Colonel Henry Atkinson, the
troops left St. lLouils in Decewber, 12138, but due to delays
largely resulting {rom an attampt tc use steamboats, the
expedition only reached the Council Bluffs area by the fall
of 1819. Their progress ended here in the following winter
as & disastrous attack of scurvy weakaned the expedition by
causing many deathe. Unaware of the sicknoss at Council
Bluffs, Calhoun wrote to Colonel Atkinson on Pebruary 7, 1820,
that he was pleased with the success of the trip, which has
"thus far been entirely utinfactory;""o yet at the same time
the axpedition was elso in danger from Congross as well as
from scuwrvy. The expedition did not have enough money 4o
complete the trip and build the important post at the Manden
villages, and Congress was asked in the winter of 1819-1820
to vote the necessary appropriations. Considerable oppo-
sition developed in the House of Representatives. Opponents
claimed the expedition would not be effective ggainst the
British, and that it would alsc irritate the Indians, who

O9Lgvender, Fist, pp. 294-295.

7CJohn €. Calhoun to Henry Atkinson, Februsy 7, 1620,
Jameson, Corregpondence of John C. Calhoun, p. 10C.
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might manajge to trep the Americans up river.7t A further
argument, that the project was already too expensive, helped
the opposition to dafeat the aeppropriation. Calhoun cormended
tha treops to proceed no further; Congress and scurvy had
killed the Yellowstona Dxpedition.

Cne part of the expedition did, however, succeed. Under
Major Stephen Long, & branch of the expedition was originally
to have been sclentific in nature, for cbserving the country
and for surveying points aleong the forty-ninth parallel, the
recently confirmed internationsl boundary. The boundary had
not beon muwveved, and Calhoun believed a survey would reveal
that British posts were located in American territery.’? When
the nain expedition to the uppor Misscuri was halted, Major
Long took charge of & secondary expedition ordered te the
beadwaters of the Platte, Arkansas, and Red rivers. The
expedition proceeded to the mountains and back along the two
streans. _' The results of the expedition, however, had & nega-
tive effect on the westward movenent when Long condemmed much
of the Anerican Midwest & bLelng too barren and dry to fam,
thus discouraging potential settliers.

Apide from the Long expedition, the entire effort suc-
ceeded only in esteblishing Fort Atkinson above Ccuncil Bluffe,

7 , 16th ess, 1st Session, II,
1788_176&:112: Consress Congress, '

7230hn C. Calhoun to Henry Atkinscn, Merch 27, 1819,
Janescn, Correspondence of John C. Calhioun, pp. 159=160.
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and in rmoving troops to the frontier. The goverwwent'e
failure to reach the upper Msscuri pleased Ramsay Crooks
and the American Fur Cmpany.n Coionel Atkinson, having
lost his chance for Zlory, insigted tc¢ Calhoun that trocps
were still neceded upriver to counter Britlish influence.’®
The Secretary alege continued to believe in the necessity of
keeping trocps in the arza. Reflecting on the expedition a
quartar of g century later, he claimed that, regardlegs of
ite failure, the "fur-trade hed received ¢ great impulse,”
and had the venture been succeasful, the Americans would
kave had less trouble on the wpper Missourl.”?
While Calboun was bLuey promoting the Yellowstone IExpe-

diticn, the American diplomets, Ricliard Rush end Albert
Callatin, were negotiating with the Britieh over control of
the Oregon Country. In 1818, the Oregon qQuestion was but one
of many differences between the United Ctates and Oreat
Britain; nor was it a matter cf extrene urgency. JSecretary
of State John Adame did not expect agreement cn a boundary,
but 1 one wme tc be reached, he wanted the United States
to heve at least up to the forty-ninth po.m.'l.:l.o.al."'6 The
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Anmerican diplomats found the British cager tc negotiate on
Oregen, but apparently determined that Great Dritain must
have all territory north of the westernucst part of the
Columbia Niver.??

In stating American claimg to Oregon, GCallatin and Rush
euployed the experience and activities of Astor's fur trap-
pera on the Columbia, and they noted that the "settlement
at the place called Asteris” was the first permanent post in
the area. Astoria amounted to but one of the three major
Anerican substantiations, the other two being Robert Gray's
voyage to the mouth of the Columbis in 1792, and the lewis
and Clark expedition. Reluctantly for the British, or so
Gallatin and Rush believed, the negotiators failed to agree
on a permanent boundary, and the question was delayed by
leaving Oregon copen to both countries for a period of ten years.

7701bert Gallatin and Richard Rush to John Quiney Adamn.

o e S %&gmm :

By the Convantion of 1618, the betwean t.he

States and Canada oxtondod along the forbj-nint;h pnra.l.lul
from the lLake of the Woods to the Ro lountains. West
of the Continental Divide, the fort th ol wae not
@ boundary, but remained a peasible ¢ boundary.

At a point tggroximntal y 170 miles west of ’cho Continental
Divide, the Columbia River flows south across the forty-
ninth el. From this point it weanders south about
LOU miles to where it reaches the forty-sixth lol, and
near this point its course becomes predominan g westward
until it reaches the Pacific. The pox-tion of the Oregon
country which was nmost disputed waes the area lying south
of the forty-ninth parallel and to the north and west of
the lower course of the Colmabia River. This arca today
repregents approximately the western one-half of the state
of Vashington.
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Throughout all of the discussions, the American diplomats
had not even been fully informed about Aumerican interest in
Orugon, a8 on October 20, 1818, the day the Convention was
signed, they reported to Adams that they had very little
idea of the value thelr governuent attached to the territory.?d
Later, during his presidential campaign, Adaus' opponents
attacked him for his indifference to Oregon in this treaty.
According to Benton, he had allowed the British to gain the
advantage west of the Rocky lountains.’’ This was true as
long as the fur trade remgined the prinecipal activity in the
termritory.

While concerned with the talks with Creat Dritain, Adams
had been negotiating with the OSpanish minigter, Luis de Onis,
over the differences between their two countries. The ques~
tion of the boundary of the Louisiana Purchase (which
eventually led to discussiocns over the Oregon boundary) was
- but one of the problens moentioned, the wost important being
the purchase of Florida. Discussion over the boundary of
Louisiana did not involve Oregon until the negotiations had
progressed for nearly a year. In October, 1818, after Adans
had continually tried to get Spain to cede parts of Texas,
he agreed to withdraw the United States' claims to Texas if
Spain would renocunce all claims in Oregon above the forty-{irst

Teruaa. |
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parallel.SU After considerable negotiation, the treaty was
signed on February 22, 1€19, with a comprouise line, the
forty-second parallel, as the northern boundary of Spanish
territory.ot

The American fur trade in Oregon had an effect on this
agrowment in that the trade had given the United States one
of its wore substantial claims to tho territory. On the
other hand, Spain had not been at all active in Oregon.
But substantiation of claius was not important, The Oregon
boundary was not an urgent or dangerocus problew between the
twe nations, and, a8 has been mentioned, was not even for-
mally proposed until nearly a year after the negotietions
began. Adans successfully employed the idea of settling the
boundary to the Pacific as a concession for giving up claime
to Texas,

After Spanigh rights were withdrawn, Russia remained the
only natlion other than the United Otates and Great DBritain

-

OBenis, John Quincy Adans, pp. 323-324.

81Correapondanca between John Quin Adaus and Luis de
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Ferd VII. The Spanish delayed signing for another rea-
son. They {eared the United States would extend aid to the
rebellicus latin American colonies once the troaty was
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that had claims to Oregon. With a trade menopoly granted by
the Csar, the Russian-American Fur Company represented its
country's commercial interest along the Nourthwest Coast.
Primarily, the coupany was secking the furs of the sca ctter.
Except for its establishment at Bodega Bay, California, which
was used for growing food supplies, the firu's chief activities
were north of the {ifty-seventh parallel.32

But, in 1821, the trade in arms and liquoer between Anere
ican ships and the ccastal Indians prompted the Czar to
forbid all foreign ships from operating along the coast
north of the fifvy-first parallel. Purthermore, the Czar
claimed that the lands north of this parallel belonged to
Fussia. In brief replies to the Russian minister, Poletica,
Secretary Adams denied the Csar's claims and stated that the
Americans intended to continue the coastal trade.®3 Fearing
posaible difficulties with America and Great Dritain, the
Russian government soon began a series of negotiations to end
the dispute. The Conference of Vercna, problems in Latin
Auerica, and Russian-American diplomatic mancuvers delayed
the final agreement until the spring of 1824.

S~ e~
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Instend of the interior fur trade, the coastal trading
rights were the priuve consideration of both naticne. The
Amarican inland trappers, having completely withdrawn from
the lower Coluumbia Hiver, had never ventured north to near
the Russian operations. In writing of the negotlations of
1824, historian John €. Heldt states that "apparently the
only question ianvolved was the lucrative trade of the Anerw
icans with the natives of that region thong the coaaﬁ].“gh
Only as an inportant substantiation for the United States
having any clalss at all elong the Horthwest Coast, were |
Agtor's cvperatiocns in Oregon valuable to the Aumericans in
their talks with the Nussians. Accordingly, in presenting
his copinions t¢ the Russians, the United States minister,
Henry Middleton, referred to Astoria as a "real cccupation”
on the Pacific Coast.®5 But from the beginning of the dis-
pute, the Russlan minister had recogniged American rights to
Oregon.gé The Hussians were primearily intereated in sscwring
& definite northern limit on American claima. As & result,
the treaty signed in April, 1324, established latitude
440" north a8 & limit to the expansion of Russian or

American clalwme from the north or south respectively.

6htpid., p. 168,
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Coastal trading rights, with the axception of liquor and
firearms, were to bo held by both nations for a period of
ten yoars.o7

With Russion establishments restricted to north of lati-
tude 54 40' north, the dispute over the Oregon Territory wes
thus nerrowed to Great Britain and the Unitoed States. Alrcady
the Oregon question had coie up in Congress when in December,
182C, John Flcyd, ted States Represontative from Virginla,
initiated his attempts to gain protection for American
interests in the avea. With slight modificetion, the same
arguients enployad by Floyd were to be continually used in
the Congressiocnal debatoes over Oregon,which lastod for the
next twanty-six years.

In the nmeantime, the Anerican fur trade of the Far VWest
had seemingly expired. In 1819, Major Thomas Biddle, while
stationed on the Missouri at Fort Atkinson, wrote a report
in which he described the dismal conditions of the trade.

He listed the nawes of eix companies which, aside {rum the
United States factory at Fort Osage, were the only concerns
gctive on the entire length of the Missouri, and none of the
companies were operating with much capital. Theee cowpenies
were all actlive on the lower river, as Biddle stated that

no American traders had ventured above the Arikara camps

(in present <day -central South Dakota) since the war with

-

S7united States Statutes, VIII, 302-305.
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England. ie suggested the Americans could successiully
extond their trade and influence to the Indians of the West
through the establishment of new factories.®¢ This was the
situation in 1019, nearly five years since the end of the
war. For a fow years, a similar condition continued to
exist in the western trade, but, in the early 1C20's, the
trappers began to gradually retwn to the wountains.

Thus, largely because of the British and the Indians,
the American trappers had been unable to sscure a foothold
in the rich fur country of the Far West. The national
government, more concerned with the lfactory systau and the
trade to the east, had g1Vdn'tho western trade little
encowragenent. The law of 1816, forbidding foreignere to
operate in United States' territories, was designed to help
the American trade, but at the time was more concerned with
operations in the Great Lakes arca. HNeither Lisa nor Astor
received any support from the governuent while they conducted
the most asbitious trade operations west of the [Misaiselppil.
In fact, the Yellowstone Expedition repregented the govern-
went's major atteupt to directly support the far westem
fur trade, but Congress becane 8o unenthusiastic that the
venture was never cowpleted.

88Thomns Biddle to He 81
nry Atkinson, October 29, 1819
ASP:IA, II, 201-203. ' ' ’
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There were lesger signe of governmental interest, such
as the plan to send the John Adams to Astoria, and Jelfarson's
contimied interest in the westarn trade. However, the John
Adans was given another assignment, and Jefferson's enthue-
siasn was not shared by a majority of governnont officials.

Novertheless, the national govaermment had boen willing
to use the trade coparations to eatablish ite claims in
Cregon, yet in a very matter-of-fact manner. The trado seened
to be taken for granted as an occurrence which did not need
any anphasis in the negotiations. The trade had also rea-
1ized one other accomplishment, the exploration of much of
the northwastern fur country. Although mostly accomplished
by private trappers, the axploration had been initiated by
the United States govermaent with thoe Lewls and Clark
axpedition. Through this and subsequent ventures, the
Americans gained a mowlaedge of the country, and also
learned of 1ts wealth in furs. The problem facing the
trappers in the 1820's was how to safely astablish and
maintain the wountain trads.



CHAPTER II

THE RETURN TO THE MOUNTAINS: CHALLENGE
AlD RESPONGE, 1821-1625

With a suall number of trappors coperating on the upper
Miesourd in 1821, the far western fur trade once more becane
active. It developed slowly during the following years, but
eventually intensified and spread throughout the Rocky lioun=-
tains and into Oregon., lowever, in a futile attempt to keep
the Awmericans fron re-entering the.areas, the Dritish and
Indians resuned their opposition. llost particularly, the
tribes along the dssouri wade the western trade sxtrooely
hagardous, and threatened to halt the American operations
once again. Significantly, this state of affairs opcurred
after the factory systen was toruinated.

While the mountain trade was in its carliest stages of
reactivation, Congrees abolished the very system by which it
had hoped to stem the evil effects of free trade and to improve
Indian relations. Opposition to the factories had existed
from the beginning, but for years was insufficient to defeat
the renewals cof the system. During the poetwar pericd, |
Hajor Thomas Biddle and other Americans who supported the

factories faced increasing opposition {rom congressmen, fur

L3
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traders, and other interested persons. Soth opponenta and
supporters of the system recogniged that it had weaknesses.
By granting licenses to private traders, the government
allowed strong and often ruthless competition for the fac-
tories. Generally inefficient operations caused the system
to lose woney instead of payihg its own expenses, and, in
addition, Indian relations seemed unimproved.t

There were, however, nuserocus important persons who wished
to see the factories continue. OSecretary of War Calhoun, one
of the foremost proponents of governuent regulation of the
tvrade, reported to the House of Representatives in 1818,
that “"the system had no doubt produced beneficial effects.’
He believed that "if wars have not been entirely prevented by
it, they probably, without it, would have been wmore frequent.’
In discussing possible use of the factories in the Far VWest,
he declared that contrel of the Indians and the extension of
the fur trade into this area were "objects of great naticnal
importance.” But for Calhoun, the western trade presented
very difficult problewns, and thus the government's "proper
efforts” of contrel in the Far West should not necessarily
include the factory system. In such remote areas, the system
would prove "altogether inadequate.” As an altermative, he
suggested establishing a large private wonopoly. A monopely

Sy o e e — —
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would be more officient, and would end competition and the
ovil maneuvers of greedy indepandent trappers, thus helping
te win the confidence of the western tribes. To supplexent
his proposal, the Jecretary suggested the establishment of
military posts in the West, as his thwarted Yellowstone
Zxpedition had intended to do. Thus, Calhoun would maintain
the factories in the Bast (although he wished tc reviss
their cperations somewhat), but substitute & new aystem in
the Far West.?

Three years later, upon entering the lenate, Thomas Hart
Benton, from the newest and westernmost gtate of Missouri,
assused direction of the forces copposing the facteries.
Hoping that Calhoun had changed his mind, the Senator's
firet wove was to seak the Secretary's support for termination
of the systen. Dut Calhoun, whose preposals had never been
realigzed, still maintained faith in the government's control,
and thus refused. Then Benton propesed to the Senate his
bill to abolish the factories.3 Under his leadership, Con-
gress, in May, 1622, enacted the law which "authoriged and
required” the ?réaident to end the system and sell the trade
goods remaining in goverament stock.* According to instructions,

s ap—

2Report of John C, Calhoun tc the House of Representatives,
December 5, 1618, ASP:IA, II, 181-185.

1856) 2“1:”‘ Hart Benton, Thirty Years' View, I (New York,

“y. 3. statutes at Large, ITI, 679-640.
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the President immediately began the long process of disposing
of the supplles. For Benton's services in abollishing the
factories, the American Fur Company, which had kept in contact
with Benton during the Congressional hearings and debates,
showed its gratitude by retaining him as legal couneil,”’

Exactly how the factory system would have influenced the
far western trade is difficult to determine. Calhoun's recog-
nition of the preblems resulting from the tremendous sisze of
the trade area suggests the greatest obstacle of all, that of
communication. In attempting to police such a vast territory,
the government would have also had to spend huge sumns of money
and employ large numbers of troops. Yet the isportant matter
is that the government did not try the factory system in the
Far West. DBefore the weitern trade became fully established,
the opponents of federal control and interference had
abelished the systen.

At the same time the factory systen was terminated,
Congress passed another law, an amendument to the Indian
trade law of 1802. The law made slight changes in the li-
censing rules, and once again provided for licenses only to
trade and not to trap. It also established a position of
Superintendent of Indian Affairs at St. Louis for the tribes
"frequenting that place.'j6 William Clark was appointed to

SWillian Nisbet Chambers, Benton, S
mm_mm (Boston, 1956}, p. ; Benton, View, I, 13.

“U. 5. statutes at large, ITI, 662-6¢3.
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the position, which would, in addition, serve the far western
tribes.

Abolition of the factory system was not the only major
change which occurred in the fur trade duriqz the early
1820's. In the Far West both the Dritish and the Americans
Qene experiencing significant new developments. 3Since 1611,
the Hudson's day Company and the North West Ccmpany had con-
tinued their vicious rivalry, which led tc stealing, open
fighting, and bloodshed. In their efforts to dominate the
trade, both companies extended their operations as far west
@8 Oregon. FPinally, alarmed by their increasingly poor
financial condition, the lorth West Company propesed & union
of the twe compenies as a means of halting the ruinous compe-
tition. The merger was accouplished in March, 1621, the new
alliance retaining tihe name of the Hudson's Bay Company. The
British government showed its approval the fellowing December
by granting the newly enlarged concern a monopoly over the
trade {rom the eastern slopes of the Rocky lountains to the
Pacific Coast.” Although forbidden to trap in territories
owned by the United States, the coupany continued its opera-
tions in Oregon and its contacts with Indians in the Northwest.

Corroopodding to the changes taking place in Washington
and in London and Canada, were the events cccwrring on the
upper Missouri in the fall of 1821. The Americans recpened

"0a1braith, Hudson's Bay Company, pp. 5-0.
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the far western trade, evidencing enocugh faith in thensclves
to extract rich profits from the mountain country despite
the British opposition. Operating under the leadership of
Joshua Pilcher, the Missouri Fur Company initiated the trade
by sending a trepping party tec the Big Hern River. There
the company built a post which they named Fort Benton in
henor of the new ldsscurd senator. Frowm this post they
plamned extensive cperations in the mountains, possibly even
including trads with the Blackfeet in the Three Forks arca.
During the first season upriver, the trappers worked to the
east of the Blackfoct country, and in 1622 they sent to

St. Louls the first profite in furs from the upper Missouri
since before the war with England.e The company was then
prepared t¢ meve intc the Three Torks area in the following
spring.

Ag they prepared to make their move, however, they wore
faced with the competition of a new and very aggressive con-
cern led by the Licutenant Governor of Misscuri, William H.
Ashley, scon to become one of the most important figures in
the revived mountain trade. Ashley's {irst trapping parties
consisted of wen who had answerad hils advertiseuents in
various Missouri newspapers during the sarly part of l1léz22.
Significantly for the history of the fur trade, among the

e .
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new employees were such men as Jin Bridger, Jedediah Smith,
Tom Fitapatrick, David Jackson, and William Sublette, trap-
pers whe would become the first true mountain men, their
names becoming synonyzous with the far westemn trade.?

In April, 1822, Sseretary of War Calhoun issued Ashley's
license which stated that he was allowed "to carry on trade
with the Indians up the Missouri, U yet Ashley hoped to go
to the vary headwatars of the river and trap in the Blackfoot
area. Meanwhile, government officials were debating whether
or not the trappers should ascend the Missowri without nili-
tary protection. Hemry Atkinson, now & Brigadier General,
and 8till hoping to establish a fort farther up the river,
was against allowing trappers to onter the area of the "upper
Tribas” without first sending in troops.ll Benjamin O'Fallon,
Indian agent on the upper Missouri, thought othorwise. In a
letter to Calhoun in which ho supported Ashley's plans,
O'Fallen outlined his rether contradictory proposals for the
futwre of the trade and Indian relations on the upper river.
He wrote:

As 1 can see no probability of the military oxpe-

ditions prog,rauin? up the !dssouri this year; I
think there is no lupropriety in allowing hunting

YPhillips, Fur Trade, II, 396.

10John C. Calhoun to William 0. Ashley, April 11, 1822,
ASP:IA, II, K28,

iy Atkinson so John C. Calhoun, January 25, 1822,
Morgan, ¥Aliiam H. Ashleyv, p. 1.



and trapping abeve the Mandans, on the lands of

Indians who are unfriendly to us, and under foreign

influence; but, as sccn as we have an opportunity

of counteracting that influence, and producing a

gocd understand between us and these Indians,

then, hunting and trapping should be prohibited

and our traders confinfg alone to & fair and equi-~

table trade with then.

Thus far, all American trapping activities on the upper
!dssouri had been endangered by Indian hostilities. But,
after allowing wore trappers in the area, which was a
viclation of the laws prohibiting hunting on Indian lands,
O'Fallon hoped to produce & "good understanding’ with a show
of military force. After that he planned to limit operations
to trading with the Indians. Rather typical of the govern-
ment attitude toward the Indians, C'Fallon's proposal
contradicted the desires of the upper tribes who were not
eager to trap, and preferred to be left alcne by the
Americans.

Scmewhat in agreement with Major O'Fallon, both Calhoun
and VWillian Clark had hopes that, in spite of past diffi-
culties, the American activities on the upper !Missouri would
strengthen government influence with the Indiens.'3 The
troops did not precede the expedition. Ashley's men made

their way to the upper Missouri, an area ruwored tc "contain

—
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‘2Benjamin O'Fallon to John C. Celhoun, April 9, 1822,
Ibid., p. O.

1350hn C. Calhoun to William Clark, July 1, 1822, Ibid.,
. 17} wuiﬁam Clark to John 0. Calhcoun, August 9, 1822,
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a wealth in Furs, not surpessed by the mines of Peru. "4

In the late fall, while his men continued their first trap-
ping season along the lower Yellowstone, Ashley returned to
St. Louils with a fresh supply of beaver pelts. Tor winter
quarters, the trappers who remained in the field built a
post at the confluence of the Misecuri and the Musselshell,
approximately 100 miles ncrth-ncrthwest cf the !Hssouri Fur
Company wintering party on the Big Hoern. 3Beth companies
were prepared to enter the Three Forks area in the spring
of 1823.

The venture intc Blackfoot country socn led to disaster
for both groups. After poor trapping in the area during the
carly spring, the Missouwri FPur Company men encountered a
friendly party of Blackfeet apparently interested in trade.
The twe groups scparated on goed terms, and the trappers
headed back to Fort Benton. But the Blackfeet gathered nearly
400 of their tribe and ambushed the hunting party, killing
or wounding eleven men and taking all cf the furs and equipe-
ment, a sericus loss to the financially insecure compeny.15
Ashley's men experiaenced two similar defeats at the hands of
the Indians. As Andrew Henry's pearty moved up the Misscuri
toward the Threa Forka. the Dlackfeet attacked them, killed

April 13, 1622, as cited in
Donald General Ashley (Barre, lass-
achusetts, be) P.

1541114an Gordon te Joshus Pilcher, June 15, 1823,
ASP: A, II, 583.
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four moen, and forced the trappers to retreat in confusion,+0
Twe montha later, as Ashley was returning tc the upper
Misscurl with additional men and supplies, the Arikara
Indians attacked his party, killing and wounding twenty-three
men.t? Thus, within & two-month period, Indian hostilities
had sericusly endangered the entire upper lMissocuri trades.

The remoteness of the Three Forks area made immedliate
retaliation againet the Blackfeet impossible. DBut the Arikara
attack had cccurred near the present-day border of North dhd
South Dakota, close encugh to Fort Atkinsbn to result ia the
first battle between American military {orces and Indians
in the trans-llissiseippi Weat.18 Upon Ashlsy's urgent request,
Colonel Henry Leavenworth led over 200 trocps from Council
Bluffs intoc the area. There he Jjoined Ashley's men and
additional treppers, including a group of llssouri Fur Com-
pany men under Joshua Pllcher. After several briafl skir-
wishes, the Americans, supported by bands of Teton and
Yankton Sioux, forced the Arikaras to beg for peace. But,
after signing a peace treaty, the Indlans disappeared from
the area overnight. Iired hands of the Missourli Fur Company

-
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then burned the deserted villages.r? Leavenworth returned
his command tc Fort Atkinson, believing the attack on
Ashley's men had been "honorably avenged . . . in such a
manner a8 will teach [the Arikara) and other Indian tribes
to respect the Anerican name and character. 2V

For once, the United States Army had taken direct acticn
for the protection of the far western fur trade, yet the
fighting was indecisive. The Arikara had been humbled, and
they begged for peace, but in the eyes of numercus Indians
and fur traders, the Army had fought disgracefully and failed
toc retaliate fully. Ouch conduct would only inspire the cone-
tempt of the Indians along the lMisscuri. In addition, the
disappearance of the Arikaras and the burning of the villages
uade the treaty valueless. ConseQuently, a bLitter debate
ansued over the outcome of the axpedition. Leavenworth
denounced the lissouri Fur Company for setting {ire to the
villages and giving the Arikara cause to seek further revenge.
He believed the coupany wanted to oendanger all river traffic
and thus keep their competitors fron trading up the lMissouri
as they themselves probably would be unable to do.2+

— -

19 .
Henry Leavenworth to E. P. Gaines, August 30, 1823
ASP:MA, II, 592-593; lorgan, William H. Ashley, pp. S52-57.

2Ulenry Leavenworth to his troops, August 29, 1623
ASP:MA, II, 59k e B
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Joshua Pilcher, an unusually literate fur trader, replied to
Leavenworth's charges with a belittling, sarcastic denuncia-
tion of Leavenworth's handiing of the entire campaign. He
accused him of cowardice, laziness, Jjealousy, and stupidity.
The Colonel's ‘'school boy’ actions and the “"imbecility of
[his] conduct and operations had created and left impossible
barriers” for the Missouri River trade.®2 However, Leaven-
worth's commanding officers expressed approval of the
expedition. While General Atkinson believed the operations
had failed to keep the lMissouri open to American trade, hé
nevertheless was satisfied with the Colonel's campaign.23
Major General E. P. Gaines, commander of the army's Western
Department, wrote Secretary Calhoun that Leavenworth and his
troops deserved 'marked applause. o4

Regardless of the outcome of the Arikara campaign, the
Blackfeet still threatened the upper Missouri trade. Both
Ashley and Pilcher warned the governuent cof the dangers.
The Missouri Fur Company losses were so great that they come-

pletely withdrew from the area and were never able to return.e?

- - - -

22joshua Pilcher to Henry Leavenworth, August 26, 1823,
Frost, General Ashlev, pp. 98-1(8.

23Henry Atkinson to E. P. Gaines, Septeuwber 13, 1823,
ASP:MA, II, 594-595.

245, P, Gaines toc John C. Calhoun, October 16, 1£23,
ASP:4A, II, 596.

25Chittenden, Fur Trade, I, 155.
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In the fall, Ashley moved his operations south from the Black-
foot country to the valleys of the Green and Big Horn. Arocund
the Teton and Wind River ranges, this intermountain area was
inhabited by the more friendly Crow Indians, who preferred
to take the white man's horsea instead cof his scalp. With
this change of location, Ashley kept the mountain trade alive.zo
Meanwhile, as a result of the Arikara and Blackf{oot
troubleé, the national government began a series of debates,
hearings, and propeosals, eventually leading to wmore direct
action along the river. In Washington, Secretary Calhoun had
been kept advised of the develcpments. DBoth William Clark
and General Gaines reported to the Secretary and warned him
of the folly of allowing the traders to be forced back to the
lower HMissouri. Clark wrote that he believed the Leavenworth
expedition would "have a very good effect, if pursued by a
show of trcops on the Upper Missouri next spring. . . ."
Otherwise, he predicted, the trappers "may be driven down
below the Mandans, in that case the Upper Tribes will depend
entirely upon the bCrlitish for supplies. . . ."%7 Simi-
larly, General Gaines proposed giving further military support
to the fur trade, which "forms the rein and curb by which the
turbulent and towering spirit of these lords of the forest

—o- o ——— -
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can alone be governed.” But Gaines considered the value of
the trade to be "little or nothing” in comparison to its
potential to win the friendship of the Indians of the North-
west .2 Calhoun responded by giving him permission to lead
two or more regiments from St. Louls as far upriver as would
be necessary to "maintain peace and protect our citigens”
should Leavenworth's expedition fail.2? However, the troops
remained downstream, and the proposed movement became involved
in a more complex scheme.

Disturbed by reports of Indian hostilities on the Missouri,
the next session of Congress became more receptive to plans
to relieve the problems on the northwestern frontier. COnce
again, the wost active congressman in support of the western
trade was Thomas Hart Benton, who headed the Senate Committee
on Indian Affairs. During the winter the committee studied
testimony on the recent hostilitles which Benton produced
from frontiersmen and officials in Washingteon.

Of particular concern to the comnittee was the &fort
to determine the Hudson's 3ay Company's role in the Indian
troubles. In testimony concerning the Arikaras, Indian
agent Richard Graham declared that he "had no reason to

— - o~

20p, P, Gaines to John C. Calhoun, July 28, 1823,
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believe” the British had been involved.3' Similarly, Joshua
Pilcher stated that the Hudson's Bay Company's influence

"does not extend as low [on the Misscuri) as the Arickaras. 3%
Instead of British instigation, both men believed Ashley had
provoked the attack when he refused to compensate the Arikaras
for the killing of two of their tribe by members of the
Missouri Fur Company.32 But farther up the Missouri, British
and Indian {riendship was clearly recogniged as a barrier to
the American trappers. This situation had been reported
continually by Clark, Gaines, Atkinson, and cther cofficials
in the West. Pilcher testified emphatically that: 'The
dispositiocn of such tribes of Indiins as have intercourse
with British traders . . . has been uniformly hostile towards
American citizens.” He alsc stated that the Hudscn's Bay
Company traded firearms to the Blackfleet, who in turn killed
American trappers and stole their furs to trade back to the
British.33

— . v -

3CRichard Grahan to Thowmas Benton, February 10, 1024,
ASP:IA, I1I, 452,

3lstatement by Joshua Pilcher, in letter, Graham to
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The committee heard further suggesticns for allitary
action in the Northwest. As In the past, Callicun insisted
that the “only effectual” action would Le elther the esta-
blishment of an army post on the upper Hissouri, or "occa-
sional’ visits to the area by Auerican troops.’* He produced
an official estimate that the establishment of a peruanent
post would cost $13,100.3° When questioned about this plan,
both Pilcher and Graham agreed that the government must
extend its protection up the lissouri il the tirade in that
area was to survive.’® As an important addition to the
wilitary expedition, the committee considered sending an
agent upriver to make treaties with the tribes in the arca.
It fwrther deliberated creating new Indian agencies on the
upper Missouri.l37

A final consideration by the coumittee was a plan to
allow the Indians to do all of the trapping in the West.

The white trappers would be restricted to no more than trad-
ing operations and only from designated posts. Cccurring

. —— - - - -
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after the teruinstion of the government's earlier wsthod of
control, the factory system, this plan wes meant to halt the
deterioration of Indien relations on the frontier. lMany
knowledgeable perscns believed the Indian animosities to be
a result c¢f allowing whitee to trap on their lands, a prac-
tice which viclated federal laws alrsady in effect but nct
onforced. Pilcher and Oraham, the two witnesses who were
most familiar with conditions on the frontier, testifiod
that unrestricted trapping on Indian lands created considore
able resentument. As a soluticn, Graham would have the
goverament prohibit whites tc trep at all, and allow only
the contrclled trading opi:x'&m;icns.3{i Pilcher, who himsglf
wae a private trapper, supported designating the trading
peste, but weuld also allow the Americans under close sur=
veillance, tc trap. Relative to this suggestion, Pllcher
gave a curiocus Justification of his company's trapping
operations in the West. Commenting on the law forbidding
hunting on Indian lands, he declared:

no Indiang . . . ever cbjected tc traders . . .

killing what was necessary for their subsletence.

That cowmes under the notion of hogpitality. The

trapp done by the men of our com was in

conformity with the practice, C subsistence=-

hospitality J and not under any license; the cne
. which we rocelve from the government is to m.”

—— o — - - -—— - . -
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Although the [lissouri Fur Cowpany wmen had traded with the
Indians whenever possible, Pilcher falsely insinuated that
those who trapped (in sowe of the most remote and dangerous
territories of the United States), had done so for subsistence
and not profit.

The committee having considered the testimony, it
reported the prepesed bill to the Senate in late llarch. A
debate followed cn the bill's four major sections. They were
to send troops up the liissouri and establish a post, to wake
treaties with the upper tribes, tc establish more Indian
agencies, and to designate the only trading posts to be used.%Y

As the Senators began discussion of the measures, they
were doubtlessly aware of conflicting opinicns of the trade
as it had been conducted. The Detroit Gagette observed that
the "hunters in defiance of the law, enter the Indian country,
fand] put to hasard the peace of the frontiers. . . .  Fure-
thermore, they “destroy wore game in a yvear than [the Indians])
would . . . in any age.  Consequently, the Cagette recon-
mended excluding all white trappers from the Wost.%: Opposed
to this plan was the Louisville Public Advertiger, which

" wanted the troop movement and the post up the [dssouri

- - L e — ———— -

ngbgggg;g,gg,gggggggg, 1éth Congress, lst Session, Vel. 1,
pP. ;

blpetrg Gagette, October 17 1623, as cited in Frost
General Aﬁ‘ , DD. 07-98. ' ’ ; ’
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for the protection of the Americans.%2 Colonel Leavenworth
also attacked the trappers in & letter which arrived in
Washington during the debates. He declared that "the trap-
ping business is carried on under a license to trade. . . .
But they take the beaver of the Indians without consideration
of any kind . . . a viclation of the rights of a poor mis-
erable set of savages.” He proposed sending the expedition
upriver with the primary object of eliminating all American
trapping operations.®3 lMore moderately, President Monroe
had declared in his last annual message that he hoped the
Leavenworth expedition had itself been successful and would
"prevent a recurrence of future hostility.” He gave no fure
ther encouragement to troop movements, either to protect or
prohibit trappers.** Finally, it is quite likely that the
American Fur Company lobbied for the bill with the expecta-
tion of out-trading all small competition when strictly
confined to the designated posts.4’

b2Louisville ﬁgf§§?;lg: (no date given), as
cited in Frost, Qgﬁ&%%isl s PP« 1l4-115. & ’

b3Henry Leavenworth to Henry Atkinson, November 22,
1828, Morgan, Willlam H. Ashley, p. 65.

ne 44J¢moa‘§:::oo to Congress, Docegg;f 2, 1823, Jam;u D,
chardson r
‘of the Presidents, 'mm.%#ﬂﬁum

&5Porter, Astor, I1I, 738.
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In the Senate debates, Benton insisted that the govern-
ment act immediately against the enemy. He recognized the
British innocence in the Arikara attack, the Indians having
acted alone for "love of bleed and plunder, #© but he blamed
theu for instigating the Blackfoot troubles. The Senator
reascned that as the North West Company and the Hudson's Day
Company had killed and robbed one another during their
rivalry, the new monopolistic concern would not hesitate now
to do the same to Americans. Therefore, Benton stressed the
military aspects of the bill as the most effective recourse.’

Other senators were not prepared to go so far. Dickerson,
of New Jersey, maintained that no post was needed on the upper
Missouri, as the one at Council Bluffs was close enough to
the Indians. He alsc quoted Major Stephen lLong's report that
the area east of the mountains was barren. He believed this
region should be used as a refuge for the Indians and that
all differences with the British traders should be handled
through negotiations with their government.4® Senator King,
of New York, protested that the United States should cobtain
pernission {rom the Indians before sending trocps into their
territory.4? Similarly, Senator Holmes, of Maine, observed

— SR

. LOABQBQQKQQ Congresg, 1l8th Congress, lst Session, I,

"7&1:1 PP. bhleblh2.
Worbid., pp. 450, L5k,
491bid., p. 456.
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that, "We certainly ocught not to carry a military force
anong them while we aduit their competency.“50

After considerable debate, the Scnate passed the bill
in May. As if to emphasige its moderate and peaceful nature,
the title was changed at the last minute to "An act to enable
the President to hold treaties with certain Indian tribes,
and for other purposes.”5l Very shortly after Scenate passage,
the House appiroved the bill without debate.°® The act was
indeed considerably less militaristic in nature than 3enton
and his supporters had wished. It appropriated $20,00C for
the expense of sending commigsioners to treat with the western
Indians. Half of this sum was to cover costs of military
eacort, but only if the President deemed such esceort noces-
sary. Thus, if the troops went at all, they would go not
to build a fort but to protect the treaty makers. The bill
also provided for the appointment of two subagente for the
upper Missouri, and enlarged the powers of the superintendent
at St. Louis. In addition, the law took direct action against
the trappers. The Indian agents were to desipgnate certain
posts for conducting all trading operations; tirade at any
other place would be illegal.’3

A — b o - . .

VIbid., p. 461.

51;g;g., p. 702.

S21pid., II, 2696.

Y. $. Statutes at larze, IV, 35-36.
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Essentially, the new law was a victory for the moderates.
No peruanent posts were to be established for the nilitary,
and troops would not even ascend the river unlcss the President
80 desired. With the new subagents, the locaticn law, and
the treaty expedition, the act was an atteupt to contrel the
trade and the Indians in & noneggressive way. For the future
of the upper lMissouri trade, the government had chosen te
depend on the good faith of the Indians rather than military
cccupation of their lands.

Even though the bill received full approval in lMay, it
was too late for the expedition (which was to include the
military escort) to assemble. But the following spring,
General Atkinson led nearly 500 troops up the Missouri fronm
Council Bluffs. DBoth Atkinson and Indian agent Denjamin
O'Fallon were appointed commissioners for the purpose cf
treating with the Indians. The expedition rcached the upper
idssouri and built a temporary post on the mouth of the
Yellowstone. Having been joined by Ashley and scue of his
trappers {rom the Green and Big Horm, the troops returned
home in the late summer. During the trip, Atkinson and
O'Fallon were able to secure "trade and friendship” treaties
with twelve tribes along the lMissouri, including the Arikaras,
who agreed to a "firm and lasting peace. 7% Gencrally, the
treaties allowed the United States sovernment the right to

- - — <

) SwTreaty with the Arikaras, July 16, 1625, ASP:IA, II,
599.
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control the Indian's tiade with the whites, which would be
conducted only at designated posts, and only with licensed
traders. Aiso, the trealy recognized the "supremacy” of the
United States over the Indians, and acknowledged that the
tribes lived in American-cwmed territories.’? The troops
were unable to locate and treat with the Zlackiect who
wandered ‘promiscucusly’” along the upper Missowri.’® The
expedition did little to further the hopes of thegse whe still
wanted to construct military installations on the upper river.
Atkinson and O'Fallon advised that such acticn was not neces-
sary. Except [lor the Blackfeet, they reported that the
Indians cast cof the Rockies were friendly. Furtherwore, with
regard to the Dritish, they stated that "notwithetanding the
many runcrsg that the northwest traders were holding intoer-
course and exercising an injurious influence over the Indians
on the Missouri, no such fact appears to exist.”! As a
permanent post would not be worth the expense, however,
Atkinson propoged in a second report that troops be sent into
the area every three or four years. This show of force would
create & "Irisndly understanding with [the Blackfeet], and

e — e - -

SoTreaties between the United States and Several Tribes,
June-October, 1825, ibid., pp. 595-605.

5Oenry Atkinson and Bepjanin O'Fallen to A. L. Langhas,
Novewber 7, 1625, ibid., p- OU7.

>T1bid.
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open a profitable intercourse for our traders. °¢ Atkinson's
opinion greatly influenced the government's later rofusals
to fortify the upper lMissouri. DBut his proposal to send
future expeditions to the area failed to lupress Congress.

It took threc decades f{or the govermment to decide to esta-
blish a fort farther upriver than Council Bluffs.””

In the nmeantime, while Congress was legislating their
solution to the Indian problems, protests had reached Great
Britain cover the alleged involvenment of Hudson's Bay Company
traders in the Arikara and Blackfoot attacks. The company
denied any guilt, but stated that its field hands had traded
with Blackfeet tribes for furs marked "I.F.Co.,” which they
assuned were stolen from Pilcher's men. Purthermore, it was
anxious to return the pelts at cost and to reach an agreament
with the American traders that neither side would trade with
the Indians for stolen gooda.f’c' Apparently, nc agreenent was

)SHaxu'y Atkinson to Jacobu Brown, November 23, 1625,
mﬂ-. po 056-

59800:‘8 Imm

y s Ps 52. During the same year
a8 Atkinson's tion, another government project on tfv)e
frontier got undor way u surveyors began mar: » the Santa
Fe trail m Fort Osage in Missourl to Tacs. The trade with
the lMexicans in Santa Fe had ba%un in 1821, and increased
tremendously with the caravan of 1824. Senator Benton, the
principal supporter of the surveying project, also wanted
military protection for the trade, but failed to secure ap-

grwal for this proposal. Benton, aw I, 41; Rob Glass
selgg , This Reckless Breed of Men, (New York, 1950), pp.
J- . )'

(’(’Extmct. from udmnton Facto Journal, October 23 1823 o
L. P. Nasatir, editor, "The International Significance o éii
1y
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aver reached. In accord with the company's claims, British
Poroign Seeretary George Canning instructed his Charg;f
d'Affaires in Vashington to oxplain the Diitish trader's
innocence.%t

Thus tho Atkinson expsditicn, coming nearly two years
after the Indian troubles, represented the sceeend troop move-
ment up the Misscuri in responsc t¢ the fur trader's problems.
But govarnment responge, which besides the military acticn
had included a new trade law, was not sufficient to open the
upper river tc the Americans. Within a year aftcer Leaven-
worth's campaign, the Arikara had alreedy killed more of
Ashley's nen.©2  Agkinson had been unable to locate and treat
with the dangerous Blackfeet, whe continued their hostilities.
They finally cpened a precarious trade with the Americans on
the upper Missocwri in the carly 183C's. Noither the expeditions

e - -

610aorqe Canning to Henry Addington, December 11, 1024,

%%%ﬁ., p. 66, Private ccrrespondence and jowrnal records,

ch surely were not meant to be seen by the Americans, reveal
that the Hudson's Bay Company was doubtlesely innccent of
direct involvement. (Various correspondence and journal rec-
ords, ibid., pp. 80-9C). But it is poseible that eome of the
company traders, acting independently, might have instigated
the attacks. Furthermore, the company did not discourage such
acts of viclence when it traded firecarns and liquor to the
Indians. As one of many witnesses, Joshua Pilcher declarcd
he had pecn the Indians carrying Sritish weapons, and had scen
"rum kegs . . . branded with the marks of the Hudson's Bay and
Northwest Companices” arcund deserted Indian campsites. OState-
ment by Joshua Pilcher in letter, Richard Greham to Thomas
Benton, February 10, 1824, ASP:IA, II, 454.

620 T.c = - * ,
St. Louls Dnguirer, June 7, 1824, lorgen, Villian H.
Ashley, pp. 70-77. ' ' ’ ’
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ner the varicus parte of the 182, trade law werce satisfactory
to the militants like Benton and Pilcher. Instead of force=
fully scouring the traders' private profit t.hrcu,rjx military
occupation, the 1824 law had consisted of measurces desipned
to win the Indians' allegiance. Following the termination
of tho factory system, the leocation law represented a now
atteaupt tc restrict the trade. The govermuent sought to
benefit the national intercest through protection of the
Indians. The locaticn law even threatened the Americans!
trapping operations, the very method by which they procured
wogt of their furs. Indeoed, the national govermient had

not preved tc bo the aggressive supporter of the fur trade
vany had sought. General Gaines put the trade in the right
persypective when he remarked that its grsatost value was in
its potential influence with the Indians. Inscfar as the
government was concerned, the Indians hold a veory important
advantage over the tradors, the fact that thcir loyalty had
not been secured to the United States. Tc win this loyalty,
Congress had acceptad the moderate and less militant mothods.
Without aggzressive government support, the far wogtern traders
temporarily shifted their interests away from the upper
Missocuri and began to concentrate on the intermountain area.
But in the next fow years, both of these remote areas would
become the scene of much American activity, as the trappers,
far removed {rou government observation, arranged their own
terms with the Indians.



CHAPTER III

THE FAR WESTERN FUR TRADE AND THE REACTICH
OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, 1825-1834

Begimning in the mid-1620's with William Ashliey's wove
tc¢ the intermountain area, the far western fur trede embarked
upon its decade of greatest activity. Increasing nunbers of
American trappers scattered throughout the licrthwest in
vigorous rivalry with one another. The operations were fur-
ther intensified when the western Indian tribes, sceking a
chance to profit from the invasion of their lands, began to
conduct a wore active trade with the Americans. Although
there were ninor companies involved, the competition narrowed
to the American Fur Company and the various successors of
William Ashley. Most of the free trappers became aligned in
soue degree with one of the two rival American groups. VWhen
dealing with the many trappers in the field, the Indians
usually traded to the highest bildder. To their great dis-
advantage, the bid was often in liquor, for which the Indians
had little resistance. This problenm was increased in Oregen
and along the Canadian border, where the Hudson's Bay Company

presented powerful competition.

69
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While the government interest remained focused on the
problems of the upper lMissouri, William Ashley had continued
the far western trade by moving to the intermountain area.
In 1826, he withdrew from active participation in the trade
and concentrated on Missouri politics. He sold his interests
to Jededish Smith, David Jackson, and William Sublette.* As
their agent in St. Louis, he maintained his connections with
the trade. Before retiring, however, Ashley had initiated
the rendegvous system with which he was able to reduce his
own activities in the field, and at the same time raise his
profits considerably. By allowing the trappers to live per=
manently in the mountains, Ashley did not have the expense
and risk of maintaining a post. DBut perhaps the greatest
effect of the rendesvous was to increase the competition.
The new method encouraged hundreds of free trappers to come
to the mountains with little, if any, obligation to the com=
panies, yet with a trade fair available to them (and to the
Indians) each swumer.

e i ——— —— -

iDuring his tenure in the mountain trade, Ashley and
his associates made two contributions which were to be ax=-
tremely important to the immigrant trains of later decades.
The trappers explored, and reported the existence cf, Scuth
Pass and that part of the Overland (or Oregen) Trail to the
east of the Continental Divide. Althcough they did not dis-
cover either, the men were the first to use thon regularly,
and on his way to the 1825 rendegvous, Ashely took the first
wagon up the Platte River and acroes the Divide at South Pess.
In the fall, on his return to St. lLouls with the homeward
bound Atkinson expedition, Ashley informed the General of
his experiences. Atkinson relayed the information to his
superior officers in Washington. Henrz Atkinson to Jacob
Brown, Hovewber 25, 1825, EE;;;Q, II, 6506=057; Berry,
dadoydty of dcoundrels, pp. 70-73. ,
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Following the sale of Ashley's interest, Jedediah Smith
began his firm's cperaticns by making impertant pathfinding
expeditions in search of new fur country tc the southwest.
During three years of wanderings, he explored routes to
California and then to Oregon. While he was gene, Jackson
and Sublette continued to trade, and even managed to carry on
8 brief commerce with the Blackfeet. But the Indians renewed
their hostilities and ended the trade relationship. In cne
attack, believed to have been instigated by the British, the
Blackfeet killed or captured twelve Americans.® The firm
conducted much of its trading and trapping acrces the Conti-
nental Divide in the eastern mountain areas of Oregon where
the men came in frequent contact with Hudscn's Bay Company
personnel. After four years Suith, Jackson, and Sublette
sold cut to a group of their associates including, among
others, Jiun Bridger, Thomas Fitgpatrick, and Milton Sublette,
brother of William., These men formed a new concern, the
Rocky Mountain Fur Cowpany.

During the same period in which Ashley and his successors
were developing their coumerce in the intermcuntain area,

John Jacch Astor was re-entering the far western trade.

et - —— — R -

2y4114am Anhlax to Thomes Hart Benton, J 20, 1829,
¥

Horgan, U s H. pp. 180-188. e continued Dlacke
foct hostility was 1y a result of the whites'trading
armg to the tribe’s traditionally weaker enemies. Thus, the
Blackfeet resented lou.ﬁ sone of their power and authority

. in the Z‘t)gion. LM., ‘ s PP 20=21,
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Although beginning its trans-lMississippi operations in 122
by Jjoining with St. Louis traders in the formation of the
Western Department, Astor's Amerdican Fur Coupany did not
truly become active in the Far West for five more years.

In 1827, he quit his criginal partners aund merged with
Bernard Pratte and Company, who operated near St. Louls.

He alsc abscrbed the Columbia Mur Company, which trapped
the upper lisgouri as far as the Mandan villages in presonte-
day central North Dakota. Using the experience of the former
Columbia Fur Company men who were knowledgeable of the area
and its Indians, Astor first attempted the upper Missouri
trade.?

Under the leadership of Kenneth McKengioc, the company
established Fort Union in 182¢, at the mouth of the Yellow-
stone. But it took three years for lcKengie to establish
trade relations with the Plegan tiribe of the Blackfeet. As
these Indians did not like white trappers on their lands, the
company built a fort at the mouth of the Marias {rom which
they planned trading operations only. This trade was teupo-
rarily halted when another, more hostile, group of Blackfecet
burned the post. The company rebuilt, and continued its
commarce with the Indians. For the trade of the upper

—— S— - .

3Formed in the early 1820's after the two British com-
panies had merged, the Columbia Fur Comg:gy consisted mostly
of dissatisfied or jobless Canadians. to evade the law
of 1816 forbidding foreigners to trap in the United States'
territories, the company included American citigens auong
its list of officials. Poner, m, II’ 745-
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Missouri's southern tributaries, lcKenzie had another post
built in 1832 at the confluence of the Big Horn and Yellow-
stone rivers. The greatest competition on the upper river
came f{rom the DBritish, but anocther foruidable rival appeared
in 1833, when Willlam Sublette and Robert Campbell constructed
& trading house near Fort Union.b »

While developing its trade on the upper lMissouri, the
American Fur Company had also begun to compete in the inter-
mountain region. By the early 1630's the firm had trappers
in the area who followed the wily Rocky lMountain FPur Company
men through the fields, learning their techniques and their
preferred hunting grounds. Fitgpatrick and Bridger attempted
to halt this annoying cowpetition by leading their rivals
north into an ambush by the Blackfeet. HcKenzle retaliated
by inciting the Crows to rob his opponents. The Indian hoa-
tilities (most particularly from the Blacki'set) considerably
sndangered the trappers of both groups and ¢ventually helped
the American Fur Company drive its weaker rival from the
trade. In a single attack in 1832, the Blackfeet killed or
wounded eleven trappers, most of them asscciated with the
Rocky Mountain Fur Company.’ Under pressure and competition,
the coupany was finally dissolved in 1&834.

e A — ————

benittenden, Fur Trade, I, 330-337.
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At about the same time, the American Fur Company agreed
with Sublette and Campbell (thé new competition on ths upper
Missouri) to withdraw from the intermountain area, whils the
latter would retire from the river trade. This agreenent
gave the coumpany complete douination of the Ancrican commerce
on the upper Migsourl. liowever, it did not stop its trade in
the intermountain area as it had promiged. Bridger, Fitg-
patrick, and Milton Sublettae soon began to trap the region
for the company.

During this iamportant year in the higtory of the fur
trade, John Jacob Astor withdrew from the American Pur Come-
pany. He rotired partially because of ill health. But also,
as early as 1832, he had suspocted a decline in the trads,
bellieving the world market for beaver fur would scon collapse.
In the transactions, Astor sold his Western Department to
Pratte, Chouteau and Cowupany, who began to concentrate mostly
on the wpper ssouri.

Thus, for approximately a decade, the companies and
individual trappers had been extremely active throughout the
Northwest. They had developed various relationships with
the Indians, and had been in continuous competition with the
Hudecn's Bay Company. Yet the increased activity did not
produce any government interest in the trade. After 1825,
the governnent was almost conmpletely indifferent. Unliks
the responsc to the ecarlier Blackfoot and Arikara attacks,



until the carly 1830's there was no direct relationghip
between events in the field and the infrequent government
action. Most of the naticnal interest in the western trade
became centered on the Cregon Territory and futile efforts
in Congress to protect lmericem claims on the lower Columbia
River,

Nevertheless, &8 the commerce in the Far VWest had been
developing, there were several attempts by members of the
government to iuprove the trade situation. In April, 18295,
before the Atkinson expedition had even gotten under way,
Senator Denton anncunced that Le would praesent the next
Congress with a new proposal to establish a permanent aruy
post on the Yellowstone. He believed this was the only way
the Americans could "expell the British from the Upper
Hissourd . . . recover the rich fur trade of the Rocky
Mountains, and . . . maintain their own pogition in that
reacte rogion.”é

The location law also was creating considerable dis-
satisfaction among participants in the trede. The American
Fur Company soon began to complain of the proposed trading
pites. But, with the permission of William Clark and Thomas
licKenney, the latter the new head of the Burcau of Indian
Affairs, the company selected some of the locations. Yet the

— -

6Thomas Hart Benton to James Barbour, April 30, 1325,
Frost, Gemeral Ashley, p. 126,
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firm still belicved the law would only help the British and
the renegade American traders. Astor's assoclates, Bernard
Pratte and Robert Stuart, requested Secretary of War James
Barbour to Seck ropeal of the law, but without success.’

Tc extend the law to the Far West, Williaw Clark designated
locations in as remote areas as eastern Oregon. But for the
benefit of the trade and naticnal interests, he Questioned
the wisdom of applying trade restrictions in arcas jointly
trapped with the British. The trappers never used the loca=-
tions; the rendesvous remmined the dominant method in the
pmountain trade.

Responding to these attitudes in the following winter
(1625-1620), the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs reviewed
written testimony on the results which the trade and treaty
law of 1624 had produced on the fur trade. Practically every
opinion was expressod in the fow lettors which the Comnittee
received. Probably speaking for the entire trade, Bernard
Pratte and Robert Stuart, agents of the American Pur Company,
denounced the location law. According to them, the law was
an incounvenlience tc the Indians whe often moved around and
trapped at great distsnces from the posts. Unless the measwure
was repealed, they claimed, the Hudson's 3ay Ccmpany would

TPorter, Astor, II, 738-739.

Swi111am Clark to James Barbour, October 24, 1825,
Morgan, Ashley, p. 138.
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retain the loyalty and trade of the Indians.® Although more
moderate in his opiniona, Governor Lewis Cass of Michigan
related to the coumdttes that the location law had "pioduced
little advantage,” and should be terminated..C Opposed to
this position, Thoumas licKemney supported thoe law as the best
protection the Indians had against the whites, regardless of
the advantage it gave tho British. According t¢ licKenney,
the "source of all difficulty” In the trade was not the
iocation law, but the incessant use of liquor in commerce
with the Indians.ll After studying tho tostimony, the Come
aittee reportaed a Lill designed "for the Lettar regulation
of the fur trade."’2 Regardless of the threat of British
opposition, there was no interest in the measurc and it
died,13

For several years Congress showed little concern for
the trade cther than the role it played in the Oregon
question. Debates over the tariff bill in the Spring of 1326

9Bormrd Pratto and Bohm Stuart, to James Barbour,

10pris Cass to James Barbour, Pebruary 2, 1826, ibid.,
pp. 658«6359.,

1le
Thouas McKenney to James Barbour, February 14, 1820,
4bid., pp. 659-661. ’

lzﬁo?ort by the Semate Cormittes on Indian Affairs,
}hX‘Ch Uy & ; wo' pa 6)7-

lBP 2L8Ger ) l%h ccwe‘a, lst
Session, 1, LB.J-JJ oI ar c t as Regigter of Debatep);
Porter, Agtor, II, 739.
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did bring a8 brief reference to furs and woolen blankets.

The furs were being imported f{reec from England. And, by

the tariff of 1824, Congress had placed a 25 per cent import
duty on woolan blankets, & major item in ths Indilan trada, b
Thus, the traders had to pay higher pricos for one of their
mogt important trade geoods, while they had to cowpste in
their home markaets with the tax-froe fure from England. Thie
situation pronmptod Senator Benton to proposae that Congroess
abolish the tariff on blankets. He claimed that the American
mills did not produce enoupgh for the home market, creating a
shortaze folt most saveraly by the traders.l’ He alsc asked
Congress to place & duty of 33-1/3 por cent on all imported
furs. DBenton was opposed by Senatorg Smith, of Maryland, and
Faton, of Tennesgec, the latter claiming that the duty on
blankets had actuaily stimilated competition of domegtic
mamifacturers and thus lowsred tho price, Without further
mantion of the duty on furs, the Senate rojected Baenton's
amonduonts .10 Ingtead, having becone involved in the sec-
tional foud over tariff protection, Congress completaly

-~ e —

*vunited States Statutes at Large, IV, 25-20.

lsEﬁﬁ*!&fE 20th Congrese, 1st Session, I
782-783. t am% m&m not mntion.it at the ting,
if the tariff was lowered on blankets, the Americans could
use them in their trade. The Indians considered the British-

made blankets to be ths hest.
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ignored the problems of the trade and rasied thc duty on
blankets to 35 per cent .27

When the next scssion of Congress met in Docember, the
Senate Comaittec on Indian Affairs Legan another investipgation
into the neod for protecting the fur trade. Practically all
of the correspondence included in the Committec's report
emphagsiged the tariflf situation.m In an offort to encourage
the trade (which, in the report, was uniforuly considered to
be declining), Thomas lMcEenney proposed lowering the duty on
woolen blankets. This, he believed, would help the Amoricans
in thoir conmpetition with the British along the border and in
Oregon.lY Similarly, Lewis Cass and VWilliam Clark agreed that
some form of action was neccssary. They left no doubt that
primary euphasis should be placed on the national interest.
They observed that the trade was "more important as a weasurc
of policy affecting our rclations with thoe Indians than as a
branch of national industry and enterpriga. 2V

— — w—— - ——— R

17Lzm.m mm Statutce at Larze, IV, 272.

1%5e many of the complaints involved the tariff eitua-
tiond it is possible that Benton specifically roquested

opinions on this watter.
“L/Thouas Hellenne ?r to Peter Porter, J 3, 1829,
, 2Cth Congress, 2nd Session, lio. 67
s)brinl VO o ’ ppo lo")c

ZLUilliam Clark and Lewis Cass to Thomas Hart Benton,
Decowmber 27, 1826, ibid., pp. 9-1l.
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Another lotter t.§ the Committee came from John Jacob
Astor, also complaining of the high duties on woolen blankets
and other trading goods. His greatest concern, however, was
the fact that imported furs wore not taxed, a situation which
produced excessive Dritish competition. Contrariwiss, the
Americans had tc pay duties when shipping furs to foreign
porta. Ag the leading fHur merchant in America, Astor pare
ticularly wanted to¢ #ec his foreign rivals taxed. His only
specific roquest of the Senate was that it should place a
duty of 15 to 20 per cent on imported furs .+ Accordingly,
the report which Benton presented tc the Senate in February
stated that the Committeec wae "deeply lupressed with the
necedsity of doing something for the protection of this
trade at the present sessiocn, and unwilling to incur the
rigk of doing nothing by propeosing much,” and, therefore,
it proposed only to place a tarif{f on "foreign furs, 2@

But the Scnate ignored the proposal and the recarks on the
depressed state of the trade. It refused to take any action
at all, even to tax incoming furs .23

After this futile attompt, two more years lapsed before

Congress took any interest in the mountain trade. In the

- W e -

2lJohn Jacob Astor to Thomas Hart Denton, January 29
1029, ibid., pp. 16=17. ‘ '

% statenent by the Semate Committee on Indian Affairs,
Febmuary 9, 1629, s Pe 3»

2nepistar of Debates, 20th Congress, 2nd Scssion, p. 52.
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meantima, in 1631, William Ashlay entered Congress as a
representative froun lMeswi. Despite thelr comaon interests
in the advanconent of the fur trade, Thooas Hart Benton
opposed Ashley's election, principally over the natlonal bank
issuc. Ashley sarved on the House Comittee cn Indian
Affairs during his six-year tenura.?% The fact that he very
gsoldom appesled to Congress in support of the Nur trappers
ovidences the over-all lack of interest in the trade.

In the same year that Ashley entered Congress, Comanche
depradations cn the Santa Fao Trail resulted in an investiga-
tion of the Mexican trads and the fur trade in general.

Lewis Cass, now the Socretary of War, presented the report
early in the fcllowing year. It contailned a series of
letters with tho standard complainte about the condition of
the trade. The trade was said to be on the decline because
of British activity, the unfaverable tariff situation, and

the intense competition, which was killing cut all of the
iumportant fur bLearing arnimals. Cass estimated that over 500
"rabid"” American trappers were causing the "entire destruction
of the beaver” in the Vest.?5

Although the testimony generally agreed that the trade
was declining, efforts to determine the axact profits in

%mm. m) PP. 178-179.

2Lowis Case to Andrew Jackson, February £, 1832

ngwm.., 22nd Congroses, lst Session, No. 90 (Serial
et No. y Po b Rugia ’
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furs were met with gtubborn silence, thus leaving the govorne
ment confused on this matter. Many of the traders apparently
did not wish t¢ disclose their profits or losscs. John
Dougherty, Indian agent at Council Bluffs, had inquired
about the investments and returng of the traders, but wes
not "favored” with any replics. Although allowing that his
calculations were made "without having access to the bocks
and accounts of the traders, which privilege it is believed
many of them would be unwilling to grant,” Dougherty ceti-
mated that on the upper Missouri alone nearly 31,700,000
in profits had been realized.?® Another witness wrote that
persons who were informed on the profits of the trade were
"unwilling to say any thing about it."e7 William Clark had
experienced the same difficulty, and to get the information,
he suggested having the traders submit statements of thelr
amual business.?®

Letters from the American Fur Company added to the con-
fusion. In an earlier report, John Jaccb Astor had failed
to state his axact returns, but indicated that they were
low.2Y Lstor's .on, ¥illiam B. Astor, reported a more likely

B dn e v © —

20gohn Dougherty to William Clark, October 25, 1831,
ibid., p. 53.

R7mncuas Forsythe to Lowis Cass, October 24, 1831,
im. ’ Oo IL ]

201 ziah Clark to Lowis Case, November 20, 1831,

2«J011 Jacob Astor to Thomas Benton, J 29, 1829
ibid., p. b2 PRI S ee
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situation when he estineted the company had a yearly pfofit
of "about a half a million of dollars.”?" It is probable
that only about one Quarter of this amcunt was net profit
from the far western trade.3’ These were the returns of
the largest company in the West, a firm which virtually
monopoliged the Missouri River trade. As such, these prof-
its did not represent the returns of the average trading
concern. If, as many persons believed, the trade was actually
depressed, then those who were losing the most should have
willingly proven their circumstances to the government. In-
stead, they let the wealthigst man in America (however influ-
gntial) do their pleading.

Nevertheless, the trade still had its supporters. As
a solution to their problems, William Clark suggested that
a tariff be placed on furs, and the existing duties be lowered
on trade geoods. In addition, he wanted Congress to put mounted
troops on the frontier to protect settlers and the trade. He
believed that such a force could have great influence on the
Indians of the upper Misscuri. DBut at the same time, Clark
proposed a restrictive measure for the trade. Recogniging
that the liquor trade was doing injury to the Indians, Clark

o oy B A -

Jwilliam Astor to Lewis Cass, November 25, 1831,
4bid., p. 77.

3lporver, Agtor, II, 819-320.
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suggested that all alcohol be excluded from the West,32
Within a few months, Congress had passed laws providing for
each of these measures.

In the sumnuer Gongrea§ enacted a new tariflf law which
returned the duty on wooclen blankets to 25 per cent.?3 The
act also placed a tax of 12} per cent on all incoming
"dressed” furs, and & 15 per cent tax on such trades iteus
as baskets and beads.>* Another law authorized stationing
600 cavalrymen on the western frontier. Futile employment
of infantry along the Santa Fe Trail had proved the necessity
of using horse scldiers in the West. Although Congraess was
primarily secking protection for the ssttler's frontier and
the commerce with the NMexicans, it gave pasaing consideration
to the fur trads. Before William Clark made his proposal,
Senater Benton had declared that mounted soldiers should be
used to protect the trappers in the West. He claimed that
"in the region of the fur trade, where the Indians are excited
by the British, the deatruction of lives and property is
horrible.”3? William Ashley alsv spoke in favor of a mounted

- e - e - P - ——

32y3114an Clark to Lewis Cases, liovember 25, 1031, Senate
D s : 22?4 Congress, let Seasion, No. 90 (Serial Set
No. 213}, p. 7.

Unived States Statutes at Large, IV, 58.
3h1pid., 569-590.

2735Rggigteg of Debates, 2lst Congress, 1lst Session,
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infantry. He wanted the troops to provide general protection
of the frontier, and particularly to protect the Santa Fe
trade and fur traders who came in contact with the British
along the Canadian border.36 However, the Far West pregsented
the same obstacles of size and distance that it had to earlier
attempts to provide military protection. Joshua Pilcher
stated the problem succinctly when he wrote %o the Secretary
of Var of the "impracticabllity of affording any general
protection Cover the mountain traded . . . the very nature
of that business is such as to put its protection out of the
power of any reascnavle nuzber of troops. . . " He concluded
by saying: "It would cost ﬁoro to Lprotect the trappersl] than
the whole fur trade is worth."37 After debating almost
entirely on the need to protect the settlers, and not the
fur trappers, Congress authoriged the President to raise the
troops.

Bven though these acts passed in 1832 related to the
fur trade in some manner, they were both much more deeply
involved in other issues, such as sectional disputes over
the tariff and protecting the more civiliged frontier. The
samne year, however, Congress enacted a law which, for the

361h14., 22nd Congress, lst Session, III, 33%1.
37Jo¢hua Pilcher to Lewls Cass, December 1, 1831,

%gngiﬁlnggngﬁngg 22nd 00 nsl, lst Session, No. 9C
et No. 213), Pe
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firlﬁ time since 1824, was a direct respense to the operation
cof the trade, perticularly in the Far West. This new act
positively forbade bringing alcchol. into the Indian country
for any purpcse.

The lew wag another in a long series sgainst the liquor
traffic. Similar restrictions had been enacted during the
entire history of the western trade. But, until the 1620's,
the liquor law viclations involved the eastern trade areas
almost exclusively.38 Following the termination of the
factory system in 1822, Congress found it necessary to restate
the earlier prohibition scts. The new law gave the President
the authority to order scarches of traders' goods whenever
necaalary.39 However, the chief executive allowed the traders
te carry aleohol intc Indian country for use by boatmen and
othars who had t¢ endure extreme physical hardship. This
frequently enabled companies to evade the law by padding
empleyee rostars. In addition, government off{icials some-
times cooperated. Indian Superintendent William Clark allowed
liquor for "boatmen” listed as traveling with overland cara-
vans headed for the mountain rendesvous.*’ Clark later

38)g the early trappers on the upper !Missourli did not
C on a thriving trade with the Indzann, they had only
-11§Kt chances to use liquor inm their commerce. In Oregon,
Astor's men had orders not to use it in dealing with the
Indians. Porter, Agtor, II, 794-797.

3%Unived States Statutes at Largs, III, 602.
“Berry, Majority of Scoundrels, p. 30C.
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acknowledged his awarsnesa that the traders' geods were not
always searched, and that the alcohol designated {or boatmen
was being used for the Indians.’t

The location law of 1824 represented another atteupt to
chheck the liguor problen, but the reamotene@s of the develop~-
ing western trade wmade evasion of the prohlibition acts more
raspant than ever. Nearly all goveranment officials wanted to
halt the liquor traffic. In 13820, Jecretary of War Lewis
Cass acknowledged thet the present laws {requently went
unienferced. He proposed a new iaw lor tutal abolition of
the liquos trade in “auny place, or uader auy circuastances.”
Cass Lelieved that sirict prohibition would "guard the Indians
against the lmproper conduct of the traders, and would strengthen
the authority of the officers of the Government. %% lMore than
any other person, Thomas lMcKenney was vehsuwently against any
and all liquor trade. He believed that the nation's honor
was at stake, and to end this "cause of wretchedness and so
many evilg,” he demanded that Congrees make it a capital
oifense to trede alcchol to the indians for any reason.
Purthermore, the British use of liquor gave the Awmericans
only the "right to complain,” not the right to profit at the

‘*lgé:x.xm Clark tocLewia Gan:, Ng::m?er 2§ ‘1881 Seriar
Sgngﬁe Q 22nd Congress, lst sion, lo. 90 (Ser
et No. 2§3i, p.’?. '

421, 49ie Cass te James Barbour February 2, 1820
ASP:L., II, 659. ’ ' '
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axpense of the Indians., McKenney wanted the govermaent o
negotiate the liquor problem with the British instead of
lowing the traders to use it as a moans of compotition.“3
Although the government did not act according to !McKenney's
wishos, the American Fur Coupany did attoenpt negotiations.
Piading the traffic to be harmful in areas whoere tho company
was coming in contast with the British, William B, Astor,
in 13829, proposed to the Hudsoan's Bay Coampany that the two
firms ahould agree to end the liquor trade. DBut the British
company replied that it had "already accouplished this desired
object in a large portion of the Interior with the most bene-
ficlal results to the Indlans and to the Trade.” lloreover,
the company could "strictly” control its owa employeoes in
such matters, and therefore the abolltion of the liquor
tralfic would "entirely depend on the conduct of the Amsrican
traders. " Consequently, the two coupanies did act reach
any agreaments on the problea, and one government officlal
estimated that in the following year traders on the upper
Missowri had realimed an additional profit of $50,000 from
the liquor traffic alone.”3

43rhomas MeKenney to James Barbour, February 14, 1826,
ASP:IA, II, 659-661. ’ ’

blgs11ian Smith to William m.ox-. lech 5 1830,

ot B T i B

Hushou to Willianm Cllrk October 31, 1831.

%gggiflngggmggﬁlils) congresl olaion, No. 90
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Wien Congiress proposaed tighter restricticas in 1832, the
fur Sraders oivterly opposed the measwre. Astor coaplained
o Willlaw Ashley that the Jrdtlish compotivica had lorced the
Americans Lo use alcouoi. I Wotal prohdbition wers elfected,
thon the American teade would bLe sulned wherever the Dritish
were active.*0 2ut ashley decidad o support the weasule,
as did Jecrovary Cass, another froquent patron of vhe trade.b?

Ia July, Congress passed the bill, which piovided for
absolute prohibitica of alcohel. The acasure was included
in a lavw dealing with general aduministratioa of Indian
affairg. b Thg guvarnasat thea reacwed its efforts Jfor wore
affective anlourceaent, and the Amarican FPur Coupany becane
increasingly aware of the tighter control. The next year,
William 3. Astor askod Cass to press iovir negotiations with
the Brdilish governaent over poohibiting liquer {rom the
Hudagon's Bay Company's trade, but o no avail.®”’

another cowpany ropresantavivae, Henueth lickangie, went
all the way to Washington from the upper issouri to request
poruiagsion Lo use liquor againat the Orivish. lle also {feared

‘*(’Poner, Astor, II, G11.

b7Berry, lajority of Sgoundrels, pp. 302-303.

‘*‘%uong other things, the measure created the position
of Comaissicner of Indian Affairs to serve under the Sec-
retary of War as director of the Indian Bureau. Upited

States Statuves at Large, IV, 564.
h9Porter, Agtor, 11, €13.
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toc faca the opposition of Sublette and Campbell without
using liquor. Whon his request waa rafused, McKenszle
roturnad tc the upper Migsouri and coanstiucted a still.
Upon learning of this viclaticn, ths govermuent nearly
covoked the company's licengss to trade, but agreed to let
ths mattar d:c.i> aftsr raocaiving promigss that the concemn
wmld comply with the law. o0 By the tima ths dispute was
cvar, the Company's reputation was badly damagad, and in
1834 tho dircctors refusod %o renow McKengia's contract.
When Aster scld out the sass ysar, thi most active
docads in the history of the far westarn {fur trade caus to a
closa. Left almest antirely tc themsalves, the traders had
penetratasd the Far West, braved a varisty of dangers, and
finally securad tha trads of the arva. Jince tha Atkinson
axpadition in 18235, the government had not made a single
aggressiva offort to support this commerce. During this
time, ths oppositicn {rcm thoe British and the troubles with
thae Indians continuad. The traders had tc rescrt to thelr
own mothods (mostly the use of alcohol) to attampt to scoure
the Indlan's trads and alliance. Tho pleas of Bontou, and
the testimony of many experienced traders and ¢fficials that
government action was necessary, went aluost completely
unhesded. Commanting on the Americans' re-entry into the
far western trade during the 182C'a, Joshua Pilcher stated

D St <

Vchittended, Fur Trade, I, 355-362.
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that the trappers developed their commerce not with governnment
luppor‘ﬁ, but only “by the application of additional means,
and & more judicious organigation of their business. 7t

The legislation which had any thing at all to do with
the trade, became 80 involved in other issucs that the problans
of the trade seomed almost incidental and ineignificant. The
adjustnment of duties on furs 'repronouted very little economic
benefit to the trade, and could not be considered at all as
iloportant governuent patronage of the fur companies. And as
Pilcher stated, the mounted infantry could not hope to benefit
the trappers in the remote mountain regions. The gcarcity of
debates on this plan testifics that Congress had little inter-
edt in giving military support to the trade.

By pasaing laws prohibiting liquor, Congress actually
attompted to restrain the traders in gpite of the threats thab
the trade would collapece. The gevernuent hoped te extend its
influence in the VWest by protecting the Indiang and not the
trade. In fact, it would protect the Indians from the trade.
The generally lax onforcement of the liquor prohibition
neagures was not due to govermment indifference. Rather, it
reflected the difficulties of policing the western territorics
and, in addition, the influence that the traders had on a few
governuent officials stationed on the frontier.

L —— A —————
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Having developed without government support, the fur
trade began to decline by 1834, for reascng alsc completely
unrelated to any government activity. Fashion changes in
Surope and the United States, not government action or in-
action, were to ruin the trade. The trappers, confronted
with diminishing profits, begen to abandon the mountains
and sesk other opportunities.



CHAPTER IV

THE FINAL YEARS: DECLINE AND INDIFFERENCE
1834=-1846

John Jaccb Astor's withdrawal from the American Fur Come
pany in 1834 evidenced the begimning of the reccesion of the
fur trade. Dy the nid=-1840's, the American trade throughout
the Northwest had been reduced to miniuwal eignificance. The
value of beaver pelts dropped to as low as a third of its
earlier height, whercas buffalc robes had become the most
ivportant commodity, waking up an increasingly large pere
centage of the annual trade.*

The decrcasing demand for beaver fur was the major reason
for the trade's decline, but the absence of Astor's vigorous
support and interest was also a factor. Without his finan-
clal backing, the American Fur Company® had irmediately
gought to rawove ite greatest coupetition from the descurd
by scouring the agreement with Sublette and Caupbcll. The

o s —

-J hn E. Sunder, Upper an
1040-2865 (Noruan, 19657 m: 2

z.uthouuh Ramgay Crook's fira, which ?.\rclmaed Astor's
interests around the Great lLakes, had the title of the
Amorican Fur Cowpany, the name continued to applied also
to the operations of Pratte and Chouteau, Astor's succes-
sors in the Vest.
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company's subscequent violation of the compact did them little
goog as the fur trade in the intermountain arca dwindled very
rapidly and by the early 1840's was practically non-existent.
The trappers shifted their operations to either along the
forks of the Flatte Hiver, or south and west intc the Mexican
territory, or north along the upper Missouri. The trade in
the latter area continued te be dominated by the American
Fur Company. The most powerful competition came from the
Union Fur Company, which, with ample {inancial support, traded
on the upper river after 1840, The company's frequent use
of liquor created considerable trouble, and resulted in its
withdrawing rom the trade in 1845,

During the periocd of decline, the national governnent
made no effort to promote or ancouragé the fur traders. It
continued the policics which it had previcusly eastablished.
The same year that Astor retired, Congress passed & compré-
hensive new Indian trade law. The act dealt with all aspects
of the trade, but produced few changes as it was wostly a
codification and amendment of earlier measurca. It reduced
the weBtorn trader's license term {rom seven tc three years,
and reaffirwed the law excluding foreigners from the trade.
The act also granted agents increased power to doal with
viclaters of the liguor law, and forbade distilleries in
Indian country.’? Teo further improve the handlinh of frontier

—— o — o . I e

3y, 8. Statutes av Large, IV, 729-735.




problems, Congress rearranged the administration of Indien
affairs within the Var Departmont on the same day that it
passad tho trade law. This measure established two Indlan
agents for the uncrganiged western territories, and confirmed
the agency for the upper Missowri. It also stated that,

under penalty of $5,00C fine, no empleyee of the Indian Dureau
was to have any private interest in the trade.* The governs
ment again sought to pacify the Indians, promote thelr friend-
ship, and protect them from debauchery by the liquor traffic.
These policies do not reflect a purely humanitarian purpose,
as pegceful and friendly Indians would benefit national
interests in the West.

Despite the apparent intent to improve control of the
trade activities, the governnment's surveillance was very
erratic and generally ineffective. It was indicative of the
indifference to the far western trade. Likewise, the govern-
ment showed little interest in the Upper lMissouri Agency.
William Fulkoerson, subagent for the Mandans and the tribes
farther up the river, reosigned his post in 1838 after the
suallpox plague had ocowrred the previous year. Due to the
conditions in the area, the superintendent in St. Louis did
not appoint a replacement until four years later.’ Moreover,

bbid., pp. 735-738,
’Amnie Heloige Abel, editorb‘ﬁm%!_ ounml at Fort
2),

E%gﬁh_ ;ﬁ%ﬁéégéi Pierfoé.SOu?h P. X1}
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the govermuent had little opportunity to help the Indians
during the plague, the stricken tribes being scattered
throughout the remcte regions of the upper river. The
vaccines sent into the area arrived too latc. Dstimates
of the Blackfoot losses ran as high as two-thirde of the
tribe, but the Missouri trede continued.©

Frequently, cfficials oversecing the Missouri trade
maintained very close ties with the private traders, partice
ularly with the American Fur Company. In 1839, two years
after Willian Clark's retirement, Joshua Pllcher became
superintendent at 5t. Louls. Since the collapsce of his own
trading operations in the late 1620's, Pilcher had for a
while been asscciated with the American Fur Company. During
his two-year tenure as superintendent, he fully cooperated
with the cowpany's trade strategy. Vhen the Whigs forced
Pilcher ocut of office, he was replaced by David Dawson
Mitchell, another of the company's former associates.’

During Hitchell's administration, the govermment responded
to pleas of the American Fur Company, and renewed its effortas
to end the liquor trade. The problem had never completely
disappearcd in the 1830's, and the company was one of the
worst viclators. DBut when ite rival, the Union Fur Company,
began to trade with increasingly large quantitices of alcohol,

vowis, Mackfoot, p. 25.
sunder, Upper Missouri, pp. 27-31.
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the clder concarn urged the government to appoint a sub-
agent to halt the liquor traffic. Thus, in 1842, President
Tyler named Andrew Drips to the position vacated by William
Pulkerson four years earlier. Drips had to resign from the
Anerican Fur Company befors he could aceept the offer.®
He then coopergted with his former smployers, oven tec the
axtent of warning them when he planned to inspect their posts
8o they could hide the liquor.”? Other traders evaded Dripe'
inspections, but not as successfully., His activities along
the Missouri and the Yellowstone forced the Union Fur Company
out of the trade in 1845.10

By allowing any liquor trade at all, Drips had helped
defeat the governuent's purpcese for the prohibition. The
violations which he peurmitted were designed to advance the
geals of his former company. He was finally dismissed by
the Indian O0ffics in 16406. The government made similarly
poor choices in its appointment of other agents for the upper
Missouri. In his journale, the fur trader Charles Larpenteur
pave a brief character sketch of the agents who sorved during
the declining poriod of the river trade., Almost without
axception, he denocunced them as worthlesa or drunkards.ll

Savel, Charden's Jownal, pp. x0i-xlii,

‘R11i0t Couel, editor, ﬁgi gg 79’ y
...gg%-g. 03' ?

-'-bSumer, Upper Missouri, pp. 80-61.
Yeoues, Foyty Yeprs, II, 412-410.
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As the fur trade was diminishing, the government began
tc send military expeditions to the West. Three important
axplorations were led by John C. Frémont between 1842 and
1847. I*‘re'mnt's father-in-law, Senator Thouas 3enton helped
promote the ventures, but his interest was now centered on
settling the Par West and not on the fur trade. Frémont
deseribed the purpose of his first assignment as an aoffort
to determine the best routes for imaigrants going to South
Pass, and tc study the posaibility of locating posts along
the way. 2 Nor did the last two expeditions concern the fur
trade. Benton encourgged the second expedition in order to
completa the "survey across the continent."+3 Frémont's
third venture into the mountaine wee designed to explore
much of the Mexican territories in the Southwest.ls

The official government explorations and thie westward
immigration did benefit, however, from the axperionces of the
fur traders. The trappers had & better knowledge of the Far
West than any other white men, and many of then leflt the
trade to work as guldes for the renewed westward movenent.
The Henry Dodge expedition, which traveled along the South
Platte and the Arkangas rivers in 1835, was led by an Indian

Gglzdohn C. Prémont, Memoirs of My Life (Chicago, 1887),
P. OF.

13Banton, View, II, 560,
Lbprdnont, Hemolrs, pp. 422-425.
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trader reforred to as Captain Gantt.'? Christopher (Kit)
Carscn, the most famcus westarn ascout of all, leoft his trap=-
ping operaticns to lead Frémont on each of his axplorations.
Another trapper, Thomas Fitgpatrlick, alded Prémont on his
second trip into the West.l® Pitapatrick suided other
ailitary axpeditions as well as immigrant trains through the
Rocky Mountaing. Jim Bridger, one of Fitgpatrick's associates
in the fur trade, built a post in present-day southwestern
Wyomadng, which served the Oregeon and California plongers for
nany yea:rs.

Although the services which thesc and other trappers
renderod the westward movement were important, they do not
repregent any far-reaching government attitude or policy.
These scouting activities do evidence the fact that the trade
ne longer attracted some of the wmost capabls trappers. In
many areas it had almost completely ended, while the govern-
ment had dene nothing to save it., Indeed, with the world fur
varkets weal, there was little that could be done other than
to subsidige the industry. Expensive protection measures were
an oven loss attractive idea when the trade was declining than
when it waa flourighing. Congress did not sericusly consider

15Journal of the march of a detachment of dragsoons, undaer
the command of Colonel Henry Dodge, during the suaner of
1835, A8P:1p, VI, 130C.

léFr&mnt, Hemoirs, p. 167.
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protecting the trappers. The trade was obvicusly not
duportant cncugh to warrant the exponditure of the governe
mont's tlume and money.



CHAPTIR V

THE ROLE OF THE AMERICAN FUR TRADE IN
THD OREGON QUESTION, 1618=-l84(€

During the approximate quarter of a century following
the joint occupation agreement of 1618, the American fur trade
~ re-entering the Oregon country faced an outstanding problem
that it did not encounter east of the Divide. Whereas the
Britieh werce excluded from the competition in the territories
of the Louisiana Purchase, they had equal rights with the
Auvericans in Oregom. With the beginning of the Hudson's Bay
Compiny" more aggressive operations in 1824, the Britvish
took full advantage of their rights and wore well represented
throughout the territory. The powerful and officient company
soon imposed ite influonce on everyons whe entered Oregon.
Until the borthwest boundary was settled, in 18406, American
exapnsionists had the opportunity to encourage the fur
trappers &8 a wmeans to counter the Dritish.

With the exception of Ashley and the wmen who purchased
his interests, the Americans wore not very successful against
the wmonopolistic ludson's Day Company. Following its merger
with the North West Company in 1821, the newly enlarged
British firm appointed Gecrge Siupson as aduninistrative head,

10l
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and John Meloughlin as chief factor over the Oregon trade.
According to their orders, they conducted thelr company's
trapping operations inth one major objective. DBelieving that
the Columbia would be the western part of the final boundary,
the Oritish hoped firet tc trap out the region to the scuth-
east (the OSnake River area) and thus discourage the Americans
not only there, but inm all of Oregon.t In addition to making
profits in furs, thoy would have occupied the arca and then
would have "something to give up on the South [of the
Columbial” as a consolation te the United States when the
boundary agroeuent was reached.?

To implement the company's plans, Siunpson abandoned Fort
George in 1824 and moved the headquarters upriver to Fort
Vancouver, near the mouth of the Willamette. Othor posts
wore constructed to the east along the Columbia and its
tributaries. In addition, the coupany conducted annual expo-
ditions into eastern Oregon to trap and to secure the fure
of the Indians before they could trade them to the opposition.
The American coupetition ccourred mostly in the intermountain
area west of the Divide, and farther down the Snake River.
The trade and trapping were hotly contested, but no incident
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sericus enough to affect international zfelat.lona occurred.
Moreover, chief factor licLoughlin hospitably received most
of the Americans who ventured as far west as Fort Vancouver.
On one cccasicn he gave refuge to Jedediah Smith, who had -
lost his furs and most of his nen to the Unquah Indians
along the Coast. Hoping to prevent similar disasters to
his own men, lNeloughlin recaptured the furs, and purchased
them from Smith.3

In the early 1830's, new Anericen opposition appeared
in Oregon. Nathaniel Wyeth, of Doston, headed an expedition
to the lower Columbia, where he planned to base oxtensive
trading and fishing cperations. However, the wrock of his
- supply ship forced him te retwm to Boston and bogin anew.
On his second trip west, Wyeth e¢stablished Fort Hall on the
upper Snake River, but his trade with the Indians and trap-
pers failed due to thoe competition of the Hudson's Bay
Company which finally bought him out im 1837.% During the
sane period, Captain Benjamin L, I. Bonneville, ancther
ambitious Amerdican, made an atteupt to compete with the
Oritish Company. Before going to Oregon, Donneville
roeceived a loave of absence from the Army, with the under-
standing that he was to report on the Indians and the
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peography of the West.” Althcugh his trade cperations falled,
he did make g brief report to his commanding officers. In
it he dosoribed not only the Indians and the western torrain,
but alsc the Hudson's Bay Coupany's strength and influence
in Oregon. Ho was very amglous to see the Dritish company
expelled, and thus peinted out the vulnerablility of some of
their outposte.® While searching for more fur coumtry,
Bomneville's asscclates made important explorations toe the
Pacific Coast., This provided hin with inforwation for uaps
cf the Northwest, which were the most significant contridue
tions of his venture.’

Ag g woll organised wonopely with support of the Dritish
govermsent, the Hudson's Bay Company dominated all of the
Orogon trade axoept in that part of the intermountaln arca
west of the Divide where Ashloy's men concentrated. With
thelr high quality trade goods, the coupany gained consider-
able prestige asong the Indians. This led to many accusations
by Congressmen that they had instigated the numerous Indian
attacks on Amorican trappers. Dut oven such a kncwlodgeable
trador ag Williaw Ashley was not abgolutely sure that the
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British were guilty. Vhen writing to Senator Benton about
the Hudson's Bay Company's involvement, Ashley could only
say that he was "unavoldably led to the belilef,” and "it
appoars that' they had encouraged the trouble.® A more
correct opinion came from Joshua Pilcher, who had made
namerous contacts with the Dritish in Oregon. Pilcher
stated that he had seen "nothing to Justify the opinion

that thoy excited the Indians to kill and rob our citigens."”

By the nid-1830's, the British activities and the
depressed fur markets had ccoumbined to drive most of the
American tresppers from Oregon. The company plan had suc-
ceeded thus far; American interest declined except for the
nissionaries who were Just begimning to come te the Columbia.
But with these small groups of immdgrants, 8 new type of
competition took the place of the fur trade. The Hudson's
Bay Coupany would scon find itself ocutnumbered by tho
Amariuln pioneer farmersg.

In the meantime, the United States Congress had con-
tinually debated the issue of protecting national interests
in Oregon. Repressntative John Floyd and Semator Benton led
the expana*oniat blocks; and, as early as Dccembur, 1820,
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Floyd uade his [irst resolution t¢ establish a fort on the
lower Columbia. The coumittee appointed to study his pro-
posals presented a lengthy report and a bill to ceccowpy

lands on the river and prepare for settloement of the area.
The report stated that two small posts (the other one to be
located on the headwators of the Missouri) would be sufficient
to protect the fur trade in Oregon.tC But the bill did not
include a provision for the additional post, and, although

it would also benefit American traders, the fort on the lower
Columbia was planned primarily to encourage settlement. The
bill authoriged the distribution of land to the settlers, and
the administration of justice in the area.ll In the report,
the comuittee oven expressed hope that the men gent to the
post could take their families.l2 The provisichsd the bill
which directly related to the fur trade invelved extending
the licensing regulations, liquor laws; and other govern-
nental controls into the territory.13 The trade, when
developed, would come under the same restrictions and super-
vision as currently exieted east of the Divide. The committes
did not intend for the traders to endanger Indian relations
by their unrestrained opposition to the British.
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The report referred to the trade in two basic respocts,
as a source of wealth which the Awericans ought to enjoy
instead of the Oritish, and as 2 potential means of securing
the Indien's friendship and allegiance to the United States. %
When Floyd made his resclutions, the American fur traders
had not operated in Oregon since the North West Company
forced them out in 1813. To aid the pgovernment in ite
oxpansion into Oregon, the trade would first have to be
re-catablished in the area. But the House refused to even
consider Floyd'e measures, and thus withheld any encourage-
ment for either the fur trade or the pioneer farners .7

After presonting a similar resclution which the next
scsaion of Congrees alsc rejected, Floyd tried again in
Deceomber, 1822. The debates which followed his thixd pro-
posal to occupy the Columbia revealed the varicus Congreg-
sional attitudes toward the Oregon country. As chiefl
proponent of the measures, Floyd delivered a major address
on the history of Oregon and its future as a commercial
center. The Virginia Representative again suggested not
only cceupying the Columbia, but alsc occasionally sending
trocps into the area to display the strength of the United
States. This would not be expensive, as he believed that a

reli to the lower Columbia would be “"casy, safe, and
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axpeditioua.”lb Floyd foresaw that the greatest economic
gain from the occupation of Oregon would be the opening of
trade with China.?” He gave nore emphasis toc the fur trade
than any other of several commercial entorprises which would
develop in the territory and become invelved in the Oriental
commerce. In discussing the fur trade, his mreatest interest
by far lay in {ts potentisl as an immediate source cf wealth
for the United States, and not as & maeans of sacuring Ameri-
can claims to Oregon, or wimning the Indian's friendship.l
Contrary to the opinions of many of his contemporarics,
Floyd believed that the settlers, who would come to Oregoen
after the cccupation, would nct want to separate from the
Union. Thus, to further secure the territory, he appealed
to the farmers to move Wost with their "plough ... . the
great benefactor of mankind."19

The establishmant of @ fort ncar the Pacific Coast
promisod cther advantages. Robert Wright, of lMaryland, not
only wanted to proteet the fur trade, but te promote fishing
and whaling activities.?" Francis Baylies, of Massachusetts,
gave primary consideration to the advancement of the Pacific

26Inid., 17th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 407.
*7Ibid., pp. LOL-405.

18Inid., pp. 398-400, LO6~LOT.

19I04d., pp. WOB=W0S.

201pid., p. 412,
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whaling industry, but alac hoped to see the lumbering
industry and the seal trade dwelcp.zl

Floyd's regolutions met stiff opposition, however, from
such nmen as Qecrge Tucker, of Virginia, whc declared that
settlaments on the Pacific Ccast would separate from the
Union. He was against "inviting a settlement which . . &
must, in the nature of things, be lost to this nation. 22
Ancther congrossman believed that military protection would
be of no value to the commercial intersests, and weuld actually
hara the fur trade by creating Indian rescationt.ed

Thus, the Oregon Question of the early 182C's was more
complex than the preblem of expansion within the bounds of
the Louisiana Purchase. The areas east of the Divide, as
well as the mountain regions of eastorn Oregon, had but one
immediate commercial potential, the fur trade. But ths lower
Columbia River vallsy and the Oregen coast had additional
pessibilitics which the expansicnists belleved could be
quickly exploited. Accordingly, the debates roveal only a
elight intorest in encouraging farmers to move to the area.
Thae emphasis was on industry and counerge.

Despite the predictions of great rewards for occupying
Oregon, the House refused to pass Floyd's bill until two
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years later, on Deceamber 23, 1824.2“ Significantly, this
was just over two weeks after President lMonrce had delivered
his last anmual message, in which he proposed establishing
& post near the wmouth of the Coluwbia. The President had
stated that:

Our commerce and fisheries on that sea and along

the ccast . . . are increasing. It is thought

that a military post, to which our ships of war

might resort, would afford protection to eve

interest, and have a tendeney to conciliate the

tribes to the northwest. . . « It ie thought alsc

that by the establishment of such a post the inter-

course betwoeon owr VWestern States Territorics

and the Pacific and cur trade with the tribes

residing in the interior on sach side of the

Rocky Mountains would be essentially promoted.?s
Before establishing the fort, Monroe wanted to send a ship to
sxplore the arca and chooge the best location. The President
was thinking in terms of coastal operaticns; ne post was to
be built in the interior mountain area. Ho congidered the
ssa and coaatal trade Just ha Laportant, if not more so, than
the interior fur trade.

In the meantime, Thomas Banton had heen trying to obtain
Senate approval to "take and retain poesession of the terri-
tories of the United 3tates, on the Horthwest coast of

America.”zc’ Congroess virtually ignored his proposals until

—— - -

, H}%M% of Debates, lth Congress, 2nd Session,
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2%Richardson, Messazes and Papers, II, 262.
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p. 235.



after President lMonroe supported the plan. The Senate
debates, which followed in the wintor of 1625, resembled
the arpuments in the House. Again, there were varied
agonomic interests on the Northwest Coast. Benten, in
his major address, predicted that a fort on the lower
Columbia would protect the Oragon fur trade, bring the
Indians under Amorican influence, and become an important
sea port, for whaling and Oriental trade. In addition,
transcontinental trade would develop along the Misscuri and
Columbia rivers, but the "greatest advantage cf all' was to
populate Oregen with Americans and not with foroigners.z?
However, at this time, Banton did not believe that Oregon
would remain a part of the Unicn. The United States should
extend only to the Rocky Mountains whaore "the statue of the
fabled god, Terminus, should be raised upon its highest
peak, neverto be throwm dowm, 728 Therefore, according to
Benton, the fur trade was but one of seversl enterpriscs
which, when cstablished in Oregon, would be of immediate
benefit to Amerdican citigsens. After Oregon had formed a
separate nation, its comerce would be of advantage to both
countries.

In enunerating the bases of the Amri@ title to Oregon,
Benton cited {ive events, including the Astorians' fur

— - -~
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trading venturcs.?” He denounced the British claims as &
mere ‘neked pretention, ™3V but his opponents' support of
British rights to Oregon presentod the major obstacle to
Senate passage of thoe bill. Senator Dickéraoh, of New Jersey,
typified the opposing view by stating that the United States
should not use military force in a torritery Jointly occu-
pied with England. PFurthermors, the nation had cxtended far
enough west, and thars were plenty of vacant lands for
Americans sast of the Roecky Mountains.3} A majority of the
Senators agreed with Dickerson, and on March 1, 1825, they
tabled the bil1,32

By the timo the Senate killed the hopes of Benton and
Ployd, the M!eﬁ‘m ware once more in the Oregon trade.
Aghloy's men had been in the intormountain area (including the
pountain regions of southeastorn Oregon) for about fifteen
months., They ware experioncing the first of Ashley's two
most successful hunting scasons, and in tho swmer they would
attend the first rendesvous. But, only eishtesn days after
the Senata's action, Ceorge Simpson sigsnaled the intonsifi-
cation of tho ludson's Day Company's activitiss in Oregon

R -~

2Mhe cthers were Gray's discov of the Columbim, the
Lovisiana Purchase, the Lewis and C expedition, and the
treaty with Spain in 1819, Ibid., p. 705.

3CIid., p. 703.
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whaen he formally "Laptized” Fort Vangouver by 'Lreaking a
bottle of Runm on the Flag Staff ."33  The contest in Oregon
had begun without the direct involvement of the United States
governaent.

Algc by 1625, the United States and Groeat Dritain had
held the first futllec negotiatlons tc end the Joint cccu-
paticn agreement. The American Minister to England, Richard
Rush, proposed that English claims be removed to north of
the filty-first parallel, a suggestbn which the Dritieh
congidered "wholly inadudseable. % The fur trade becane
involved conly when Rush based the American title to Oregon
on the activities of the Astorians. He aloe »oflorred to
the accuuplishuents ¢f Robert Gray and Lewls and Clark, a
well ae the rights which the United States acquired from
Spain in 1819.35 Dut no thing cane of thes: asserticons, and
suveral ysarg passed befors a now understanding was rcached.

With the ten year Joint cccupation agreement ncaring
ite end, the Mritish, in 1026, initiated ncre negotiaticons

vor thoe Oregun boundary. Aside lrom belng alamed at the

33eaor§;o Smplon’a Jowrnal, March 19, 1825, Merk,
Bapdre, p. 124

BI’PN‘C.LCOJ. of the Twentieth Conference of the Amariom
and Brit.iah Pl anipowntiariaa, June 29, 1€24, Richard Rush,
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possibllity of Amarican military occupation, Grsat Britain
wag anxious to guarantee the Hudson's Bay Company continued
access Lo tho 3nake River country.36 According to Albert
Gallatin, the new Minister to England, the United Statas
olficials had becone more certain than sver that Oregon would
naturally be populated by "agricultural emigrants™ from
Anerica. If thé British tried to gettle Oregon, they would
havs to us:s "artificlal aneans,” as they waere much farther
away, and were not faced with a "progressive increase of
population,” as the United States was.37 3elieving the
territory would eventually be aligned with their nation, the
Amoricans were thus mor: willing to leave Oraegon opan to both
countries for a while. This confidence stems from factors
completaly unrelstod to the fur trade. The manner in which
the Americans cperated the far western fur trade left no
permanant settlements at all. The trappers lived a completely
woblle 1ife, and could not be counted on to make any sub-
stantial and permanent incraease in tha Oragon pepulation,
The American diplomats therafore bassd thair hopes on the
farmers, not the fur traders.

Nevertheless, the activitiss of Astor's men were once
agaln cited by ﬁhe diplomats as a substantiation of American

3%perk, Gallatin and Qregon, pp. 4, 7-C.

11 ggg'rhe Oregon Question,” Adams, Writings of Gallatin,
. "
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rights in 0regun.3b Sut GCallatin warned against over
euphasis of the claims tc the area arcund Agtoria. He
cautioned the Secretary of State, Henry Clay, that

the settlement and restitution of Astoria may
be foreibly urged as strengthening the claim
of the United States tc the whole territory;
but . . . it would be dangercus to adduce
those incidents, as giving a stronger claim
to the absolute sovereignty over that spot
than on ary other part of the territory. As
there can be no higher title or right than
that of such soverelignty, the argument could
not be fressad without acknowledging that the
right of the United States to the residue of
the territory was so gghinb less than one of
absolute severeignty.

The claims to Oregon did not, however, play a& major role in
the boundary negotiations, as American rights to at least a
part of the territory were already reccognigsed. The mcet
persistent dispute involved the qQuestion of guaranteed access
tc the Columbia River and to Puget Sound.®V The fur trade

B e

3¢pn exanple of the use of the fort at Astoria as a
confirmaticn of American claime is found in: Protocol of the
Jeventh Conference of American and Sritish Plenipotentiaries,
December 19, 1820, ASP:FR, VI, 669=-67C.

69§>'Albun Gallatin to Henry Clay, August 10, 1627, ibid.,
p‘ -

““Puget Sound and the lower Columbia were the only deep
water harbors between San Prancisco Bay and the forty-ninth
garallel. A dangerous sand bar across the mouth of the

lumbia made the river the lese desirable of the two ports.
Nevertheless, the Columbia was particularly important to the
Hudscn's Bay Company's interior fur trade. In the negotia-
tions, the DBritish refused the Americans' offer of the

{oroopiaeh peradlol fothe Mgiliz, dth paransecd, navice;
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was important only as cne of the comuercial pursuits which
woﬁld supposedly need to use the Columbia. The activities
of William Ashley and his successors in eastern Oregon were
given little consideration, if any. One reason for this
was doubtlessly the fact that the American trade which
creodsed the Divide into Oregon salways renalned based in

St. Louis, and not in territories jointly cccupied with
Great B8ritain. The Americans wade frequent contacts with
the Sritish in the Snake Hiver country, but they never
established permanent rival headquarters in Oregon.

The negotiators failed to reach a final boundary settle-
ment, and thus agreed to continue joint occupation indefinitely.
They further decided that either nation would give a ycar's
notice when it wished to end the agreement.® Albert Gallatin
later expressed his belief that the convention had left the
American traders at a disadvantage in facing the glant
British coumpany in Uregon. He stated that the Hudson's Bay
Company had "exclusive possession of the fur-trade.” lore-
over, Gallatin said that:

This could not be prevented ctherwise than Ly

Fvmd] ot then sither Feady or disposed Vo

run the risks of a war for that ubjectgr

and
it was thought wmore eligible that the British
traders should remain on the territory of the

by, 5. Statutes at Large, VII, 36C.
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United States Ly virtue of a ccupact and with

:agﬁgrgggfzgt than in defiance of their

During the next few years, the anti-cxpansionists used
this pacifistic attitude to defeat more measures calling for
the occupaticn of the Columbia. In December, 182¢, Floyd
introduced a new bill te establish a post in Oregon. Again
the fur trade was named as one of several commercial pursuits
which would benefit from such action. In speaking of the
trade, Floyd cnce were emphasiged its economic aspects and
not its possible influence with the Indians.43 His ccncern
was still focused more on immediate profits than on the long
range benefits for expansion throught Indian alliances and
friendship. The debates ovef the occupation of Cregon con-
cerned a variety of subjects, such as possible viclaticns of
the joint cccupation agreement, the distance and money involved
in military movements, the belief that Oregon would separate
from the Union, the definitbn of Fort Vancouver as a nilitary
base cr a trading post, the alleged aggressions of the
Hudson's Bay Company, and the numerous economic possibilities.ib

Specifically regarding the fur trade, the opposition was
typified by the attitude of Congressman Mitchell, of Tennessec,
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whe declared that "if a company of hunters want to establish
themgelves far beyond ocur limits for the sake of getting
furs, let them do it, but tax not your Government to aild
them in thelr schemes."%? Important opposition came from
Edward Bates, of Missouri, who believed that "ocne or two
little forts” in Oregon were 2 waste of time and momsy."6
Bates a&lso predicted that a post on the uouth of the Columbia
might divert inland fur trade traffic to the Pacific and not
down the Missouri.47 This caused Floyd to claim that Bates
was sacrificing the interests of the nation for those of
St. Louis.*® Dut, regardless of Floyd's efforts, the House
defeated his bill in early January, 1£29.4Y

In the Senate, the expansionists made no iumediate
attempts to protect American interests in Oregon. Thouss
Benton voiced his disapproval of the situation by voting
against the renewal of jeoint cccupation, and calling for
continued negotiations to reach a final boundary settlement.”V
The investigations of the atate of the fur trade which Benteon
sponsored during the next few years, {requently related

o eeemne o e

45Ivid., p. 137.
hé;g;g., p. 152.
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directly to the conditicns in Oregon. The complaints about
the Hudscn's Bay Company tariff advantages voiced in the
report of February, 1629, involved the trade both east and
west of the Divide.’l The same report also told of Black-
foot depredations in Oregon, which William Ashley blam5d
on the British.2 Aghley also advised the committee of the
Hudscn's Bay Company's plan to deplete the fur supply in the
area scutheast of the Columbia.’3 He was convinced that,
without government protection, the Oregon trade would soon
collapse. In another letter to Benton (which the Senator
did not include in the report), Ashley expressed his concern
for those who wished to emigrate to Oregon. He was againsgt
their going, as they had "not the least conception of the
misery they would lead their families to by such an act.”2%
The conditions on the far western frontier did not, however,
inlpiro any Congressional action. '

Two years later, in answer tc¢ a Senate request, President
Jackson presented a report from experienced traders on the

- —— A oW e o

5l0ne of several examples of the complaints concerning
the effect of high tariffs on the Oregon trade is found in
C. C. Cambreleng to Thomas Denton, January 12, 1€29, 3

%gggg§n§g, 20th Congress, 2nd Session, No. 67 (Serial
G. 181), p. 16.

52W1lliam_hahley to Thomes Benton, January 20, 1829,
ibid., pp. 13-14.

23william Ashley to Thomas Benton, November 12, 1827,
m’g pc ll.

Sbwil1iam Ashley to Thomas Benton, January 11, 1829
Morgan, Willien H. Ashley, p. 185. ' '
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British activities in Oregon. In the communication, Joshua
Pilcher acknowledged that the Hudscn's Bay Company had virtual
control of the commerce west of the Rocky lountains. He
described the American trade as "laboring under seriocus
difficulties.” Rather than military action, Pilcher sug-
gested the government snact more favorable tariff laws, and
terminate the Jjoint ccoupation agreenent.’? Three of the

ucst experienced trappers in the West, Jedediah Smith, David
Jackson, and William Sublette, also reported on the Oregon
trade. ‘Like Ashley, the men were aware of the Hudson's Bay
Company's plans to trap cut the Snake River arsa. They
dencunced the Jjoint occupation agreement as having given the
British their opportunity te trap country which was certain
to become a part of the United States. The trappers coumented
upon MeLoughlin's "kind and hospitable” treatment of Jedediah
Smith efter his robbery by the Unquah Indians.’© They also
related Smith's cbservation cof the company's other pursuits
at Fort Vancouver. The British farwmed, raised cattle, and had
gaw mills, grist mills, gunsuiths, blacksmiths, and other
activities of a more peruancat nature than the fur trade.’7
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After the Senfite received the last report, they did not
give the Oregon trade any consideration until 1837, when
Lewis Linn, of Missouri, began to promote American interest
on the Pacific Cocast. By that time many of the trappers had
already left the mountains. MNathaniel Wyeth's sale of Fort
Hall in the same ysar marks the approximate end of sericus
competition botween the Hudson's Bay Company and the American
fur vraders. A second phese in the O_regon dispute was already
underway, as national interest in the territory began to shift
strongly to imuigration and colonization.

Principal forerunners of the great immigrant flood of
the 184C's were the missionarics who went to Oregon partially
in respense to the request of the Flathead Indians for teachers
¢f the Christian gospel. Traveling to Oregon with Wyeth's
sccond expedition in 1834, ths Methodists, Jason and Daniel
Lee, established their party in the Willamotte Valley. Within
& fow yoars, the Presbyterians and Catholics followed, and,
almost without exception, were well received by Mcloughlin
at Fort Vancouver. These missionary activities heiped create
interest ia Oregon, as did the work of Hall Jackson Kelley.

Koelley, a lassachusetts teacher, who considered himself
tc be a virtual meesiah for the Oregon country, had gealously
sought to colonige the territory since the mid-1820's. DBy
1831, he had formed the American Society for Encouraging the
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Saettlement of the Oregon Cauntry.sa Kelley's attoenpts to
colonige Oregon falled to arouse immedliate interest, yet

he continually petitioned Congress, and his circulars and
panphleta were widely read. Aside from missionaries, plc-
neers did not emigrate to Oregen in considerable numbers

for seoverel years. Beginning in 1842, large enigrant trains
annually traveled to the lower Columbia River and surround-
ing area. Their presance in the area dominated the interests
of the national government in the final years of Joint
cceupation.

Anticipating the movement tc the Pacific Coast, Lewls
Linn, in 1633, introduced in the Seonate & new resclution for
the occupation of Oregeon. Linn's proposed LI11 included
establishing & fort on the lower Columbile and sending troops
into the area. The establishment not enly would protect
Amerdcan intereste, but also would serve as a port of antry.
Ag 8 neans of control, the territory wes to be placed undor
faderal ccrmercial rugulations.59 Although briefly discussed
et times, the measures were not seriously debated until 1842.
The Senate delayed considerstion of the Oregon problen so
that it would nct interfére with settlement of another en-
tanglenent with Great Britain, the dispute over the northe
vastern frontiar.

——— -, -
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After the Webstar-Ashburten treaty had determined the
Maine-Canada boundary, Linn reintroduced his proposals, with
an additional provision for a serias of forts from "some
point on the Missouri river into the best pass {cr entering
the vallay of the [Columbial.” The posts were planned as
an aid both to emigrant trains and to the fur trade. The
measurs further provided for the establishment of two Indian
agencices in Oregon. Imphasiging the interest in colonization,
the last three sections of the bill dealt with the admninistra-
tion of justice in the area.Ol

In the debates which followad, the Scnate discussed a
varioty of related topics, including American rights to
grant land to settlers and to axtend jurisdiction into
Oreogon, tha pcesibility that the British had vioclated the

reaty ¢f joint occupation, and whether or not American mili-
tary ocoupation was 1tself a viclation of the agreement and
would thus pracipitats war.61 The fur trade was also
involved, once again as an arpument for supporting national
claims to Orogon. It was gonerally recogniged as having
ended west of the Divide, a fact which brought nixed reactions.
Senator Benton deplered the fallure of the government teo
pretect the trappers {ron the Hudecn's Bay Company, and
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declared that "ruin has ovortaken” even the most powerful
Auorican compenies in the West.%2 Contrariwise, Senator
MeDuffie, of South Carolina, stated that:

It is not proper to hold out such inducements to

our citigens to engage in these adventurous

suite. There are no advantages to be derived

from them. The advantages of the fur trade have

been highly extolled; but I have seer no results

but the enormous wealth of John Jacob Astor ang

one or two others, to Justify the cormendation,03
Another opponent predicted that the decline of the Oregon
fur trade would benefit the United States, as the DBritish
would soon be without any "permanent interest’ in the area. ok
Significantly, there was little mention of the trade in any
other respect than as an Amerdcan enterprise which had failed
te succeed in Oregon. Congressuen emphasiged it as an
example of how the Hudson's Bay Ccmpany had controlled the
territory, and did not promote it as a futurc means of
countering the Oritish.

Instead of the fur trade, immigration was recognised as
the best method of expansicn. Even Senator Denton proposed
that the suns and weapons of the pioneer farmers would be

the nation's wost "effective nugptiator[i].”°5 Another
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Senator who supperted the protection bill expressed confidence
in those who would go west and establish American claims by
"living on the s0il. "% On the other hand, John Calhoun
believed that the force of the American population, which
was increasing at a rate of more than "three per cont. coie
pound annually,” would not need government support to win
Oregon to the United States.®? When the Orsgon bill was
voted upon in February, 1843, the Jenate supported the
measure by a very narrow margin,ov

In the weantime, the louse had given only slight cone
sideration to similar protection measures for Oregon. The
initial resolutiong were made in 1836 by Caleb Cushing, of
Massachusetts. Howsver, the chairman of the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, to which the bill was referred, opposed
it on the bLasis that military occupation violated our agrec-
ment with Great Dritain. He recogniged that the lludscn's
Bay Company had dominated the Oregon fur trade, but declared
that the British had acted fully within their rights. The
House did not approve the bill, and refused to give it con-
sideration for several years. Shortly after the Senate voted
favorably on the measure, the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
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which had again been appointed to study the proposals, killed
the bill by recommending its rejection.69

Before the joint occupation agreenment ended, Congress
made other similarly unsuccessful atteupts to intervene
directly in Oregon. It continued to concentrate 1ts intercsts
more on colonigation than on the fur trade. The expansionists
soon directed their proposals toward the establishment of a
torritorial government, but to no avall.

Thus, for over two decades, the government had failed to
offer any encouragement tc the fur trade, or any other pro-
posed venture in Oregon. In writing of the territorial dis-
pute, Albert Gallatin observed that it was a "reumarkable
fact . . . that Congress has actually done nething” to
protect Americans in the arca; and, because of this, the
fur trade "remained engrossed by the Hudson's Bay Company"
throughout the period of joint occupation.’V But the
expansionists had not ignored the situation. Even before the
American trappers re-entered Oregon, Floyd and Benton futilely
sought to send troops tc the Columbia and to construct a fort.
Beginning in 1824, the mountain men were active west of the
Divide for a little wmore than a decade, and the government
still refused to give its support. It persisted in this
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policy until after the trade declined. At different times,
both houses of Congrese had voted for protection measures,
but in each case, the other branch had rejected the plans.

The interest in the trade was often only indirectly
related to expansion, with immediate monetary gain belng
the chief concern. Purthermore, during the debates of the
1820's, the trade was but cne of many potentially valuable
industries in Oregon, and thus wes not always given primary
congsideration. After the trappers had bLegun to leave the
mountaing, the final debates on protection mostly involved
the settlers. The Auerican diplomats, and other officials,
often referred to the activities of Astor's men as a sub-
stantiation of title to Oregon, but claims to the arca were
virtually taken for granted. The jeint occupation agreement
even helped validate the rights of both natiocns to the
territory.

Buigration, and not the fur trade, became the cutstanding
factor in American interest in Oregon. Beginning with Floyd's
earliest proposals, the government recogniged the potential
of the settlers for countering the British. When the joint
cccupation agreement was renewed in 1827, the diplomats were
confident of the future influence of emigration. The final
sottlement of the Oregon boundary closely followed the first
large migrations of the 1840's. The fur trade was not
directly involved, as, since 1818, the British had never
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seriously claimed ownership of the Snake River country, where
the contest for the furs occurred. The territorial dispute
centered on the arese north of the Columbia River, where no
important American trading coopanies had ventured. A year
befere the boundary was established, the Hudson's Bay Cone
pany woved ite headquarters north te Vancouver Island. The
nove away {rom the Columbia was not only indicative of the
fact that the company had begun to fear for lts safety among
the many new Americsn residents, but also signified the
river's decline as an important center of fur trading activie-
ties.”* Indeed, the Oregon trade had virtually ended, and
the territory was being peruanently settled Ly the pioneer

farmers.

pr— v - - —
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

The history of the far western fur trade spans an era
of approximately four decades, beginning after the return of
the Lewis and Clark expedition in 1806. Throughout this
period, the American traders encountered many frustrations,
usually stemming from the opposition of the British and
Indians. This hostile combination thwarted the ecarly
attenpts of Lisa, Astor, and others to establish cperations
in the mountains and on the Columbia River. After the mide
1¢20%'s, whoen the uuctern.trndo finally developed in spite of
the resistance, the Indians continued to endanger the lives
of the trappers. In addition, the Americans' greed pitted
themselves against one ancther. The opposition which they
encountered from the Hudson's Bay Company varied in inten-
sity on either side of the Continental Divide. The go#ernment
excluded @ll foreigners from the trade to the east of the
Divide, but the Dritish maintained their contacts with many
of the tribes in the area. In Oregon, the Americans faced
the full brunt of the Company's moncpelistic and efficient
organigation. After the trade reached its greatest period
cf activity in the early 183C's, a final frustration, the

129
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drop in the world fur wmarkets, helped bring the mountain
commerce to an end. Then the pioneer movement to Oregon
began to dominate the interest in the Northwest.

Regardloss of the problens it faced, the fur trade
never received any substantial encouragement {rom the govern-
ment. Yet the trappers were the nation's most dlmportant
representatives in the Far West. Their contacts with the
British and Indians (both of whom wanted to halt American
expansion) had mede the trade a potential instrument for
the government's frontier pelicy. To take advantage of this
opportunity, the government could have supported the trade
and haelped t¢ make it a stable and influential force. The
chilef advocates of such a policy invariably proposed to
extend military protection inte the mountein arcas. They
alsc backed trade and tariff laws to aid the trappers in
thelr competiticn against the Dritish. However, regarding
the government's response to the problems of the western
traders, one overriding factor existed: the lack of a
common basic goal. The govermment principally wanted to see .
its scvereignty and influence extended to the Pacific Coast.
Fast of the Divide this wmeant that it had to check the control
of the British over Indians already living in United States'
territorics. Acrogs the mountains, the government desired
to acQuire full title to Oregon, a8 well as to win the
Indians' loyalty. The western fur trade, cn the other hand,
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was a private industry. The traders directed all of their
anerglies toward securing profits in any possible way, regard-
less of the Federal laws cr the welfare of the Indians. The
aborigines could not be wooed and exploited at the same

tine.

The govermment and the traders did, nevertheless, have
a common enemy, the Dritish. Doth doubtlessly benefited from
the law of 1£16 which forbade the British to trap in terri~
tories cast of the Rocky Mountains. And, if the presence of
the American trappers in the Northwest did not serve to aextend
the governmuent's influence into the area, it at least helped
to diminish, in some degree, the British authority among the
Indians. DBut over-all, the threat of the British competition
along the upper Missouri or in Oregon was not sufficient to
arcuse a majority of Congressmen to action.

Instead of cooperating, government officials and trade
personnel became antagonistic, priuarily over thelr different
Indian policlies. Desiring the friendship ol the tribes,
Congress opposed the traders who, involved in a rivalry
among themselves and with the British, sought to subjugate
and take advantage of the Indians. LiQuor became the wost
effective means of securing the trappers' objectives. DBut,
for both husanitarian and nationalistic purposes, the govern-
ment endeavored to protect the Indians from debauchery and
exploitation. The factory system and earlier restrictive
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laws had already sct a precedent for such action before the
meuntain trade was reactivated in the 1820's. After the
factory systen was terminated, the location and liquer laws
constituted the government's major attempt to restrain the
traders. But, iu the Far West, strioct enforcement of the
neasures proved te be virtually impossible dus to the
vastness of the area. In additicn, the company clerks and
the itinerant, somi-savage mountain moen were not casy to
disciplinoe. The liquer law was ouly partially successiul

on the upper llissouri, and not at all effective in the other
western trade areas. Similarly, the remoteness of the West
wade the location law impractical, and thus it was not used.
The indifference and corruption of many officials on the
frontier further impeded enforcement of these measures, thus
leaving the Indians at the mercy of a bitter and uncontrelled
commercial rivalry.

The vastness of the western territories alsc discouraged
attenpta to take action against the British and the more
hostile Indlans. Tiwme and distance figured in the govern-
ment's refusal to aid Astor's operations con the Pacific
Coast. Later, the same difficulties, in addition toc the
problen of oxpense, caused Congress to withdraw its support
of the first Yellowetone expedition. When protection of the
Oregon territory was debated in Congress, the opposition
repoated these arpusents to defeat the proposals.
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Consequently, Cclonsl Leavenworth's indecisive battle with
the Arikaras, in 1823, becane the only aggreseive military
action taken in defense of the western fur trade. As an
immediate reaction by the forces from nearby Council Bluffe,
the campaign did not reflect any gevermment intent to invade
the Far West. Indeed, the Atkinson expedition, which came
two years later, was a friendly attempt to secure treatles
and represented a compromise method for intervening in the
western trﬁde. Fcllowing this, however, the government
refused to send expeditions or to cstablish forts for pro-
tection of the trade, proposals which the more gealous
expansionists continued to demand.

During the height'of the fur trade, and ite subsequent
decline, Congrese' only significant action was to ccdify the
Indian trade laws, hoping, in vain, tc eliminate the liquor
traffic., Meanwhile, in Oregon, the Hudson's Bay Company
succeoded in its plan to drive cut the American traders.

As most of them were gone by the late 1830's, the trappers
had proved tc be an ineffective instrunent of extending
naticnal influence acrces the Rocky Mountains., The Oregon
pioneers assuned this task in the following decade.

The actions of the far western fur traders, which even-
tually served the national interest, did not result {rom
govermaent policies. Astor's venture in Oregon, one of
seversl substantiations for the United States' claim to the
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territery, was a couplately private endeavor, despite his
efforts to obtain government subsidy. When the mountain wmen
explored the Far West and laid the groundwork for future
sottlenment, they did it as private citigens and conly incl-
dental to their personal search for fortune. Flnally, any
'American counterinfluence to the British in the Nerthwest
resulted from trapping activities which wer: gencrally &
direct viclaticn of Federal laws. Concentrating its energles
can futile atteupts to improve Indian relations, Congress
refused to support the fur traders, even when they were con-
fronted with the British threat. Instead, Congress sought
to restrain the trade. The trappers desired protection and
not restriction., 7o the axtent that the fur traders and
trappers acted as an instrument of nat}onal expansicn, it
was in spite cof, rather than because of, governweant support
for them and their activities.
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