THE FUR TRADE IN THE NORTHWEST AS AN INSTRUMENT
OF NATIONAL EXPANSION, 1821-1846

APPROVED:

7/2’ Mar, T /v/aiww

Major Professor

}":{ \Mf | ) "1‘ S

Minor Professcr U

Director of the Deparilentiof History

Dean ‘cf the Graduate School



THE FUR TRADE IN THE NORTHWEST AS AN INSTRUMENT
OF NATIONAL EXPANSION, 1821-1846

THESIS

Presented to the Graduate Council of the
North Texas State University in Partial

Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

By

Richard West Sellars, B, 5.
Denton, Texas

August, 1965



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page

I. BACKGROUND TO THE FAR WESTERN FUR TRADE
1803 tG 1821 £ » & & & ¥ * & B 8 & 0 @ & ¢ @ l

II. THE RETURN TO THE MOUNTAINS: CHALLENGE
AND RESPONSE, 1821"’1825 s « B & ¥ 5 & @ a = ll»3

ITI. THE FAR WESTERN FUR TRADE AND THE REACTION

OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, 1825-1834 . . . . 69

IV. THE FINAL YEARS: DECLINE AND INDIFFERENCE
183:&"‘181}6 ¥ & s A & ® & 2 w & * e ¥ B & 8 & 93

V. THE ROLE OF THE AMERICAN FUR TRADE IN THE
OREGON QUESTION, 1818-1846 . . . . . . . . . 101
VI, CONCLUSION . . . . . & o v v v o 4w « o s + « . 129
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . & v v v v ¢ v 4 s & s o s o « « o 135

iii



CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND TO THE FAR WESTERN FUR TRADE
1803 to 1821

In 1803, with the acquisition of the Louisiana Territory,
the United States extended its territorial dowmain for the
first time to the Rocky Mountains. The Louisilana Purchase~-
over 900,000 square miles, more than doubling the sizge of
the United States of 1803--extended from the mouth of the
Mississippi River north and west to the westernmost reaches
of the Mississippi drainage basin along the Continental Di-
vide, The entire territory was drained by a vast system of
streams inhabited by beaver and other commercially valuable
fur bearing animals. The largest and most important stream
was the Missouri River which, along with some of ites trib-
utaries, reached to the Divide and to some of the remotest
regions of Louisiana.

Soon to be described by Heriwether Lewis as the richest
fur country in the wnrld,l these mountain regions and adjacent

lands in the northwestern section of Louisiana {principally

06 1%@riwet§@r Lewis to Thomis Jefferson, Sﬁptember 23i
160 onald Jackson, editor, Letters of the Lewis and Clark
Expgé%ﬁi@n, with Related Dccémentg, 1783185l {(Urbana, 1962),
p. 321,




those lands drained by the Missouri 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 American
aequisition. Across the Continental Divide and to the west
of these American owned territories were other areas whose
streams were to be trapped by the same men who operated east
of the mountains. These rivers, the upper courses of the
Green River, reaching to approximately forty miles southeast
of the Teton Mountains, and of the Snake River which rises
in the Tetons and adjacent ranges, became very important in
the mountain trade. To the west of the northern Rockies,
from the Continental Divide to the Pacific Ocean and inclusive
of the Snake River and the upper Green River, lay the Oregon
Territory, rich in furs, and, in 1803, still the object of
rival claims by the United States and European powers.

These areas, Oregon and the northern American Rocky
Mountains, represented a "New Horthwest” for the United States.
As in the "0Old Northwest" between the Ohlo and upper Mississippi
rivers, the British again sought the favor of the Indiang and
created formldable opposition to American interests. Aside
from official explorations, the fur traders were the only
Americans in the "New Northwest” until the &caﬁter@d mission~
aries of the 1830's and the emigrant trains of the Forties.
For four decodeg the fur traders were the manifestation of

American expansion in the Northwest: in the northern Rockies



sast of the Divide the trappsrs were a reminder to the
British of outright American ownership; in Oregon, from the
upper Green and Snake rivers west to the Pacific Ucean, a
reminder of American clains.

Thus the trapper's activities in the Northwest were a
tangivle and real substantiation, ready for the nstional
government to use whenever it pleased to clain dominion.
But the fur traders pursued their game not for the benefit
of the United States, rather for their own personal profit.
As the trade progressed, however, they proved not unwilling
to be used by the government for ity designs on the West, as
iong 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-
ficlent agreement on national objectives could be reached
to permit action,

Inability of the public and private interests to coop=-
grate became a frequent handicap, and partizlly because of
this, the Americans were not able to establish a lasting
trade in the Northwest until 1822, ninsteen years after the
Louvisiana Purchase. During this period, expansion of the
mountain trade was highly erratic, frustrated by setbacks,
temporary retreats, and even complete withdrawals., At the
same btime to the north, the British owned Hudson's Bay

Company and the North West Company, together representing
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the only formidable opposition tc American trade interests,
extended thelr ocwn bitter trade rivalry to the Canadian
Rocky Mountalus and in to Oregon. The men involved in the
northwestern trade before 1822 werc dominated principally by
thelr relationship and reaction to the British fur companies
and the Indians. A third important element wag the United
States! factory system., Although only distantly related to
the commerce of the western mountains, the system nevertheless
reflected overall governmental atiitudes toward the trade.
Until 1822, the government used it as the wmajor means of
controlling the trapping industry.

The factory system was alrsady well developed by the time
the firet American trappers reached the western mountains.
On March 3, 1795, Congress initlated the system by appropri-
ating $50,000 to buy Indian trade g@ﬂds;z and the next year
they ralsed the appropriatiocn to $150,000 and provided for
the establishment of government trading posts, or factories,
The President was to have control of the systen, the estab-
lishment of factories, and the appolntment and command cf the
trade agents, known as the factors.? Under the factoery
gystem the government was to trade with the Indians at about
cost prices to keep them well supplied with quality waterdial

Zoods and o guard against their being cheated in fres trade.

5 e e, by

Y. 5. Ctatutes at lLarge, I, A43.
31bid., pp. 452-453.



The factors were given implicit instructions about their
dealings with white traders, the prohibition of alcohol,

and fair treatment of the Indians. They were dirscted to
“obtein and preserve [the Indians] friendship, to be con~
ciliatory in all [their] intercourse with them, and, by
every proper meang in [th@ir] power, to secure Ebhe Indian’é]
attachment to the United States.'%

These instructions reflect the overriding reason for
the factory system, that of fostering good Indian relations.
Both humanitarianism and the protection of whites on the
frontier made good relations desirablie. If the Indians re-
mained friendly, then the costs of expensive frontisr wars
could be saved. MNore urgently for the expansionists in the
government, goed Indian relations would undermine Spanish
and British influence upon the Indians, and thus help secure
the trans-Appalachian West.? Before beginning the factory
system, the Congress had reactivated an old law from the
Confederation period which forbade any private trading with
the Indians except by those persons licensed by the govern-
ment. Thus, by the use of factories and of licensing pro-

cedures, the government had a gystem they hoped would operate

AInstructions to factors by John Mason, Superintendent
of Indian Trade, December 12, 1807, American State Pa ers:
Indian Affairs, Vol, II {Washington, 1832-183L), p. 520
hereafter cited as ASP:IA).

5R@yal B. Way, "The United States Factory System for

Trading with the Indians,” Mississippi Valley Historical
Review, VI (September, 19197}, 221.
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to the benefit of the Indians and the United States against
ruthless foreign and American tradors.

Theoretically, the factory syston was exbended to the
Far West in 18CL, when the govermaent declared it and other
public laws to be in eflfect throughout the Louisiana terri-
tory.é Later, Thomas Jelfferson expressed the belicel that
a3 the factories were cstablished up the Migscuri, they would
oppose the British entyy into the Missourli trade with the
effectiveness of "as many armies."”’ However, Fort Osage near
present day Kansas City became tihwe Jactory larthest up the
Missouri. It was established in 1308, closed and tewporarily
moved at the bapglnning of the War of 1812, reopened again in

3815, and contimued to operate until the end of the facteory

e

syatuen,
Effective contiol of the far western brade theough the
use of factories did not evolve. The far western trade did

not mature until after the factories were closcd, and the

6&» 3. Statutes gt lLarge, II, 285,

"Thonas Jefferson to Henry Dearborn, August 20, 1808,
Andrew A, Lipscomb, editor, The Writings of Thomas Jefferson
(Washington, 19C4), XII, 1403 One of %@ff@f&on g less char-
itable schemes in use of the factory systen was revealed to
Secretary Dearborn in an earliler letter. He hoped the systenm
could be usaed bo get the Indian in debt, "which, when toc
heavy to be paild, they are always willing to lop off by a
cesglon of land.” Thomas Jefferson to Henry Dearborsn,
Avgust 12, 1202, Clarence Edwin Carter, editor, The Terri-
torial Papers cf the United Stetes, Voi, VII, The Territory
of indiana, 1200-181C (Washington, 1939}, pp. 60-7C.

SG?& Srooks Feake, A History of the United States
tndian Factory System, 1795-1822 (Denver, 1954}, pp. 19-23.




raemoteness of the western fur bearing reglors would have
created tremendous problems for such control had it been
attempted, Furthermore, by the time the lactory systen wes
termninated, the far westaern trade had already developed
characteristic methods of cperaticons to suit its particular
conditions. Throughout the Great Lakes area, the fur com~
panies had found it profitable to establish permanent posts
and to allow Indians to do mostjof the trapping. The whites
acted mainly as traders, elther romaining at the posts to
receive their custemers, or, if the competition required 1t,
going out among the Indians to trade. With elther type of
operation, this trade was closer to civiligation and better
adapted for govermment observaticn and control, yvet it still
produced numerous law violations and mmuch strife. As the
trade of the Far West began to develop, however, the Indians
of the area generally showed an unwillingness to trap. When-
gver they did trap they preferred to tradse for the superior
quality goods of the British, thus {orecing the Americans to
harvest their own furs in the mountains.’ With prectically
no Indian participaticon in the early far western trade, there
was no demanding need for extending the factory system into
the reglon. The absence of factories in the Far West is

indicative of the fact that the government was nere concerned

e AR 6 g 1 5 S S R S A S BT 4 - e [mp—

“Lewis Cass to Androw Jackson, February 8, 1932, Senate
Documents, 22nd Congress, lst Session, Ho. 90 iSerial o,
2137, p. 3.
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with the fur industry in arens closer te eivili
therefore easier to control. darely in the early aund frug-
trating dacades of the far westorn trade wonld the govermient

3

give 1ts support and encourageuent to Lhe trappers in the
remote roglons,

A wery great axcentlon to this over-all attitude was
found dn the elfforts of Thomas Jefferson, one of America's
two greatest expansionist presidents. As early ag 1780,
while in Paris, he had showa his interest ln the Far West by
promoting an cxpedition to tha West Coast by way of Russia
and Alaska., ¢ Russlan zovernment halted this venturs, bhut
Jeffersonts interest in exploring the wesborn territories
continued.tV As ; president, this conczrn bezeame involved with
prometing the fur trade. Prior teo the actual surchase ol
Louisiana, he deliversd a secret message Lo Congress, in
which he requested funds JTor exploration of the territory,
and noted the Brltish activity ir the Nortlhw -7, and their
intercourse with thq: Indians on the upper Missovri. He also
chserved that with one continucus avtery of transpertation

(]

{(the Missouri), the Americans would have an important advan-
tage in the conbest for tho wountain trade against the
British, who had tco uge a series of lakes, rivers, and
nortages Lo transport thelr goods to castern narlets. Thus,

Jeffeorson saw the opportunivy Lo secure the far western

S — b g e . -

iu“ﬁuhobiegr&phy,” Lipscomb, Writings of defferson, I,
201102,
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trade to the Americans iustead of the British. Jefferson
olanned Lthat leaders of the expedition would confer with the
Inddans aboub commercial possivilitizs and, nore specifically,
Lo Tmet adiisslon anong thao for our traders as othaﬁ3[the
Briti@h] ars adwitted.'d Followlng trads alliances, friend-
ship and closges political tiea would naturally arisc bebwesen
the Indians and the United 3tatues.

For the benefit of the French and other interested foreign
parties, Jaffergon clained other reasons for »romoting an

aexpedition on to what was gtill foreign scil. He insinuated

that the plan was a "literary pursuit” for sciontific and
geographic knowladge.t? Yet ho did nob cquivecate in his

instructions to Lewls in Novamber, 1003, when he stated that
“the object of your mission is single, [to seeld the direct
water communication from sea to ssa formed by the bed of the
Missourl & parhans the Dregsn.”13 Thus, in light of his views
en the fur trade, Jefferson's desire even for —reraphical
knowledge, aboub which he otherwise had a natural curiocsity,
was commercially wmotivated. Coumerce {prinecipally the fur
trade), geography, and expansionism were clesely related on

the Lewls and Clark expedition.

~ LlReport of Thomas Jefferson to Congress, January 18,
1803, Jackson, Lewis and Clark, pp. 12-13.

- 7 N
+2Thomas Jefferson to Bernard Lacecpe

1803, ibid., pp. 15-16.

Lot iemSoes

de, February 24,

lSThﬁmaa Jefferson to Meriwether Lewis, November 16,
l&%@}p Mmmu; ::;’e 1370



Within thrae vears, the exvedition had roturned to

5t . Lounis, havine exrlored much of the nain courseg of both
3 ot N

the Missourd and the Ccoluwnbhia. Freom St. Louis on Septern-

ber 23, 1806, Lewis mede his initial rerort to Jefferson

el

with very positive remarks about the fur trade: "We view
this passage across the Continent ag affording lrmence

[5i¢) advantages to the fur trade. . . . PFarther, "The
Missouri and all it's branches from the Chvenne (Bic]
upwards sbound more in beaver and Commeon Otter, than any
other streams on earth, particulariy that portion of them
1lying within the Rocky Mounteins.” Lewils alisc preopesed that
these furs could he shipred down the Columbla and thence to
China.** Aware of the inercasing British strength in the
northwestern trade, Lewis did not hesitete to advise gzeres-
sive government suppert. In the sare repert he declared:
"if we are to regard the trade of the Misscuri as an object
of importance to the United 3tates; the stri~e ~f [che
British] toward the Missouri cannot be toc vigilantly

8

watched nor too firmly and specdily opoposed by our governms snt . 145

e g U e B e

_ l@Meriwethar Lewis to Thomes Jefferson, September 23,
.J..&U{), ‘gjﬁjidvg p- 321;

L57bid., p. 322.
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Lewis' report was made in the fall of 1806.10 Two
years later, as a first move, the United States established
Fort Osage on the Missouri. But Indian hostilities on the
upper river would soon make 1t too dangerous to establish
additional factories farther up the Missouri and would delay
the development 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 trade.
Even as they made their way back to St. Louis, the explorers
met trappers bound for the mountains. Within a year numerous
small hunting parties were on the upper river, some of them
going to the area of the Three Forks, the headwaters of the
Missouri.t’

One important enterprise began when Manuel Lisa, an

experienced St. Louis fur trader described by Washington Irving

léﬁne other contemporary expedition met with much less
success. In July, 1806, only two months before Lewis and
Clark returned to 3t. Louils, Zebulon Pike began his trip to
the headwaters of the Red and Arkansas Rivers. These rivers
are western tributaries of the Mississippi, and thus, accord-
ing to the purchase treaty with France, were part of the
Louisiana Territory. Plke's expeditlion was linked to a plan
of Governor James Wilkinson, who wished to further his own
ambitions in the Southwest. But 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
men in February, 1807. W. Eugene Hollon, The Lost Path~
finder, Zebulon Montpomery Pike {Norman, 1949)7, p. 165.

17pale L. Morgen, editor, The West of William H. Ashley
(Denver, 1964}, p. xxxi.
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88 a "man of bold and enterprising character,“lg formed a
partnership for trading on the upper Missouri. Beginning
operations in the spring of 1807, Lisa's men headed up the
river to the mouth of the Yellowstone and followed that river
te the mouth of the Big Horn in present-day south-central
Montana. There they constructed Fort Raymond and traded and
trapped in the surrounding area with great success.1? Already
the threat of Indian hostilities caused Lisa to avoid the
Three Forks area. These rivers were the home of the Black-
feet, the moat fierce of the tribes on the upper river .20
At this time they were particularly aroused against Auericans
since two Piegans, members of the Blackfoot tribe, had lost
their lives in a skirmish with the Lewis and Clark expedibian.zl
Returning to St. Louis in 1808, Lisa formed the St. Louis
Migsouri Fur Company in the spring of 1809. Besides Lisa and
his field partner, Andrew Henry, the original partners of the
company included William Clark, now an Indian agent at St.

Louis, and two members of a prominent 8t. Louis fur trading

18Waghington Irving, The Complete Works of Washineton
Irving: Astoria; Captain Bonneville (Wew York, 197), p. 103.
19richard Edward O fanu pening
R glesby, Manuel Lisa and the Openin
of the Missouri Fur Trade (Nofman, 19637, pp. 54-62.

20W1111an Gordon to Lewis Cass, October 3, 1831, Senate
Documents, 22nd Congress, lst Session, No. 90 zSerial Q.

2131, p. 28.
21

Oscar lLewis, The Effects of White Contact Upon Black-
foot Culture, with Special Reference to the Role of the Fur
Trade (New York, 192%)“, ‘%‘“‘. 23. T
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family, Pilerre Chouteau, Sr., snd Auguste Chouteau, Jr.22

The local St. Louis newspaper, The Migsourl Gazette, pro-
dicted the new company would "bid defiance to any hostile
band they may meet,“ZB but the Indian situation soon clouded
the company's future.

During the following winter (1808-1809), Blackfoot
aggressions forced the trappers to stay near Fort Raymond.
Despite this disappointment, during the next winter (1809-
1810), the company constructed a fort in the Thres Forks
area. While trapping out of the new post, several company
men were killed or captured by the Blackfeet, who also stole
company pelts cached on the Yellowstone River.<h Except for
a party trapping with Andrew Henry, Lisa's men returned to

St. Louis, Despite their setbacks the Loulsisna Gazette

reported that the trappers returned with a "considerable
amount” of furs. The paper also observed the trappers were
axpecting even better returns in the future,®’ Meanwhile,
Henry and his party crossed the Continental Divide and thus
became the [irst of many Americans to trap or establish a

pogt west of the Divide. DBut upon returning to 3t. Louis in

zzﬁiram Martin Chittenden, The American Fur Trade of
the Far West (Stanford, California, 1954), 1, 137-138,

233%» Louis Missouri Gagette, March 5, 1809, p. 3.
?hogiesby, Lisa, pp. 85-97.

298¢, Louis Louisiana Gagette, July 26, 1810, p. 3.
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the summer of 1811, Lisa's field partner faced the expiration
of the St. Louis Missouri Fur Company and the formation of
ite successor, the Missouri Pur Compaﬁy.aé

Before the old company expired, one of its partners,
William Clark, contacted government officiale in Washington
and asked for aid against the British,whom he blamed for
inciting the Indians. The govermment did not respond favor-
ably to Clark's many letters.®? Beset by financial oproblens
and intercompany Jealousies, the firm underwant another
reorganigation,

The dangerous Indian situation and the possibility of a
war with England made the new Missouri Fur Company's future
a gloomy one. In early December, 1813, the company was
dissclved because its profits were not sufficlent to please
the owners. Lisa, with other financial support, continued
tooperate, and in 1814 William Clark appointed him Indian
Agent for the "Tribes on the Missouri above the Kangies
(Kansas Indians who lived in present-day western Missouril.®
But the situstion in the Northwest prevented any operations
on the upper rivern, and all the other traders but Lisa had

even left the lower Miasauri.28

géchitﬁend@n, Fur Trade, I, 145-146,
Q?Oglﬁﬁby, Lisa, pp. 101-102,

23William Clark to John Armstrong, August 20, 181k,
Carter, Terrigoria; Papersé Vol., XIV gogigia;a~Wiasouri
Territory 1oCh-1ol p. 766-787, Other Americans became
Iﬂf@?@ﬁ%@d'ﬁﬁ tE@“é%uggwaet and along the Arkansas, areas
claimed or owned bz the Spanish. These traders met with
little success ag the Hexican aughorities invariably forced
them to leave. Morgan, William H. Ashley, pp. x1iil-xlvii.




During the same pericd in whicl: Lisa operated upriver,
another important American concern enbered the far western
fur trade. In what well may have besn the most important
gingle aspect of the trade to be used in later arguments
supporting American expansionist's claims to the Oregon
Country, John Jacob Astor exbended his already expansive
trade operabiong to the shores of the Pacific Ocean. Astor,
a German innigrant, had becone interosted in the fur trade
when he firet arrived in Anerica in 1783, and since then had
used the Great Lakes trades to build his fortune, In the West
Agtor operated independently of the 5t. Louls traders, although
he negotiated with them twlce on possible partnerships. e
was reluctant to Join the iHsscurians uniess it were absclutely
m@ceasary.zg

Agtor's original plan, and one which he cherished until
ha retired from the trade in 1834, was o conncet the Columbia
and Misgourl valleys with a series of posts from 5t. Louls to
the wmouth of the Columbia. By this means he could open trans-
continental trade from Hew York to the Pacific Ocean and thence
by sea to China. e could trade his furs te either New York

or China and totally dominate the American fur trade.3C

st

G .
, ?“hamn@th Wiggins Porter, John dacob Astor, Business
Man {Cawbridge, 1931), I, 273-274,

30301 Upton Terrell, Furs by Astor (New York, 1963},
p. 138,
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For his trading operations in the West, Asbor established two
companies, the Amarican Fur Company, incorpcrated in 1808,
and the Pacific Fur Company, incornorated in 1810, The
latter firm wag established apecifically for the Oregon
trade after Astor had first attempted in 1809 to join opera=-
tions in Oreson with the British-ovwned North West Company.
Astor also nepotiated with the Russians for a division of
the trade on the Pacific Coast, but the propesal failed with
the begimning of the war in 1812, 31

These propositions suggest that, if it were necessary
for his own ambitions, Astor wovld not compete with the
Britigh in Oregon, but would join them. Thusg, the trade
operationeg would enhance the claimg of both the Anericans
and the British. Yet early in 1808, Astor hed appealed to
President Jefferson's expansicnist feeling by declaring that
he (Astor) wished to exclude the British traders from American
territories.3? This was, no doubt, true; but Astor's single
mebivation was his own versonal profit, and, naticnal expan-
sion aside, he would do whatever was necessary and expedient
to gain a feothold in the Oregon trade. Furthernmore, if he
were Lo drive the British out of Oregon, he wanted the trade

for himself and not to share with other American corncerns.

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

BEJOhn Jacob Astor to Thomas Jefferson, February 27,
1808, gquoted in Paul Chrisler Phillips, The Fur Trade
(Norman, 1961), II, 271.
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Astor's proposals did not involve a patriotic mission for
American free enterprise. According te his chiel biographer,
Kenneth Porter, "It was his [Astor's] purpeose to concentrate
the western fur trade in the hands of only such Anerican
citizens as had been born in Waldorf, Germany, in 1763, and
had arrived in the United States frowm Londoa in the spring
of 1784.“33 Astor's transcontinental schemes were to satisfy
his personal greed, a factor which he did not relate to
Jefferson. b

The President received what he knew of Astor's plans
with Ygreat satisfaction,” and further indicated possible
governnent support. He replied to Astor:

You mey be assured that in order to get the whole

of this busginess passed into the hands of our own

citizens, and to cust forelign traders, who 8o much

abuse their privilege to excite the Indiang to war

cn us, every reascnable patronage and facllity in

the power of the Executive will be afforded.B%
Accordingly, Jefferson encouraged Meriwether Lewis, then
governor of lMissouri, to give Astor's project "particular
attention” as "Nothing but the exclusive possession of the

Indian commerce can secure us their p@ace‘”jé However, the

33?0?%@?, Astor, I, 169G.
3h1big., p. 167.

35Thomas Jefferson to John Jacob Astor, April 13, 1808,
Lipscomb, Writings of Jefferson, XII, 28,

BQThamaa Jefferson to Meriwether Lewis, July 7, 1808,
Jackson, Lewls and Clark, p. L45.
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promise of executive aid 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 jJoin with Astor killed any
chance of British-American cooperation in Oregon. Instead
it initiated a rivalry and a subsequent race to Oregon to
establish trade, and much more important, to confirm claims
of both nations to the Pacific Northweat. Astor began his
western trade by sending two expeditions to the mouth of the
Columbisa, one overland, another by sea.

The expedition by sea, comprised of the ship, Tonguin,
reached the Columbia in March, 1811, and established the post
of Astorla. In the summer the ship sailed north to Vancouver
Island only to become involved with hostile Indians who
magsacred the ship's crew. The next day one survivor enticed
a large number of Indians on board ship before he ignited the
cargo of gunpowder, which explosion caused "dreadful havoc®
in killing and maiming over 100 Indians.37 Thus, Indian
relations were damaged, the Tonquin was lost, and only a few
Americans remained at Astoria until the overland expedition
arrived. As a result of tremendous difficulties and subsequent
delays, the overland expedition under Wilson Price Hunt which

had originally left St. Louis in November of 1810, reached the

37Irving, Complete Works, pp. &4-91.




mouth of the Columbia at scattered intervals between Jan-
uvary 15 and May 11, 1812, with seven more arriving on
January 15, 1813.38

While the overland expedition was still en route, a
crew of North West Company men arrived at Agtoria 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 Oregon.2” By 1816,
Jefferson revealed the value he placed on the establishment
of the Astorians when he wrote: 7"If we claim that country
[Oregon] at all, it must be on Astor's settlement near the
mouth of the Columbia . . . when a civilized nation takes
possession of the mouth of a river in new country, that
possession is considered as including all its waters."40

As their numbers increased at Astoria,; the American trap-

pers moved east along the main branches of the Cclumbia where

3%¢hittenden, Fur Trade, I, 182-199.
3%Lewis, Blackfoot, p. 20.

4O0Phomas Jefferson to John Melish, December 31, 1816,
Lipscomb, Writings of Jefferson, XV, 94; Astor's men were
the first to establish a post on the mouth of the Columbia,
but the North West Company had already established trading
posts much farther up river on the western slopes of the
Rocky Mountains. The Hudson's Bay Company also 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 employing a concept
concerning the importance of controlling the mouth of a
river. See T. C, Elliot, "The Fur Trade in the Columbia
River Basin Prior to 1811," Journal of the Oregon Historical
Society, IV (December, 1914), 241-251,
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they found profitable trapping, but the war with England
began the following summer and soon ended the Oregon venture.
Having petitioned for and received official sanction and
naval support of the British government, the North West Com-~
pany, in 1813, sent an expedition to capture Astoria. At
the demand of the North West Company men whoe arrived in
October, 1813, the Astorians readily surrendered the post
and were allowed to sell their goods. The British took
formal possession on December 13, and renamed the post Fort
George.4t

Astor appealed to Jefferson and to members of the gov-
ernment to help save his Pacific Coast operations. His
relationship with the government was closer than that of the
ordinary buginessman, as Astor loaned the government money to
finance war expenses. However, the bonds he received from
the government made the venture quite profiﬁable.hz In
February, 1813, already aware that the British were planning
to take Astoria, Astor appealed to the Secretary of State,
James Monroe, for the support of a 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 Monroe and also

lporter, Astor, I, 226-230.
aaTerrell, Furs, pp. 230-231.
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to President Madison and to the Secretary of the Navy,
William Jones. Finally, the government acted favorably
by preparing the frigete, John Adams, for a voyage to
Astoria. To Astor's frustration, the ship's crew was
ordered to the Great Lakes instead, and the trip to Oregon
wags cancelled. Following thig, Astor's plans to send his
own ship, the Enterprige, were thwarted when the British
blockaded the New York harbor.43

In October Astor wrote to Jefferson and lauded the
potential of the Oregon venture, but lamented that the gov-
ernment had been unresponsive to his request for aid. In
the same letter Astor deceitfully avoided mention of the fate
of the Tonguin, probably fearing that this example of poor
Indian relations would not engender sympathy from Jefferson
cr the government. He even referred to the Indians as
”friendly.”M Although Astor's letter was not optimistic
in tone, Jefferson replied in November that he viewed "with
great pleasure" Astor's "progress.” He warned that good
Indian relations were necessary if any government action
were to be expected. He also expressed his desire that the

government would aid Astor, whom he believed was "doing so

k3pavid Lavender, The First in the Wilderness (Garden
City, 1964), pp. 195-196.

bhJonn Jacob Astor to Thomas Jefferson, October 18,
1813, Porter, Agtor, I, 541-543.
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much for future generations of men, "0 Regardless of Astor's
efforts, the aid was not forthcoming. His Oregon trade
collapsed as a result cf the British aggressions and because
of the justifiable lack of enthusiastic support by the
government of a nation which was involved in a major war.

After the war, Astor wanted to re-establish his Oregon
trade. However, he felt he needed military support, both
for general reasons of reoccupying captured territory and
because of the bitter feuding taking place in Canada betwsen
the Hudson's Bay Company and the North West Company, which
might involve his men should he send them to Oregon. Astor
again pressured government officials but got little response.
At Agtor's request, Albert Gallatin spcke to President Madison
about the matter. Although Madison ‘received the proposal
favorably,” he did anot take any action.hé

In the fall of 18617, after Astor had realized the futil-
ity of his Oregon plans, the new administration under James
Monroe decided to take formal action to confirm the claim to
Oregon. Under directions from Monroe, representatives of the
United States reached the Columbhia in August, 18618, and made
a proclamation of American claims to Oregon. In October the

United States flag was ralsed over Fort George to prove

bkithomas Jefferson to John Jacob Astor, November 9,
1813, Lipscomb, Writings of Jefferson, XIII, A32~43L.

héAlherﬁ Gallatin to John Jacob Astor, August 5, 1835,
Henry Adams, editor, The Writings of Albert Gallabtin (Phil-
adelphia, 1879), II, 505,
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American anarship‘h? Howaver, the Horth West Company con-
tinued to operate out of Fort Gecrge until 18243 Astor did
10t resune his activities on the West Ceoast. The American
trade in the Far West, including both the operations of Lisa
and of Astor, had anded by the end of 1813. Until 1818, the
national government romalined at all tdmes elther too busy,
too indifferent, or botl, to reunder ald.

The periocd which witnessed the first big trading efforts
in the Far West was also a time during which the Congress
passed coccaslional laws and consented te treaties relating to
aspects of the fur trade. After the initial legislation cf

the factory system in 1705, Congress logislated ronewals of

w

the sysbtem every twe cr three years. In 1802, it passed a
very important law which dealt with a variety c¢f probleme
resulting {from the Indian trade. Because the territorial
governmente were failing to prevent the trading of liguor to
the Indians, Cougress authorized the President to take meag-
urss which he might deem nscessary to prevent such trade. b8
The same law also restated the license restriction on traders
and redefined Indlan territorial houndariss. Furthernore,

Awericans were forbidden to hunt on Indian lands, and licensed

473, B, Prevost to John Quincy Adams, November 11, 1818,
Debates and Proceedings in the Congress of the United States
(Washington, 1855), 17th ocngress, lst Session Vol. IX,
pe 2137 {hercafter cited as Annals of Conggagss

o

Woprancis Paul Prucha, American Indian Policy in the
Formative Yeors (Cawbridge, 1962), p. L0L.
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persons only were permitted to trade with the Indiens.4?
Thus, the trapping operations in the Far West were actually
a violation of federal law. Yet, this fact was largely
fenored for over two decadses by government officials who
were eager to counter, by any method pessible, the British
influence with the Indians.

Aside from the fresquent renewals of the facbory systen,
there was very little inportant legislation relating to the
fur trade until after the war. The Jenate ratified a comnmer-
cial treaty with Great Britein in July, 1£15, which guaranteed
British trading rights in the United States' territories.’U
But nine months 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. DBy granting passports to foreipners go that
they could enter United States' territery, the President made
it possible for Americans to use the experience of the Cana-
dian and British trappers who might wish to work for the
Aperican companles. The bill did not nmeke exceptions to
nllow either forelpn companies or independent forelgn traders

to operate on thelr own in the territories.’t

511pig., 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 absolutely determined tec what extent he was involved in
the passage of the bill.52 At least it is certain that Astor
had more at stake than any other individurl, although at the
time Astor was directly concerned about the upper Mississippi
and Great Lakes trade and not the far western trade.

Astor's interest in a law of this type was basic to his
over-all plans, which were constantly threatened by the British,
not only in Oregon, but elsewhere. Even though the North West
Company had refused Astor's offer in 1809 to share the Oregon
trade, they agreed with him in 1811 to form the South West
Company for sharing the commerce around the Great Lakes.
During the war with Ingland, the South West Company virtually
ceased operations while the North West Company, with British
protection, had moved into United States' territories in the
Northwest where Americans were forcibly excluded.?3 After
the Treaty of Ghent, the South West Company was reactivated
so that the British might 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 coupany. He feared that, if he d4id not, and

if Congress refused to pass such a law, the British would act

52Porter, Astor, II, 694.
531bid.
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independently to dominate the trade.’* But in 1816, moti-
vated by ill 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 British evaded the law, at times, by merely 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.’5 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 Awericans .50
The Americans realized that, despite thig nationalistic trade
measure, the British remained a very serious threat, partic-
ularly in the far northwest. William Clark was aware of
the continued threat when he wrote in October, 1816, that
"the upper and richer portion [of the Missouri River] has
had no American Citizen since the [failure] of the Missouri
Co. in 1811 and I sm under great apprehensions that the
British will take possession of that rich Tract."” Conse-

quently, Clark proposed a plan which was at once both similar

5“Lavendar, Fist, p. 233.

53Cardinal Goodwin, "A Larger View of the Yellowstone

Expedition, 1819-1820," Mississippl Valley Historical Review
IV (December, 1917). p. FOLo ootk =

50William Gordon to William Clark, October 27, 1831,
Senate Documents, 22nd Congress, lst Session, No. 90
(Serial No. 213), P. 5k.
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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 materilalized.

After the British were excluded by law, Astor took steps
to secure his trade position. He hired experienced trappers
and boatmen who had previously been employed by the British.
Furthermore, he requested Secretary of State Monroe to
supply blank licenses which he could use on the Great Lakes
for hiring the best available British traders. Eventually,
through the War Department, Astor was able to obtain the

58 Early in 1817, Astor purchased the Canadian

licenses,
interest in the South West Company. In March of the same
year he reactivated the American Fur Company with Ramsay
Crooks and Robert Stuart as field partners. The company
planned to concentrate on the upper Migsissippi and Great
Lakes.

In 1818, Astor's use of the experienced British traders
was threatened when President Monroe decided to prohibit all

Toreigners from taking any part in any phase of the American

*William Clark to Thomas Jefferson, October 10, 1816,
Jackson, Lewis and Clark, p. 625.

.
SbLavender, Fist, pp. 236, 24i.
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fur trade. Monroe 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 their reciprocal
trading rights granted in the Convention of 1815 that the
British government was slow to retaliate against the Amer-
ican restrictions. Not until 1821 did Parliamentary
legislation force the Americans to abandon their operations
in Canada to the east of Lake Huron.60 Thus the two govern-
ments had legislated exclusion of forelgn traders in all
areas except Oregon, 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 Missouri trade. Astor's merchants were import-
ing goods and buying furs 1n St. Louis, and, for the present
at lsast, he did not wish to compste with his business asso-
ciates. He ordered his trappers in the Mississippl Valley
not to interfere with the Missouri River trade.0l

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

>9Porter, Astor, II, 708-709,
60chittenden, Fur Trade, I, 319.
6lLavender, Fist, pp. 311-312.
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associates), Pratte and Vasquez, and the reorganized Missouri
Fur Compeny in addition to several smaller groups.éz At
firgt, these companies were not active in the Far West, but
remained on the lower Missourl. The Missouri Fur Company
became one of the most ambitious and active of the post-war
trading companies. Under the leadership of Manuel Lisa, the
company reorganiged, once in 1818, and again in 1819, Lisa's
partners included Bernard Pratte, Joshua Pilcher, and the
Berthold and Chouteau partnership, which would a few years
later become associated with the American Fur Cempany.63
However, without reaching the upper Missouri again, lisa

died from an unidentified sickness in the surmer of 1820,
Joghua Pilcher succeeded Lisa as head of the company, and
under Pilcher the firm in the 1820's becaume one of the
leaders in the reopening of the upper Missouri trade.

The years between the law of 1816 prohibiting foreign
traders, and the termination of the factory systen in 1622,
saw little government interest in developing or providing
protection for the western trade. The primary illustration
of the indeclsive government attltude during these years
came in 1819, with the military expedition bound for the
confluence of the Yellowstone and Missouri rivers. John C.

Calhoun, Secretary of War under James Monroe, was the

2Pniliips, Fur Trade, II, 391.
%30g1esby, Lisa, pp. 168-170C.
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principal promoter of this 1ll-fated venture, known as the
Yellowstons Expedition. The operations on the lMissourl were
planned as part of a larger scheme for exploring the upper
Missouri, Arkansas, and Mississippl rivers, with the inten-
tion of securing better Indlan relations and promotilng
Amerlcan trade to compets with the British.Ok

For the Northwest, Calhoun proposed that forts be cone-
structed at certain locations on the upper Missouri, near
the villages of the Mandan Indians {who lived in the area
near present-day Bismarck, North Dakota), and at the mouth
of the Yellowstone River. His choice for the location of
the "principal post" was near the lMendan villages for protec-
tion against Britlsh intrusions on beth the upper Missouri
and the Red River of the North.®5 He believed the Americens
would have little success in prohiblting British trede in

the Northwest without first establishing military posts.

”“Goodwin, "A Larger View of the Yellowstone Expedition,
1819-1820," pp. 312-313. Under the leadership of Colcnel
Henry Leavenworth, another expedition ingpired by Calhoun
proceeded tc the upper Mississippi in 1820 and established
a permanent fort which was later named Fort Snelling, Operw
ating out of Fort Snelling, the American suthorities con-
eiderably improved Indian relations throughout the upper
Mississippi Valley. Hanr¥ L. Schooleraft and Lewis Cass,
governor of the Michigan Territory, led a third expedition,
crossing from the Great Lakes to the upper Mississippi and
back in the summer of 1820. Ibld., pp. 305, 310-~312.

65John C. Calhoun to Andrew Jackson, August 22, 1818,
J.lFrankl%n Ja%§aag, @ditgr, Gggre@gcngancﬁ of dJohn C. 1
%a houn, Vol. g%g@ agcg% of the American ggtgr%aa
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Calhoun considered this to be a vital step as he wrote: "It
is on that frontier only [the upper Mlsscuril that we have
wach to fear from Indian hostilities,” therefore, the govern~
nment must act to "eut off all intercourse between the Indians
residing in our territory, and foreigm traders. "6  President
Menroe also supperted the plan. To Calhoun he wrote that
the expedition was the nost ambitious step the government had
supported "to secure to us the fur trade, and to break up the
intercourse between the British traders and the Indians."®7
The expedition was an expansionist plan, in all respects,
designed to enhance American enterprise and dominion in the
Far West. A frontier newspaper, the St., Louis Missouri
Gagette, expressed this idea when it stated that the expe-
dition would "encourage Western 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. . . 168 But, not all persons interested in the
western trade were wholly in support of the expedition.

Ramgay Crooks, Astor's fileld partner, was apprehensive that
v p

66John C. Calhoun to the Chairman of the House Committee

on Military Affairs, December 29, 1919, American State Papers:
M Affairs, Vol. IT (Washington, 1835-180T) ap- 39931
wereafter cited as ASP:MA).

] 67James Monroe to John C. Calhoun, July 5, 1819, ibid.,
'E}o (;‘a

683¢. Louis Missouri Gazette, April 2, 1919, cited in
Phillips, Fur Trade, II, 392,
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the zovernment would attempt to establish a factory in the
more remote areas of the West. He wished to extend the
company trade without competition from the factories.59
Nevertheless, the aexpedition proceeded.

Under the leadsershlp of Colonel Henry Atkinson, the
troops left St. Louils in December, 1813, but due to delays
largely resulting from an attempt to use steamboabs, the
expedition only reached the Couneil Blulffs area by the fall
of 1819, Thelr progress ended here in the following winter
as a disastrous attack of scurvy weakened the expedition by
causing many deaths. Unaware of the sickness at Council
Bluffs, Calhoun wrote to Ccl@mel Atkinson on February 7, 1820,
that he was pleased with thes success of the trip, which has
"thus far besn entirely satisfactory;“70 vet at the same time
the expedition was also in danger from Congress as well as
from scurvy. The expedition did not have enough woney to
ccmplete the trip and bulld the important pogt at the Mandan
villages, and Congress was asked in the winter of 1819-1820
to vote the necessary appropriations. Considerable oppo-
gition developed in the House of Representatives. Opponents
claimed the expedition would not be effective against the

British, and that 1t would also irritate the Indilans, who

70J0hn C. Calhoun to Henry Atkinscn, February 7, 1820,
Jameson, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, p. 168.
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might manage to trap the Americans up river.’l A further
argument, that the project was already too expensive, helped
the opposition to defeat the appropriaticn. Calhoun commanded
the troops to proceed no further; Congress and scurvy had
killed the Yellowstone Expedition.

One nart of the expedition did, however, succeed. Under
Major Stephen Long, a branch of the expedition was originally
to have been sclentific in nature, for observing the country
and for surveying voints along the forty-ninth parallel, the
recently confirmed international boundary. The boundary had
not been surveved, and Calhoun bhelieved a survey would reveal
that British posts were located in American t@rritcry.72 When
the nmain expedition to the uppoer Missouri was halted, Major
Long took charge of & secondary expedition ordered to the
headwaters of the Platte, Arkansas, and Red rivers. The
expedition proceeded to the mountains and back along the two
streams. The results of the expedition, however, had a nega-
tive effect on the westward movement when Long condenmed much
of the Anmerican Midwest as being too barren and dry to farm,
thus discouraging potential settlers.

Aside from the Long expedition, the entire effort suc-
ceeded only in establishing Fort Atkinsorn above Council Bluffs,

Tpnnals of Congress, 16th Congress, lst Session, II,
1788"179Q L]

7230hn C. Calhoun to Henry Atkinson, March 27, 1819,
Jameson, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, pp. 159-160.




and in moving troops to the frentier. The government's

failure to resch the unper Missouri plessed Ramsay Crooks
* > r? - » (3
and the American Fur Companyg'3 Colonel Atkinson, having

.

Seost his chance for zglovy, lunsisted to Calhoun that troops
were $6ill needed uvpriver to counter British influence. %
The Jecretary also continucd to believe in the necessity of
keeping troops in the arsa. Reflecting ca the expedition a
quarter of a century later, he claimed that, regardiess of
its fallure, the "fur-trade had received a grsat impulse,”
and had the venture been successful, the Americans would
have had Zess trouble on the upper Missourd.’”

While Calhoun was busy premoting the Yellowstone Expe-
dition, the American diplomats, Richard Rush and Albert
Gallatin, were negetlating with the British over control of
the Oregon Country. In 1818, the Oregon questicn was but one
of rany differences between the United States and Great
Britain; nor was it a matter of extreme urgency. Secretary
of State John Adams did not expect agreement cn a boundary,
hut if one was te be reached, he wanted the United States

to have at least up te the forty-ninth parall@la76 The

73Lavand&r, Fist, p. 307.
hyorgan, Williem H. Ashley, p. 1iii.

75Phe Congressional Globe, 27th Congress, 3rd Session,
Appendix, p. 141,

765 : /
amuiel Flagg Bemis, John Quincy Adams and the Foun-
dationg of American Foreién Policy 3% York, 1949), p. 289.
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American diplomats found the British eager to negotiate on
Oregon, but apparently determined that Great Britain must
have all territory north of the westernmost part of the
Columbia River.?7

In stating American claims to Oregon, Gallatin and Rush
employed the experience and activities of Astor's fur trap-
pers on the Columbia, and they noted that the "settlement
at the place called Astoria"” was the first permenent post in
the area. Astoria amounted tc but cne of the three major
American substantiations, the other twe being Robert Gray's
voyage to the mouth of the Columbiaz in 1792, and the Lewls
and Clark expedition, Reluctantly for the British, or so
Gallatin and Rush believed, the negotiators falled to agree
on a permanent boundary; and the question was delayed by

leaving Oregon open to both countries for a period of ten vears.

. b;?A%geri g%llitiniand Eichar% Rush to John Quincy Adams,
ctober 20, 1818, eric Jtate Papers: Foreign Relation
IV {Washington, 18§2~135%§, 361 (hereafter cited as K%ﬁ?ﬁ%i.
By the Convention of 1818, the boundary between the United
States and Canada extended along the forty-ninth parallel
from the Lake of the Woods to the Rocky Mountains, West

of the Continental Divide, the forty-ninth parallel was not
& boundary, but remained a possible compromise boundary.

At a point approximately 170 miles west of the Continental
Divide, the Columbia River flows south across the forty-
ninth parallel. From this point it meanders south about
4LOU miles to where it reaches the forty-sixth parallel, and
near this point its course becomes predominanhtly westward
until it reaches the Pacific. The portion of the Oregon
country which was most disputed was the area lying south

of the forty-ninth parallel and to the north and west of
the lower course of the Celumbia River. This area today
represents approximately the western one-half of the state
of Washington.
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Throughout all of the discussions, the American diplownsts
had not even heen fully informed about American interest in
Oregon, as on October 20, 1518, the day the Convention was
signed, they reported to Adams that they had very little
idea of the value thelr governuwent attached to the t@rriﬁeryu7g
Later, during his presidential campaign, Adams' 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 Mountains.’? This was true as
long as the fur trade remained the principal activity in the
territory.

While concerned with the talks with Great Britain, Adanms
had been negotlating with the Spanish minister, Luils de Onis,
over the differences between their two countries. The ques-
tion of the boundary of the Louisians Purchase {which
eventually led to discussions over the Oregon boundary) was
but one of the problemg mentioned, the most 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 Adams
had contbinually tried to get Spain to cede parts of Texas,
he agreed to withdraw the United States’ claims to Texas if

Spain would renounce all claims in Oregon above the forty-first

“Ibid.

PFrodrick Merk, Albert Gallatin and the Oregon Problem,
Harvard Historical Monographs, Vol. 23 (Cambridge, 19507,
pp. 32-33.
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parall@lﬁae After considerable negotiation, the treaty was
signed on February 22, 1819, with a compromise line, the
forty-second parallel, as the northern boundary of Spanish
territory.ol

The American fur trade in Oregon had an effect on this
agreament in that the trade had given the United States one
of it® more subgtantial claims to the territory. On the
other hand, Spain had not been at all active in Oregon.
But substantiation of claims was not important. The Oregon
boundary was not an urgent or dangerocus problem between the
two nations, and, as has been mentioned, was not even for-
mally proposed until nearly a year after the negotiations
began. Adams successfully employed the idea of settling the
boundary to the Pacific as a concession for giving up clains
to Texas.

After Spanish rights were withdrawn, Russia remained the

only nation other than the United States and Great Britain

SQB@mis, John Quincy Adams, pp. 323-324.

ﬁicorraapand@nce between John Quinc{ Adams and Luis de
Onis, December 12, 1818 to February 19, 1819, ASP:FR, IV,

pp. 0i2-625. The United States Senate ratified the treaty
at once on February 24, 1918, but internal political troubles
in Spain caused a delay in ratification by the Spanish king,
Ferdinand VII. The Spanish delayed signing for ancther rea-
son. They fsared the United States would extend aid to the
rebellicus Latin American colonies once the treaty was
slgned; and, to prevent this, they withheld the sale of
Florida as stipulated in the treaty. Threats of a wmilitary
takeover of Florida by the Unlted States led to ratification
by Ferdinand on October 24, 1620. Due to the dclay by the
Spanish, the United States_Senate had to ratily the treaty
once again, and did sc on February 19, 1821. enis, John
Quincy Adams, pp. 350-353,




that had claime to Oregon. With a trade monopoly granted by
the Cgar, the Russian-American Pur Company represented its
country's commercial interest along the Northwest Coast.
Primarily, the company was seeking the furs of the sea otter.
Except for its establishment at Bodega Bay, California, which
was used for growing food supplies, the firm's chief activities
were north of the fifty-seventh parallel;gz

But, in 1821, the trade in arms and liquor between Amer-
jcan ships and the coastal Indians prompted the Czar to
forbid all foreign ships from operating along the coast
north of the fifty-~first parallel. Furthermore, the Czar
claimed that the lands north of this parallel belonged to
Ruseia. In brief replies to the Russian minister, Poletica,
Secretary Adams denied the Czar’s claims and stated that the
Americans intended to continue the coastal trade,83 Fearing
possible difficulties with America and Great Britain, the
Russian government soon began a series of negotlations to end
the dispute. The Conference of Verona, problems in Latin
America, and Russian-American diplomatic mansuvers delayed

the final agreement until the spring of 1824.

A o iyt S o 14

82J3omn 8, Galbraith, The Hudson's Bay Company as an
Imperial Factor (Berkeley, 1957), pPP. lik-1il6,
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83John Quincy Adams to Plerre de Poletica, February 25,
1822, A8P:FR, IV, £61; John Quincy Adams to Pierre de
Poletica (Varch 30, 1822), ibid., p. 863; dJohn C. Hildt,
Barly Diplomatic Nepotiations with the Russians, Vol. XXIV
of Jdohng Hopkins University Studies in Histordcal and
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Instead of the interior fur trade, the coastal trading
rights were the prinme consideration of both nations. The
Americen inland trappers, having completely withdrawn from
the lower Columbia River, had never ventured north tc near
the Russian operations. In writing of the negotlations of
1824, historian John C. Heldt states that "apparently the
only question involved was the lucrative trade of the Amer-
icans with the natives of that region Calong the cc:»a.st] 8l
Only as an important substantiation for the United States
having any claims at all along the Northwest Coast, wers
Astor's operations in Oregon valuable to the Ameriecans in
their talke with the Russians. Accordingly, in presenting
his opinions to the Russians, the United States minister,
Henry Middleton, referred to Astoria as a "real occupation"
on the Pacific Coast.®5 But from the beginning of the dis-
pute, the Russlian minister had recognized American rights to
Oregonwgé The Russians were primarily interested in securing
& definite northern limit on American claims. As a result,
the treaty signed in April. 1824, established latitude
SL:40T north as a limit to the expansion of Russian or

American claims from the north or south respectively.

841p14., p. 168.

85Henry Middleton to John Quincy Adams, April 7, 1824,
ASP:FR, V, L6L1.

86Pierre de Poletlca to John Quincy Adams, February 28,
1822, ASP:FR, IV, 362.
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Coastal trading rights, with the exception of liquor and
firesrms, were to be held by both nations for a period of
ten years.57

With Russian establishments restricted to north of lati-
tude S5L°LOY north, the dispute over the Oregon Territory was
thus narrowed to Great Britain and the United States. Already
the Oregon question had cowe up in Congrese when in Decenber,
1820, John FPloyd, Unlted States Representative from Virginia,
initiated hie attempts to gain protection for American
interests in the area. With slight modification, the same
argunents enployed by Floyd were to be continuelly used In
the Congressional debates over Oregon, which lasted for the
next twenty-six vears.

In the neantime, the Awmerican fur trade of the Far West
had seemingly expired. In 1819, Major Thomas Biddle, while
stationed on the Missouri at Fort Atkinson, wrote a report
in which he described the dismel conditions of the trade.

He listed the names of six companies which, aside from the
United States factory at Fort Osage, were the only concerns
active on the entire length of the Missouri, and none of the
companlies were operating with much capital. These companies
were all active on the lower river, as Biddle stated that

no American traders had venbtured above the Arikara camps

(in present-day central South Daketa) since the war with
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United States Statutes, VIII, 302-303.



England. He suggested the Americans could successiully
gxtend their trade and influence to the Indians of the West
Lhrough the establishment of new factories.80 This was the
situvation in 1819, nearly f£ive years since the end of the
war. Por a few years, a similar condition continued to
axist in the western trade, bub, in the ecarly 1020's, the
trappers began to gradually return to the wountains.

Thus, largely because of the British and the Indians,
the Awerican trappers had been unable o securce a foothold
in the rich fur country of the Far West. The naticunal
guvermaent, wore concerned with the Lfactory syston and the
prade to Ghe east, had given the western trade 1ibble
encouragenent. The law of 186106, forbidding foreigners %o
operabe in United States’ territories, was deslgned Uo help
the American trade, but at the time was more concernsd with
operaticns in the Great Lakes arca. Neilther Lisa nor Astor
received any suppert from the governuwent while thoy conducted
the ot awbitiocus trade oporations west of the Mississippi.
In fact, the Yellowstone Expedition represented ths govern-
ment's major atbanpt te directly support the far western
fur btrade, but Congress became so unenthusiastic that the

venbure was never completed.

880y0mas Diddle to Henry Atkinson, October 29, 1819,

ASP:IA, II, 201-R03.
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There were lasser signs of zovoeornrmental Inberest, such

as the plan 4o send the John Adems to Astoria, and Jelfferson's

continued interest in the western trade. However, ths John
Adams was glven another assignment, and Jefferscn's enthnu-
siagm wes not sharsd by a majority of government officlals.
Nevertheless, the national govermment had bLeen willing
o uge the trade operatiocons to establisgh ites claims in
Oregon, webt in a very matter-of-fact manncr. The trade seemed
Lo he taken for granted as an occurrence which did not need
any amphasis in the negotviations. Th: $rads had also rza-
liged cne other accomplishment, the exploraticn of nmuch of
the northwastern fur country. Although nestly accomplished
by private tradpars, the exploration had been inltiated by
the United States government with the Lewls and Clark
sxpedition. Through this and subsequent venturss, the
Amerdcans gained a knowledgzge of the country, and also
learned of its wealth in furs. The problen facing the

trappers in the 1820's was how to safely establish and

e ]

maintain the wountalin trade.



CHAPTER II

THE RETURN TO THE MOUNTAINS: CHALLENGE
AND RESPONSE, 1821-1825

With a small number of trappers operating on the upper
Miggouri in 1821, the far western fur trade once more became
active. It developed slowly during the following years, but
eventually intensified and spread throughout the Rocky Moun-
tains and into Oregon. However, in a futile attempt to keep
the Americans from re-entering the areas, the British and
Indians resumed their opposition. BMost particularly, the
tribes along the Missouri made the western trade extremely
hazardous, and threatened to halt the American operations
once again. Significantly, this state of affairs occurred
after the factory system was teruinated.

While the mountain trade was in its earliest stages of
reactivation, Congress 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 of the system. During the postwar peried,
Major Thomas Biddle and other Americans who supperted the

factories faced increasing opposition from congressmen, fur
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trad@rs, and other interested persons. Both opponents and
supporters of the system recognized that it had weaknesses.
By granting licenses to private traders, the governuent
allowed strong and often ruthless competition for the face
tories. Generally inefficient operations caused the system
to lose money instead of paying its own expenses, and, in
addition, Indian relations seemed unimproved.l

There were, however, numercus important persons who wished
to see the factories continue. Secretary of War Calhoun, one
of the foremost proponents of government regulation of the
trade, 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

i

it, they probably, without it, would have been more frequent.’
In discussing possible use of the factories in the Far West,
he declared that control of the Indiang and the extension of
the fur trade into this area were "objects of great national
importance.” But for Calhoun, the western trade presented
very difficult probleus, and thus the government's “proper
efforts” of control in the Far West should not necessarily
include the factory system. In such remote areas, the systen
would prove "altogether inadequate.” As an alternative, he

suggested establishing a large private monopoly. A monopoly

*Poake, Factory System, pp. 204-206, 215-224; E. B.
Wesley, "The Government Factory System Among the Indians,
1795-1822," Journal of Economic and Business History, IV
(May, 1932), 467-511,
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would be more efficlent, and would end competition and the
evil maneuvers of greedv indsependent %trappers, thus helping
to win the confidence of the western tribes. To supplenent
his proposal, the Secrstary suggested the establishment of
military posts in the West, as his thwarted Yellowstone
Expedition had intended to do. Thus, Calhoun wonld naintain
the factories in the Rast (although he wished to revise
thelr operations somewhat), but substitute a new system in
the Far W@staz

Three years later, upon enbtering the Senate, Thomas Hart
Benton, Trom the newest and westernmost state of Missouri,
assumed direction of the forces opposing the factories.
Hoping that Calhoun had changed his mind, the Senator's
firgt wove was to seek the Secretary's support for termination
of tha gysten. But Calhoun, whose proposals had never been
realiged, still maintained faith In the government's control,
and thus refused. Then Benton proposad to the Senate his
bill to abolish the factories.3 Under his leadership, Con-
gress, in May, 1822, enacted the law which "authorigzed and
required” the President to end the system and sell the trade

Zoods remaining in government stock. 4 According to instructions,

zﬁeport of John C. Calhoun to the House of Representatives,
December 5, 1618, ASP:IA, II, 1€1-185.

BThomas Hart Benton, Thirty Years' View, I (New York,
1856}, 21.

by. 5. Statutes at Large, III, 679-680.
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the President immediately began the long process of disposing
of the supplies. For Benton's services in abolighing the
factories, the American Fur Company, which had kept in contact
with Benton during the Congressional hearings and debates,
showed its gratitude by retalning him as legal council.”

Exactly how the factory system would have influenced the
far western trade is difficult to determine. Calhoun's recoge
nition of the problems resulting from the tremendous size 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 sums of noney
and employ large numbers of troops. Yet the important matter
is that the government did not try the factory system in the
Far West. Before the western trade became fully esatablished,
the opponents of federal control and interference had
abolished the systenm.

At the same time the factory system was teruinated,
Congress passed another law, an amendment 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 S5t. Louis for the tribes

“frequenting that pl&ce.“é William Clark was appointed to

JWilliam Wisbet Chambers, 01d Bullion Benton, Senator
from the New West {Boston, 1956), p. ill; Benton, View, 1, 13.

6
U. 5. Statutes at Large, III, 682-683.
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the position, which would, in addition, serve the far western |
tribes.

Abolition of the factory system was not the only wmajor
change which occurred in the fur trade during the early
1820's. In the Far West both the British and the Americans
were experiencing significant new developments., Since 1811,
the Hudson's Bay Company and the North West Company had con-
tinued their viciouws rivalry,which led to stealing, open
fighting, and bloodshed. In their efforts to dominate the
trade, both companies extended their operations as far west
as Oregon. Finally, alarmed by thelr increasingly poor
financial condition, the North West Company proposed a union
of the two companies as a means of halting the rulnous compe~
tition. The merger was accomplished in March, 1821, the new
alliance retaining the name of the Hudson's Bay Company. The
British government showed its approval the following December
by granting the newly enlarged concern a moncpoly over the
trade from the sastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains to the
Pacific Coast./ Although forbidden to trap in territories
owned by the United States, the company continued its opera-
tions in Oregon and its contacts with Indians in the Northwest.

Corresponding to the changes taking place in Washington
and in London and Canada, wesre the events occurring on the

upper Missouri in the fall of 1821. The Americans reopened

pre— [

7Ga1braith, Hudson's Bay Company, pp. 5-8,



the far western trade, evidencing enough falith in thenselves
to extract rich profits from the mountaln country desplite
the British opposition. Operating under the leadership of
Joshuva Pilcher, the Missourl Pur Company initiated the trade
by sending a trapping party to the Big Horn River. There
the company bullt a post which they named Fort Benbon in
honor of the new Missouri senator. Frow this post they
planned extensive operations in the wountains, possibly sven
including trade with the Blackfeet in the Threc Forks area.
During the first seascn upriver, the trappers worked tc the
east of the Blackfoot country, and in 1522 they sent to

St. Louls the first profits in furs frow the upper Missouri
since before the war with England.8 The coupany was then
prepared to move into the Three Forks area in the following
spring,

As they prepared to make thelr move, however, they were
faced with the competition of a new and very aggressive con-
cern led by the Lieutenant Governor of Misgouri, William H.
Ashley, soon to become cne of the most important figures in
the revived mountain trade. Ashley's [irst trapping partiss
congisted of men who had answered his advertisenents in
various Missourl newspapers during the early part of 1822.

Significantly for the history of the fur trade, amnong the

£
[

‘Chittenden, Fur Trads, I, 150-151; Oglesby, Lisa,
pp v 179“185 ®
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new employees were such men as Jim Bridger, Jedediah Smith,
Tom Fitempatrick, David Jackson, and Willlam Sublette, trap-
pers who would become the first true mountain men, their
names becondng synonymous with the far western trade.?

In Aprid, 1622, Secretary of War Calhoun issued Ashley's
license which stated that he was allowed "to carry on trade
with the Indlans up the Missou?i,”lo vet Ashley hopad to go
to the very headwatere of the river and trap in the Blackfoot
area. Meanwhile, government officials were debating whether
or not the trappers should ascend the Missourl without mili-
tary protection., Henry Atklnson, now a Brizadier General,
and still hoping to establish a fort farther up the river,
was againgt allowling trappers te enter the area ¢f the "upper
Tribes” without first sending in troops.id Benjamin O'Fallon,
Indian agent on the upper Missourl, thought otherwise. In a
letter to Calhoun in which he supported Ashley's plans,
O'Fallen outlined his rather contradictory propesals for the
future of the trade and Indian relations on the upper river.
He wrote:

As I can gee no probability of the military expe~-

ditions progressing up the Missouri this year; I
think there is nc impropriety in allowing hunting

£y

“Phillips, Fur Trade, II, 396.

1CJonn C. Calhoun to William H. Ashley, April 11, 1822,
ASP:IA, II, 428,

llﬁenry Atkinson to John C. Calhoun, January 25, 1822,
Morgan, Williem H. Aghlev, p. 1.




and trapping above the lMandans, on the lands of

Indians who are unfriendly to us, and under foreign

influence; but, as soon as we have an opportunity

of counteracting that influence, and producing a

good understanding betwsen us and those Indians,

then, hunting and trapping should be prohibited

and our traders confin%g alone to a fair and equi-

table trade with thenm.

Thus far, all American trapping activities on the upper
Missouri had been endangered by Indian hostilities. Bub,
after allowing more trappers in the area, which was a
violation c¢f the laws prohibiting hunting on Indian lands,
0'Pallon hoped to produce a “good understanding” with a show
of military force. After that he planned to limit operations
to trading with the Indians. HRather typical of the govern-
ment attitude toward the Indians, O'Fallon's proposal
contradicted the desires of the upper tribveg who were not
eager to trap, and preferred to be left alone by the
Americans.

Scmewhat in agresement with Major O'Fallon, both Calhoun
and William Clark had hopes that, in spite of past diffi-
culties, the American activities on the upper Missouri would
strengthen government influence with the Indians.t3 The
troops did not precede the expedition. Aghley's men made

thelr way to the upper Missouri, an area rumored to "contain

128engamin O0'Fallon to John C. Calhoun, April 9, 1822,

orimime

lBthn C. Calhoun to William Ciark, July 1, 1822, Ibid.,
p. 173 William Clark te John C. Calhoun, August 9, 1822,
Ibid., p. 18.



& wealth In Furs, not surpassod by the mincs of Pery, "LHh

In the late fall, while hils men continued their first trap-
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ping szason a wor Yellowstone, Ashlay returnzd to
St. Louls with a fresh svoply of heaver pslts. For winter
quarters, the trappers who remained in the field built 2
post at the confluence of ths Missouri and the Musselshell,
approximately 100 miles north-northwest of the Missouri Pur
Company wintering varty on the Big Horn. DBoth companies
were prepared to enter the Three Forks area in the spring
of 1823.

The venture into Blackfoot country socn led to disaster
for both groups. After poor trapping in the area during the
garly spring, the Missouri Fur Company men encountered a
friendly party of Blackfeet app&renﬁly interested in trade.
The two groups separated on good terms, and the trappers
headed back to Fort Benton. But the Blackfeet gathered nearly
LOG of thelr tribe and ambushed the hunting party, killing
or wounding eleven men and taking all of the furs and equip-
ment, & sericus logs to the financially insecurs eompamyvlﬁ

Ashley's men experlenced two similar defeats at the hands of

2

the Indians. As Andrew Henry's party moved up the Missouri

toward the Three Forks, the Blackfeet attacked them, killed

_%§§§i Louis Enguirer, April 13, 1422, as cited in
Denald MeKey Frost, Notes on General Ashley (Barre, Mase-
achusetts, 1960}, ».65.

. ,:: - g »~ - - -
i“WiLil&@ Gorden to Joghua Pilcher, June 15, 1823,
ASPiMA, II, 583.
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four men, and forced the trapgpers to vetreat in confusion.
Two months later, as Ashlszy was reburning to the upper
Wissourd with additional wen and supplies, tha Arilara
Indians attacked his party, Willinz asd wormding fwenty-three
men.+7  Thus, within a two-sionth period, Indian hostilities
had seriously andangered the entire upper Missourl trade.

The romotaness of the Three Forks arcs made lmumedlate

retaliation against the Blactfeet impossible. But the Arikara

r..,

attack had cceurred near the pragent-day beorder of North and

South Dakotaz, close enouzh to Fort Atkinson to result in the

first battle between Anmerican wmilitary forces and Iandilans

in the trans-Migsissipni West. 18 Upon Ashley's urgent request,
Colonel Henry Leavenworth led over 200 trocpes from Council
Bluffe into the arsa. Thore he jolned Ashley's men and

additional trappers, including a group of Missouri Pur Com-

pany nen under Joshua Pilcher. After several briefl skir-

mishes, the Amerlcans, supported by bhands of Teton and

Yankton Sicux, forced the Arikaras to heg for peace. Bub,

after gisning a peace treaty, the Indlans disappeared from

the area overnizght. Hired hands of the Missourl Pur Company

10Benjamin O'Fallon to Henry Atkinson, July 3, 1823,
ASP:E@{’%‘, II 679“‘:}&"{1.

lfWilliam M. Ashley to Benjamin 0O'Fallen, June A, 1323,
ASP:MA, 1T, 586-587.

lgﬂomrv Putney Beors,
1815-1846 (Ge ttyabufg, 1935

The Western Militaryv Frontier
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then burned the deserted villageanlg Leavenworth returned
his command to Fort Atkinson, believing the attack on
Ashley's men had been "honorably avenged . . . in 8such a
manner as will teach [the Arikara]l and other Indian tribes
to respect the American name and character, "¢V
For once, the United States Army had taken direct action
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 numerous Indians
and fur traders, the Army had fought disgracefully and failed
to retaliate fully. Such conduct would only inspire the cone
tempt of the Indians alongz the Missouri. In addition, the
digappearance of the Arikares and the burning of the villages
made the treaty valueless. Consequently, a bitter debate
ensued over the outcome of the expedition. Leavenworth
denounced the Missouri Fur Company for setting fire to the
villages and giving the Arikare cause to seek further revenge.
He believed the company wanted to endanger all river traffic
and thus keep their competitors from trading up the Miasouri

a8 they theuselves probably would be unable to do.21

lyﬂ@nry Leavenworth to E. P. Gaines, August 30, 1823,
ASP:MA, II, 592-593; Morgen, William H. Ashley, pp. 52-57.

2Q§enry Leavenworth to his troops, August 29, 1823,
ASP:MA, IX, 594.

zlﬁﬁnry Leavenworth to E. P. Gaines, August 30, 1823,
ASP:JA, II, 592-593.
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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 handling of the entire campaign. He
accused him of cowardice, laginess, 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 Missouri open to American trade, he
nevertheless was satisfied with the Colonel's campaign.23
Major CGeneral E. P. Gaines, commander of the army's Western
Department, wrote Secretary Calhoun‘that Leavenworth and his
troops deserved "marked applause.”zh

Hegardless of the outcome of the Arikara campaign, the
Blackfeet still threatened the upper Missouri trade. Both
Ashley and Pllcher warned the government of the dangers.
The Missouri Fur Company losses were so great that they com-

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

_ 22Joshua Pilcher to Henry Leavenworth, August 20, 1823,
Frost, General Ashley, pp. 98-1C8&.

Z3Henry Atkinson to E. P. Gaines, September 13, 1623,
ASP:MA, II, 594-595.

2hg, p, Gaines to John C. Calhoun, October 16, 1823,
ASP:MA, II, 596.

QEChittend@n, Fur Trade, I, 155.
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In the fall, Ashley moved his operations south frow the Black-
foot country to the vallevs of the Green and Big Horn. Around
the Teton and Wind River ranges, this intermountain arez was
inhabited by the more iriendly Crow Indians, who preferred
to take the white man's horses instead of his scalp. With
this change of location, Ashley kept the wmountain trade aliveazé
Meanwhile, as a result of the Arikara and Blackfoob
troubles, the national government bezan a series of debates,
hearings, and proposals, eventually leading to more direct
action along the river. In Washington, Secretary Calhoun had
been kept advised of the developments. Both William Clark
and General Gaines reported to the Secretary and warned hin
of the folly of allewing the traders to be forced back to the
lower Missouri. Clark wrote that he believed the Leavenworth
expedition would “have a very good effect, if pursued by a
show of troope on the Upper Missouri next spring. . . .7"
Otherwise, he predicted, the trappers "may be Ldriven] down
below the Mandans, in that case the Upper Tribes will depend
entirely upon the blrlitish for supplies. . . LR7T 8imi-
larly, General Gaines proposed giving further military support
to the fur trade, which "forme the rein and curb by which the

turbulent and towering spirit of these lords of the forest

2éDon Berry, A Majority of Scoundrels: An Informasl Hig-
§orz%%§6§h@ Rocky Mountain Fur Company (New York, 1961),
ppn - ® ’

27William Clark to John C. Calhoun, September 18, 1823,
Morgan, William H. Ashley, p. 61.




can alone be governed.” But Gaines counsidered the value of
the trade to be "little or nothing' in cowmparison to its
potential to win the friendship of the Indians of the North-
we&t,gs Calhoun responded by giving him permission to lead
two or more reglments from St. Louls as far upriver as would
be necessary to "maintain peace and protect our citizens”
should Leavenworth's expedition fail .29 However, the troops
remained downstream, and the proposed movement became involved
in a morse complex 8cheme.

Disturbed by reports of Indian hostilities on the Missouri,r
the next session of Congress became wmore receptive to plans
to relieve the problems on the northwestern frontier. Once
again, the most active congressman in support of the western
trade was Thomas Hart Benton, who headed the Senate Committee
on Indian Affaire. During the winter the committes studied
testimony on the recent hostilities which Benton produced
from frontiersmen and officlals in Washington.

Of particular concern to the committee wae the effort
to determine the Hudson's Bay Company's role in the Indian
troubles. In testimony concerning the Arikares, Indian

agent Bichard Graham declared that he "had no reason to

RSE, P. Gaines to John C. Calhoun, July 28, 1823,
ASP:MA, II, 578-579.

293ohn C. Calhoun to E. P. Gaines, August 1k, 1823,
ASP:MA, ITI, 581,



velieve” the British had been invelved.3U Similarly, Joshua
Pilcher stabed that the Hudson's Bay Company's influence

"does not extend as low [on the Missouril) as the Arickaras.31
Instead of British instigation, hoth men believed Ashley had
provoked the attack when he refused to compensate the Arikaras
for the killing of two of their tribe by menmbers of the
Missouri Fur Campany.Bz But farther up the Missouri, British
and Indian friendehip was clearly rccognized as a barrier to
the American trappers. This situvation had been reported
continually by Clark, Gaines, Atkinson, and other officials

in the West. Pllcher testilied emphatically that: "The
disposition of such tribes of Indians as have intercourse
with British traders . . . has been uniformly hostile towards
Americen citigens.” He also stabted that the Hudson's Bay
Company traded firearms to the Blackfeet, who in turn killed
American trappers and stole their furs to trade back tuv the

British,33

3CRichard Graham to Thomas Benton, February 10, 15624,
ASP:JA, II, 452,

3lgtatement by Joshua Pilcher, in letter, Graham to
Beﬂt@ng iub; D, 1¥55

3“Ib1du, pp. 452, 455. Shortly after the attacks occurred,

the S5t. Louis M&saouri Intelligencer had expressed the sane
opininn, but Ashley had written that before the attack the
Arikaras had claimed theg held no grudge against the lMissouri
Fur Company. 5t. Louis Missouri Intelligencer, July 1, 1823,
as cited in Frost, General Ashley, p. 09; William Ash“ay to

enjg%xg U?Faliong June L, 1623, Morgan, William H. Ashlevy,
pp. R7-28,

33statenent by Joshua Pilcher in letter, Richard Graham
tc Thomas Benton, February 10, 1824, ASP:IA, ITI, 455-456.




The coumittes heard further suggestlons for wmilitoury
gction iun the Northwest. 4&s in the past, Calkhoun insisted
that the "only effectual” sction would bo egither the csta-
biishment of au aiwy pust on the upper Missour
slonal” wvisits to the area by Awerican troops. He produced
an official ¢stimate vhalt bthe cotabllishuent of a purnancnt
post would cost $13,100. 35 Waen guestioned about this plan,
woth Pileher and Grahaw agreed that the government aust
exbtend 1ts protection up the Missouri il the trade in that
area was to survive .32 Ls an dimportant addition to the
miilitary expedition, the coumlbbee considercd sending an
agent upriver tu wmake treaties with the teribes in the arsa.
It further delibevated creating new Indian agencios on the
upper Missouri.37?

A final consideraticn by the coumlttee was a plan to

allow the Indlans to do all of the trapping in the West.
The white trappers would be restricted to no more than trad-

iug operations and only from designated posts. Occurring

B T e g ——

3kJonn €, Calhoun to Thomas Benton, February 23, 1824,
ASP:IA, II, LhE,

‘ homas Jessup Go John C. Calhoun, Tebruary 18, 1824,
fiﬁ%ﬁ:l@is II» !#Sla
_3‘Zicnafq Graham to Thomas Benton, February 10, 1824,
AGPsTA, TII, 4523 Statement by Jeshua Pilcher, in iabter,
Graham to Bonton, ibid., pp. 455-456.
37 fhomas Benton to John C. Calhoun, February 11, 1824,
ASP:IA, II, 448,



after the terminabion of the 2overnuent'ts zarlier mebhod of
conbrol, the factory system, this plan wes meant to halt the

deterioration of Indian relations on the frontier. Many
knowledgeable perscens helisved the Indiae aninwsitiss to be
a result of allowing whitss to trap on thelr lands, a prac-
tice which viclated lederal laws alrsady in offect bub nob

enforced. Pilchsr and Crahar, the two witnesses who ware

or

aost fariliar with sonditiovns on the freonticr, testifiad
that unrcestricted trapping on Indian lands created considar-
able resenbmont. As a sclutieon, CGrahanm woulid have thoe
governmaont pronibit whites to trap at all, and 21low eonly
the controlled trading G?GP&ﬁiCHS«BJ Pilcher, who himself
wag a private trapper, supported designating the trading
poabs, dubt would also allow the Anericang under clogs sur-

-~ ) . - o, ; b I 2 g, . - . S ™4 \
veilliance, vwo trap. Halative to this suggoestion, Pllcher

save a curlous jJustification of his companyls trapping

cperations in the West. Commenting on the law forbidding
hunting on Indiar lands, he declared:

ao Indians . . . ever objected to traders . . .
lilling what was necessary for their subsistence.
That cones under the notion of hospitality. The
trapping done by the men of our company was i
conforamity with the »ractice, Coubsistence-~
hospita¢ityj and not under any license; the one
which we receive from the government is to Qgggg.3’

L . . e [ ERT R o e - s

5¢nichard Graham to Thomas Benton, February 10, 18524,
AoPiIh, II, 453; Statement by Joshua Pilcher, in letter,
Graham to ?ertang ikid., ». 457,

35 Ihid., »p. L56=457.
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Although the Missouri Fur Company men had traded with the
Indians whenever possible, Pilcher falsely insinuwated that
those who trapped {in some 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 preposed bill to the Senate in late March. A
debate followed on the bill's four major sections. They were
to send troops up the Missouri and establish a post, to make
treaties with the upper tribes, to establish more Indian
agencies, and to designate the only trading posts to be used , 40

As the Senators began discussion of the measures, they
were doubtlessly aware of conflicting opinions of the trade

as it had been conducted. The Detroit Gagette observed that

the "hunters in defiance of the law, enter the Indian country,
[(and) put to hazard the peace of the frontiers. . . ." PFur-
thermore, they "destroy more game in a year than [the Indiansl
would . . . in any age.” Consequently, the Jagette recon-
mended excluding all white trappers from the West . 44 Opposed

to this plan was the Louisville Public Advertizer, which

wanted the troop movement and the post up the Missouri

4Uannals of Congress, 15th Congress, 1lst Session, Vol. 1,

Po L42.

thetroit Gazette, October 17, 1823, as cited in Frost,
General Ashley, pp. 97-98.
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for the protection of the Americans.*2 Colonel Leavenworth
alsc attacked the trappers in a 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 violation of the rights c¢f a poor mis-
erable set of savages.” He proposed sending the expedition
upriver with the primary object of eliminating all American
trapping operations.43 More 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 fur-
ther encouragement to troop movements, either to protect or
prohibit trappers.¥ Finally, it is quite likely that the
American Fur Compeny lobbied for the bill with the expecta-
tion of out-trading all small competition when strictly

confined to the designated posts.4?

——

42L0uisville Public Advertigzer (no date given), as
cited in Frost, General Ashley, pp. 1li4-115.

“3Hen?y Leavenworth to Henry Atkinson, November 22,
1828, Morgan, William H. Ashley, p. 65.

: bhJames Monroe to Congress, December 2, 1823, Jamgs D.
tichardson, editor, A Compilation of the Messages and Papers
of the Presidents, 1785-1857 (Weshingtos, 1506 “IT. 212"

4Y5Porter, Astor, II, 738.
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In the Senste 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 blecod and plunder,”ké but, he blamed
them for instigating the Blackfoot troubles. The Senator
reasoned that as the North West Company and the Hudson's Bay
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. 47

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 Councll Bluffs was close enough to
the Indians. He also quoted Major Stephen Long'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 negetiations with their governmentnhg Senator King,
of New York, protested that the United States should obtain
pernission from the Indians before sending troops inte their

territory.4 Similarly, Senator Holmes, of Maine, observed

N %6Ann@£§ of Conpgress, 18th Congress, lst Session, I,
37-

47;@;@., pp. L4l-L42.
¥Tpid., pp. 450, L5k
“1pig., p. 458,
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that, "We certainly ought not to carry a military force

anong them while we admit their comgetency.”ﬁg
After considerable debate, the Senate passed the bill

in May. As 1f to emphasizc its moderate and peaceful nature,

the title was changed at the last minute toc "An act to enable

the President to hold treaties with certain Indian tribes,

and for other purposes,”5l Very shortly after Senate passage,

2 The act was

the House approved the bill without debate.”
indeed considerably less nmilitaristic in nature than Benton
and his supporters had wished., It appropriated $20C,000 for
the expense of sending commissioners to treat with the western
Indians. Half of this sum was to cover costs of military
egcort, but only if the President deemed such escort neces-
sary. Thus, if the troops went at all, they would go not

to bulld a fort but to protect the treaty makers. The bill
alsc provided for the appeintment of two subagents for the
upper Missourl, and enlarged the powers of the superintendent
at 5t. Louis. In addition, the law took direct action against
the trappers. The Indian agents were to designate certain
posts for conducting all trading operations; trade at any

other place would be illegal.53

5YTpid., p. 461.

5lgggg,, p. 762,

P2Ipid., II, 2696,

53E° §. Statutes at Large, IV, 35-36.
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Essentially, the new law was a victory for the moderates,
No permancat posts were to be established for the military,
and troops would not even ascend the river unless the President
50 desired. With the new subagents, the location law, and
the treaty cxpedition, the act was an attempt to contrel the
trade and the Indians in a nonaggressive way. For the future
of the upper Missourl trade, the government had chosen to
depend on the good faith of the Indians rether than wilitary
cecupation ¢f their lands.

Even though the bill received full approval in May, it
was too late for the expedition (which was tc¢ include the
nilitary escort) to assamble, DBut the folleowing spring,
General Atkinson led nearly 500 treops up the Missouri from
Council Biluffs., Both Atkinson and Indian agent Benjamin
O'Fallon were appointed commissioners for the purpose of
treating with the Indians. The expedition roached the upper
Misgourd and built a teuporary post on the mouth of the
Tellowstene. Having been joined by Ashley and some of his
trappers from the Green and Big Horn, the troops returned
home in the late summer. During the trip, Atlkinson and
O'Fallon were able to secure "trade and friendshin” treaties
with twelve tribes along the Missouri, including the Arikaras,
who agreed to a "firm and lasting peace.””4 Generally, the

treaties allowed the United States government the right to

ShTreaty with the Arikaras, July 16, 1825, ASP:IA, II,
599.



control the Indian's trade with the whites, which would be
conducted only at designated posts, and cnly with licensed
traders. Also, the treaty rocoguized the "supremacy™ of the
United States over the Indlans, and scknowledged that the
tribes lived in American-cwmed territories.? The troops
were unable Lo locate and treat with the 3lackfeel who
wandaered “promiscucusly’ along the upper Misscuri.’® The
axpedition did little to further the hopes ¢f those who still
wanted to comstruct military installations on the upper river.
Atkinson and O'Fallon advised that such actbion was nct neces-
sary. oIxcept for the Blackleet, they reportaed that the
Indians east of the Rockies were friendly. Purthertore, with
regard to the Britvish, they stated that “notwithetanding the
many rumnors that the northwest traders were holding inter-
course and exercising an ianjurious inliuence over the Indians
on the Migsouri, no such fact appears to exist.”’ As a
permanent post would not be worth the expanse, howsvar,
Atkinson proposed in a second report that troops boe sent into
the area every three or four years. This show of foree would

create a “friendly understanding with [the Blackfeet], and

55Treaties between the United States and Several Tribes,
June-October, 1825, ibid., pp. 595-605,

§6Henry Atkinson and Benjamin O'Fallon to A. L. Langham,
Hovember 7, 1825, ibid., p. 607.

*71pid.
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open a profitable intercourse for our trad@rs.”5$ Atkinson's
opinion greatly influenced the government’s later refusals

to fortify the upper Missouri. But his proposal to send
future expeditions to the area failed to impress Congress.

It took three decades for the government to decide to esta-
blish a fort farther upriver than Council Bluffs,””

In the meantime, while Congress was legislating their
solution to the Indian problems, protests had resached Great
Britain over the alleged involvement 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 "M.F.Co.,” which they
assumed were stolen from Pilcher's men. Furthermore, it was
anxious to return the pelts at cost and to reach an agreement
with the American traders that neither side would trade with

the Indiang for stolen goodsaﬁu Apparently, no agreement was

[gsd . 4 . - ey
)Lhen?y‘aekluson te Jacob Brown, November 23, 125,
ibid., p. 656.

[nE]

“7Beers, Military Frontier, p. 52. During the same year
as Atkinson's cxpedition, another govermment project on the
frontier got under way as surveyors began marking the Santa
Fe trail from Fort Osage in Missouri te Taos. The trade with
the Mexicans in Santa Fe had begun in 1821, and increased
tremendously with the caravan of 18624, Senator Benton, the
principal supporter of the surveying project, also wanted
military protection for the trade, but falled to secure ap-
proval Ffor this proposal. Benton, Vie I, 41; Robert Glass
C%@l&nd, This Reckless Breed of Men, (New York, 1950}, pp.
126-135.

, C?Sxtract from Edmonton Factorg Journal, October 23, 1823,
A. P. Nasatir, editor, "The International Significance oi the
Jones and Immell Massacre and of the Aricara OQutbreak in 1823,"
The Pacific Northwest Quarterly, XXX (1939), 82-83; J. H. Pe iy
o G8orge Canning, Wovember 11, 1824, ibid., pp. 80-82.




ever reached. In accord wish tho conpanyts clalng, British
Poreign Secretary Goeorge Canning iastructoed his Chargé
dVAffaires in Washingbon to explein the British trader's
innocence, ot

Thus the Atkinson expeditlon, coming nearly two years
after the Indian troubles, represented the second troop move-
ment up the Missouri in response to the fur trader’s problens.
Fub povernment response, which besides the nilitary action

e

had included o new trade law, was not sufficient to open the
upper river to the Amoerdlcarns. Within z vear after Leooaven-
woerth''s campaign, the Arikara had already killszsd mera of
Lehley's mon, 02 Atkinsen had been unable to locate and treat
with the dangsrous BlackZest, whe continuved tholr hostilitles.

They finally cpened a precaricus trade with the Awmerdicans cn

the upper Mlsscurd in the carly 193C%s. Neither the expeditions

6iGeorge Canning to Henry Addington, December 11, 184,
ibid., p.» ¢o. Private correspondsuce and journal records,
which surely were not meant to be seen by the Americans, reveal
that the Hudson's Bay Company was doubtlessly iunnocent of
direct involvement. (Various correspondence and journal rec-
ords, ibid., pp. 80-90}. But it is possible that soms of the
company traders, acting independently, might have instigated
the atvacks. FPurtheruore, the company did not discourage such
acts of viclence when it traded firearms and ligquor to the
Iagians. As one of many witnesses, Joshua Pilcher declared
he had seen the Indians carrying British weapons, and had seen
“rum kegs . . . branded with the marks of the Hudson's Bay and
Northwest Companies” arcund deserted Indlan campsites. OState-
ment by Joshua Pilcher in letter, Richard Grahan to Thomas
Benton, February 10, 1824, ASP:IA, II, L54.

@2§§, Lovis Engquirer, June 7, 18624, Morgan, William H.
Ashiev, pp. 76-77.




-

‘o T PR o gy b - e T o * o 2 . -
noy bhe variong narts of the 1024 trade low v

!
i
=3
"
ok
he
1
B
=
pwtend
’:.
By
fnis
2
-
o
4
¥
o
@
i

te the militants like Denbon and Pilchor.
fully securing the tradors' privete profis throu
oocupation, the 1924 law had consisted of neasures doesismed
to win the Indinrs' allegiavice. Following the Serwvination
of the factory sysbem, the locatlon lew represented a now
atteupt te rostrict the trads. The govermaent sought to
benefit the natiorel interast threugh »rotociicn of the
Indiang. The lecabion law oven thyreatened the Ancricens!
trapping cperations, the very nmethod by which thoy procured
mogt of thelr furs. Iandeed, the national zovermsent had
net proved to boe Lhe aglress:
vieny had scugiht. CGeneral Gaines put
perspective when Le recnarkad that ite giecstest value was in
ite potential influennse with the Indians. Insofar as the
governnent was concerned, the Indisns held o very iluwpcrtant
advantage over tho traders, the fact that thoelr loyalty had
not been sccurad te the United States. Teo win this loyaltby,

Congress had accepbed the roderate and less milltvant mathods.

Without az

L g

aasive government support, the Lar wegtern traders
tewporarily shifted their interests asway Iron the uppe
Missourdi and began to concentrate on the intermountalin area.
But in the next fow years, both of these remote arcas would
begome the scone of much American activity, as the trappers,

far removed fron government observation, arranged their own

terws with the Indiaus.



CHAPTER TII

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

Beginning in the mid-1820's with William Ashley's move
to the intermountain area, the far western fur trade embarked
upon its decade of greatest activity. Increasing numbers of
American trappers scattered throughout the Northwest in
vigorous rivalry with one another. The operations were fur-
ther intensifled when the western Indian tribes, seeking a
chance to profit from the invasion of their lands, began to
conduct a more active trade with the Americans. Although
there were minor 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
some degree with one of the two rival American groups. When
dealing with the many trappers in the field, the Indians
usually traded to the highest bidder. To their great dig-
advantage, the bid was often in liquor, for which the Indians
had little resistance. This problem was increased in Oregon
and along the Cangglan border, where the Hudson's Bay Company

presented poweriul competition.

69
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While the government interest remained focused on the
problens of the upper Missouri, 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 Jedediah Smith, David Jackson, and William Sublette.l As
their agent in St. Louis, he malintained his connections with
the trade. Before retiring, however, Ashley had initiated
the rendegvous system with which he was sble 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 peost. But perhaps the greatest
effect of the rendezvous was to increase the competition.
The new method encouraged hundreds of free trappers to come
to the mountaing with little, if any, obligation to the come~
panies, yvet with a trade fair available to them (and to the

Indians) each swmer,

lDuring his tenure in the mountain trade, Ashley and
his assoclates made two contributions which were to be ex-
tremely important to the immigrant trainsg of later decades.
The trappers explored, and reported the existence of, South
Pass and that part of the Overland {(or Oregon) Trail to the
east of the Continental Divide. Although they did not dis~
cover elther, the men were the first to use them regularly,
and on hisg wa¥ te the 1825 rendezvous, Ashely tock the first
wagon up the Platte River and across the Divide at South Pass.
In the fall, on his return to St., Louls with the homeward
bound Atkinson expediticn, Ashley informed the General of
his experiences, Atkinson relayed the information to his
superior officers in Washington. Henry Atkinson to Jacob
Brown, November 25, 1825, ASP:IA, ITI, 656-657; Berry,
Majordity of Scoundrels, pp. 70-73.
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Following the sale of Ashley's interest, Jedediah Smith
began his firm's operations by maklng impertant pathiinding
expeditions in search of new fur country to the southwest.
During three vears of wanderings, he explored routes to
California and then to Oregon. While he was gone, Jackson
and Sublette continued te trade, and even managed tou carry on
a brief commerce with the Blackfeet. DBut the Indians renewed
their heostilities and ended the trade relationship. In one
attack, believed to have been instigated by the British, the
Blackfeet killed or capbtured twelve Americans.® The firm
conducted ruch of its trading and trapping acreoss the Conti-
nental Divide in the eastern mountain areas of Oregon where
the men came in frequent contact with Hudson's Bay Cowmpany
persgonnel., After four years Smith, Jackson, and Sublette
sold out Lo a group of their associates including, awmong
others, Jim Bridger, Thowmas Fitzpatrick, and Milton Sublette,
brother of William. These men formed a new concern, the
Hocky Hountain Fur Company.

During the same period in which Ashley and his successors
were developing their commerce in the intermountain area,

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

,,,,,,, o

EWilli&m Ashlsy to Thomas Hart Benton, Janvary 20, 1829,
Morgan, Williem H. Ashley, pp. 186-188., The continued Black-
foot hostility was partially a result of the whites' trading
armg to the tribe's traditionally weaker enemies. Thus, the
Blackfeet resented losing some of their power and authority
in the region. Lewis, Blackfoot, pp. 20-21, '
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Although beginning its trans-Mississippl operations in 1822
by Joining with S5t. Louis traders in the formation of the

Western Departwment, Astor's American Fur Company did not

v

truly become agtive in the Far West for five more vears,
In 1827, he quit his original partners and merged with
Bernard Pratte and Company, who operated near St. Louis.
He alsc absorbed the Columbia Fur Company, which trapped
the upper Missouri as far as the Mandan villages in present=-
day central North Dakota. Using the experience of the former
Coluubia Fur Company wmen who were knowledgeable of the area
and its Indians, Astor first attempted the upper Missouri
trade.s

Under the lcadership of Kenneth McKenzie, the coupany
established Fort Union in 182¢, at the mouth of the Tellow-
gtone,., DBub it tovk three years for McKenzle tc eatablish
trade relations with the Plegan tribe of the Blackfeet. As
these Indians did not like white trappers on thelr lands, the
company built a fort at the mouth of the Marias from which
they planned trading operations only. This trade was tenpo-
rarily halted when another, more hostile, group of Blackfeet
burned the post. The company rebuilt, and continusd its

comuerce with the Indians. For the trade of the upper

wn e e——

3Forued in the garly 1820's after the two British com-
panies had mergsd, the Columbia Fur Company consisted wmostly
of dissatisfied or jobless Canadians. But to evade the law
of 1816 Fforbidding foreigners to trap in the United States'
territeries, the company included American citizens among
its list of officials. Porter, Astor, II, 745.
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Missourd's southern tributacies, Mclengzie had another post
built in 1832 at the coniluence of the Big Horn and Yellow~
stone rivers, The greatest competition on the upper river
came from the British, but another formidable rival appeared

£

ublette and Robert Campbell congtructed
L

in 1833, when Williawm
trading house near Fort Unica.
While developing its trade on the upper Misscouri, the
American Fur Company had also begun to compete in the inter-
mountain region. By the early 1830'g the {irm had trappers
in the ares who followed the wily Rocky lMountain Fur Company
men through the fields, learning thelr techniques and their
preferred hunting grounds. Fitzpatrick and Bridger atbenpted
to halt this annoying competition by leading their privals
north into an ambush by the Blackfect. cRengie retaliated
by inciting the Crows to rob his opponents. The Indian hos-
tilities {most particularly from the Blackfeect) considerably
endangered the trappers of both groups and eventually helpsd
the American Fur Company drive its weaker rival from the
trade. In a single attack in 1632, the Blackfeet killed or
wounded eleven trappers, most of them sasscclated with the
Roeky Mountain Fur Ccmpany,S Under pressure and coapetition,

the company was finally dissolved in 1834,

s o it is.a 2o P

hﬁhitt@né@n, Fur Trade, I, 330-337.
SIbid., II, 657-663.
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At about the same time, the lAnerican Pur Company agreed
with Sublette and Campbell {(the new competition on the upper
Missourl) te withdraw Ffrom the intermountain areca, while the
latter would retire from the river trade. This agreement
gave the company complete domination of the Ansrican cormercs
on the upper Mlasouri. Ilowever, 1t did not stop its trade in
the intermcuntain area as it had promised. Bridgsr, Fitz-
patrick, and Milton Sublette soon hegzan to trap the region
Lor the coupany.

during this iaportant year in the history of the fur
trade, John Jacobh Asbor withdraw fron the American FPur Come
pany. He retired partially because of 111 health. But also,
as early as 1432, he had suspected a decline in the trada,
bellieving the world markelt for baaver fur would soon collapse.
In the transactions, Astor sold his Western Department to
Pratte, Chouteau and Company, who began to concentrats nostly
on the upper Missouri.

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 beon in conbinuous competition with the
HMudson's Bay Company. Yet the increased activity did not
produce any government interest in the trade. After 1825,
the government was almost completely indifferent, Unlike

the reaponse to the earlier Blackfoot and Arikara attacks,



until the early 1830's there was no direct relationship

oF

between events in the fizld end the infrequont goveramsnt
action, Nogt of the naticnal interest in the western trade
became centsrsd on the Oregon Territeory and futile efforts

n Congroess to pretect American claims on the lower Columbia
River.

Neverthelzge, as the conmerce in the Far West had b
develeping, thers were several atterpts by wembers of the
gevermuent to improve the trade situation. In April, 1825,

before the Athinsen expediticn had even zottsn under way,
Senator 3Benteon anncunced that he would present the next
Congress wlth a new propesal to establish a permanent army
prost on the Yellowstone. Ho believed this was the cnly way
the Americans could "expell the British from the Upper

Missouri . . . racover the »ich fur trade of the Rock

w

a3

Mowntainsg, and . . . waintain their own positicn in that
remcte regicn.” w6

The lccation law also was creating considerable disw
satisfaction among particinants in the trade. The American
Fur Company sccn hepan to complain of the proposed trading
gites. But, with the permission of Willdiam Clark and Thomas
MeKenney, the latter the new head of the Bureau of Indian

£

Affairs, the company selected some of the lecations. Yet the

Trenbio s Ko RIS | o B © e AN TR X+ AR AL e Sl 1 e -

Orhomas Hart Benton to James Barbour, April 30, 1825,
Frost, General Ashley, p. 128.




flrm still belisved the law would ondy Lelp the British and
the rensgade dmerican traders. Astor's assccelates, Bernard

Pratte and Iobert Stuart, reguested Secretary of Wear Jamos

To extend the law to the Per Weet, Williaw Clark designated
leocations in &b remebe areas as eastern Oregon. But for the
benefit ol the trede and natliopel inbtsreets, he quastic

the wisdom of applying trade restrictions in areas Jolntly

trappad with the 8ritish. The trappers never used the loca-

,m;

tions the rendszvous roasinew the dondpant method ia Ll

e
mouatalin trads.
Regponding to these attitudes in the following winber

0

{1825-18260), the Senate Conmittes on Indisn Alfairs reviewed
wiritten testimony on the results which the trade and breaty
law of 182k had produced on the fur trade. Practically every
opinicn was expressed in the fow Lebters which the Committec
raceived. Probably speaking for the entire trade, Bernard
Pratte and Robert Stuart, agents of the American Fur Company,
denounced the location Law. According to them, the law was

an inconvenience bo the Indians who often rneved around and

g

trapped at great distances Trom the pests. Unless the neasure

was repealed, bBhey claimed, the Hudson's Bay Company would

b LMD 1 B B A R o 3 s T LS s 5 600 S o € ¢ 15007 & S 4 g S Sk R AR W S b S -1 1 e .

f?ort@r, Agtor, II, 7338-73G.

i

bw1w¢¢a Clark to James Barbour, October 24, 1825,
YMorgan, Aghley, p. 138,
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; 4 . P . o
retain the loyalty and trade of the Indlans.-

L2ghoush mere
noderate in his opinione, Governor Lewis Cass of Michigen

related to the commibteo that the lcecation lew had "produced

.
9

little advantage, and should be terminated.~~ OCOpposed 4o
this position, Thooas Hekeumey supperted the law as the best
provection the Indiang had against the whitcs, regardless of
the advantage 1t gave the British, Accordiang te Molenney,
the “source ol all difficulty™ in the trade was not the
Llocaticn law, but the incessant use of liguer in commercee

™

with the Indiens.>* After studylng the testimony, tne Conme-
pitbee reported a bill desigoned "for the vetter regulation
of the fur trade."1? Regardless of the threat of British
oppesition, thers was no interest in the neasuvre and 1t
died.t3

For several vearss Congress showed little concern Ior
the trade otlier than the rcle it played in the Oregon

question. Debates over the tariff Lill in the Spring of 1828

QBernardb?ratte and Robert Stuart to James Barbour,
Januarmy 25, 1026, ASP:IA, II, 458,

"*"‘“'; < e - Lyry ] F R e s A PR -y Ny ey “ 7\ P 3
Lewis Cass to Jamwes Barbour, Iebruary 2, 1026, ibid.,
e ,

llTrauas McKenney to James Barbour, February 14, 1826,
ibid., pp. 659-60L,

zﬂcporL my the Senate Committee on Indian Affaire,
March &, 1826, ibid., p. 657.

Poarbtsudon-y

IB3Register of Debates in Congress, 19th Congresgs, latv
g &

Seesion, L, 135437 (hereafter cited as Registor of Debates);
Porter, Astor, II, 739.




3
T

did bring a brizf roforencs to furs and woolen blankats,

The furs wers being importaed free fronm Enzlend. And, v

the tariff of 1824, Consress had nlaced a 25 paer cent iaport
duty on woolen blankets, o nmajor itor in the Indlan trads, 1k
Thus, the traders had to nav hizsher »ricos for cne of thelir
most Important trade goods, while thev had to compate dn

their horme markoets with the tax-Ffresz fur

o]

fremw Bngland., This
situation vprompted Senator Benton to pronogs that Congroess
abolish the tariff on blanksts. He claimed that ths American
nills did not produce ancuch for the homa markst, creating a

shortage felt mest soveraiy by the tradars. 15 He alsc aske

Consrass to place o dvty of 32-~1/3 nor cont on all imported

e

iy

furg. Benbon was opposed v Sonators Smith, of Maryland, and
Faton, of Tennasses, tho latter claiming that the duty on
hlankets had actuslly stimildatad competitlon of domastlc
manifactureres and thus lowered the nelce. Without furthere
mantion of the duty on furs, the Senate rejected Benton's
amendments .16 Instead, having becone involved in the secw

tional foud over tariff nrotection, Congrass completoly

[r— . o

lhﬁnit@d States Statutes at Large, IV, 25-26.

“”Reﬁiﬁtur of Debates, 20Cth Congress, lst Session, I,
782783, Although Benton dld not mention it at the time,
if the btarifif was lowered on blankets, the Americans could
use thew in thelr trade. The Indians considered the British-
made blankets ton he tha best.

o1pid.
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ignored the problems of the trade and rasied the duty on
blankets to 35 per cent. 17

When the next session of Congress met in December, the
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs began another investigation
into the need for protecting the fur trade. Practically all
of the correspondence included in the Committee's report
emphasized the tariff situaﬁien.lg In an effort to encourage
the trade (which, in the report, was uniformly considered to
be declining), Thomas McKenney proposed lowering the duty on
woolen blankets. This, he believed, would help the Americans
in their competition with the British along the border and in
Oregon,+¥ Similarly, Lewis Cass and William Clark agreed that
sonme form of action was necessary. They left no doubt that
primary emphasis should be placed on the national interest.
They observed that the trade was "more important as a measure
of policy affecting ocur relations with the Indlans than ag a

branch of national industry and enterprize.?20

-

17United States Statutes at Large, IV, 272,

E@As many of the complainte involved the tariff situa-
tion, it is possible that Benton specifically requested
cpinions on this matter.

9T homas McKenney to Peter Porter, January 3, 1829,
Senate Documents, 20th Congress, 2nd Session, No. 67
{Serial No. 1&1), pp. 4-5.

20William Clark and Lewls Cass to Thomas Hart Benton,
December 27, 1828, ibid., pp. 9-11.
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Another letter to 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 were not taxed, a situation which
produced excessive British competition., Contrariwise, the
Americans had to pay duties when shipping furs to foreign
ports. Asg the leading fur merchant in America, Astor par-
ticularly wanted to sese his foreign rivals taxed. His only
specific request of the Senate was that it should place a
duty of 15 to 20 per cent on imported furs .2t Accordingly,
the report which Benton presented to the Senate in February
stated that the Commlittes was "deeply ilmpressed with the
neceasgity of doing something for the protection of this
trade at the present session, and unwllling to incur the
rigk of doing nothing by proposing much,” and, therefors,
it proposed only to place a tariff on ”foréign furg . "%

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

After this futile attempt, two more vears lapsed bhefore

Congress tock any interest in the mountain trade. In the

2lohn Jacob Astor to Thomas Hart Benton, January 29,
1822” _3_1}2*?‘_‘—53‘.'0, pp' 16“170

228tatamanﬁ by the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs,
February 9, 1829, ibid., p. 3.

23§§g§§§§; of Debates, 20th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 52.




neantine, in 1831, William Ashley entered Congress as a
repraesentative from Missouri. Despite their common interests
in the advancenent of the fur trade, Thomas Hart Benton
opposed Ashley'!s election, principally over the national bank
issue. Ashley served on the House Cormittee on Indian
Affairs dvuring his six-year tenurs.?# The fact that he very
seldom appealed to Congress in support of the fur trappers
evidences the over-all lack of intersst in the trade.

In the sane vear that Ashley entared Congress, Comanche
depredations on the 3anta Fe Trail resulted in an investiga-
tion of the Mexican trade and the fur trade in general.

Lewis Cass, now the Secretary of War, presented the report
early in the following vear. It contained a series of

letters with the standard complaints about the condition of
the trade. The trade was said to be on the decline because

of British activity, the unfavorabls tariff situation, and

the intense competition, which wase killing out all of the
important fur bearing animels. Cess estimated that over 500
"rabld" American trappere were causing the "entire destruction
of the beaver" in the West.2?

Although the testimony generally agreed that the trade

was declining, efforts to determine the exact prefits in

2hChambers, Benton, pp. 178«179.

25Lewis Cass to Andrew Jackson, February 8, 1832
Sgg@%e Bocuments, 22nd Congress, 1lst Sesaion, No. 90 zSerial
et No. 213), p- L.
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furs were met with stubborn silence, thus leaving the govern~-
ment confused on this matter, Many of the traders apparantly
did net wish to disclose their profits or losses. John
Dougherty, Indian agent at Council Bluffs, had inquired
about the investments and returns of the traders, bubt was
not "favored" with any replies. Although allowlng that his
caloulabions were made "without having access to the books
and accounts of the tiraders, which privilege 1t is believed
many of thew would be unwilling to grant,” Dougherty cstie-
meted that on the upper Missouri alone neariy $1,700,C00
in proiits had been realized.zé Another witness wrote that
persons who were informed on the profits of the trade were
"unwilling to say any thiang about 1t."27 William Clark had
experienced the same difficulty, and to get the information,
he suggested having the traders submit statements of their
annual business.Z®
Letters from the American FPur Company added to the con-
fusion., In an earlier report, John Jacob Astor had failed
to gtate his exact returns, but indicated that they were

Low.8% Astor's sou, Wiillam B, Astor, reported a more likely

S A SRR A e R

26 50hn Dougherty to William Clark, October 25, 13831,
ibid., p. 53.

A e

27Thomas Forsythe to Lewis Cass, October 24, 1831,
ibid., p. 70.

. 28w1114an Clark to Lewis Cass, November 20, 1831,
ibid., p. 6.

stiBione e

29 . ) |
ibid., porg,Jaceb Astor to Thoras Benton, January 29, 1829,
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situation when he estimated the couwpany had a yearly profit
of "about & half a million of dollars.”BO It is probable
that only about one quarter of this amount was net profit
from the far western trade.3l These were the returns of
the largest company in the West, a firm which virtually
monopolized 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 wealthiest man in America (however influ-
ential) do their pleading.

Nevertheless, the trade still had its supporters. As
a solution to thelr problems, William Clark suggested that
a tariff be placed on furs, and the existing duties bhe lowered
on trade goods, In addition, he wanted Congress to put mounted
troops on the frontier to protect settlers and the trade. He
belisved that such a force could have great influence on the
Indiens of the upper Missouri. But at the same time, Clark
proposed a restrictive measure for the trade. Recognizing

that the liquor trade was doing injury to the Indians, Clark

or

30Willian Astor to Lewis Cass, November 25, 1831,
ibid., p. 77,

3lporter, Astor, II, 819-820.
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suggested that all alcohol be excluded frow the West .32
Within a few months, Congress had passed laws providing for
each of these measures.

In the summer Congress enacted & new tariif law which
returned the duty on woolen blankets to 25 per cent.33 The
act also placed a tax of 127 per cent on all incoming
“dressed” furs, and a 15 per cent tax on such trade items
as baskets and beads.3* Another law authoriged stationing
60C cavalrymen on the western frontier. TFutile employment
of infantry along the Santa Fe Trail had proved the necessity
of using horse soldiers in the West. ithough Congress was
primarily secking protection for the settler's frontier and
the commerce with the Mexicans, it gave passing consideration
ﬁe the fur trade. Before William Clark made his nroposal,
Senator Benton had declared that mounted goldiers 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 destruction of lives and property is

horribla.”35 William Ashley also spoke in favor of a mounted

- e o

32y3111am Clark to Lewis Cass, November 25, 1831, Senate
Documentg, 22nd Congress, lst Session, No. 90 {Seriszl Set
NC) " 213 ; » P« 74‘

33United States Statutes at Large, IV, 59k.

3hipid., 589-590.

Bﬁﬁagiste? of Debates, 21st Congress, lst Session,
p. 72,
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infantry. He wanted the troeps to provide general protection
of the frontlier, and particularly tc protect the Santa Fe
trade and fur traders who came in contact with the British
zlong the Canadian bordera36 However, the Far West presented
the same obstacles cof size and distance that it had to earlier
abteupts to provide military protection, Joshua Pilcher
stated the problem succinctly when he wrote to bthe Secrastary
of War of the "impracticablility of affording any general
protvection Cover the mountain traded ; . « the very nature
of that business 1s such as to put its protection out of the
power of any reasonablce number of troops. . . ." He coancluded
by saying: "It would cost more to Cprotect the trappersd than
the whole fur trade 18 worth.'37 After debating almost
entlrely on the need to protsct the settlers, and not the
fur trappers, Coagress authorized the President to raise the
Liroops.

Bven though these acts passad 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 tarilf and protecting the more civilized frontier. The

gave year, however, Congress enacted a law which, for the

e — .

36,

jllbiq., 22nd Congress, lst Session, III, 3391.
37J@ﬁhua Pilcher to Lewls Cass, December 1, 1831,

Senate Documents, 22nd Congress, lst Session, Ho. 90

{(Serial Set No. 213), p. 17.
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first time since LERL, was a dircet response to the operation
of the trade, particularly in the Far West. This new act
positively forbade bringing alcchol into the Indian country
for any purpose.

The law was another in a leng serdes asainst the liguor
traflic. Birnilar restrictions had been enacted during the
entire history of the western trade. But, until the 15201's,
the Jiguer law viclations invelved the eastern trade arcas
almoest exclusivelys38 Follewine the terminstion of the
fectory system in 1822, Congress Tfound it necessary to restate
the carlier prohibition acts. The new law gave the President
the authority to order searches of traders' goods whensver
39 Howevear, the chisf executive allowed the traders
to carry alcchol into Indian country for use by boatmen and
others who had to endure extrewe physical hardship. This
frequently enabled companies to evade the law by paddiag
employee rosters. In addition, government officials éom@m
times cooperated. Indian Superintendent William Clark allowed
liguor for "boatmen” listed as traveling with overland cara-

8
vans headed for the mountaln rendeavsusch“ Clark later

3%ks the early trappers on the upper Missouri did not
cerry on & thriving trade with the Indians, they had only
glight chances to use liquor in thelr commerce. In Oregon,
Astor's men had orders not to use it in dealing with the
Indians. TPorter, Astor, II, 794L-797.

39United States Statutes at Large, III, 682,

huBerry, Majority of Scoundrels, p. 300.
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ththas leKenney to James Barbour, February 14, 1820,
ASP:TA, II, 659-661.

Megi11500 Smith to William Astor, March 3, 1830,

Fredrick Merk, editor, Fur Trads and Empire: George Sim
son's Journal, 1&24«1023, (Cambridge, 1931), pP. 320=-321.

WS pndrew Hughes to William Clark, October 31, 1831,
Senabe Bucumbntsp 22nd Congress, lst Session, No. 90
({Serial Set No. 213), pp. 23-24.
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When Congiress proposed bighter restricticns in 1632, the
fur traders bitterly opposed the measure. Astor complained
fo William Ashley that the British competition had forced the
Amcoricans to use alecohol. I total prohibitlon were elffected,
then the American trade would be ruined wherever the British
were active.X0  But Ashley declded to support the measure,
as did Secretary Cass, another lrequent patron of the trade . ¥7

In July, Congress passed the bill, which provided for
absolute prohibition of alcohol. The ueasure was included
in a law dsaling with general administration of Indian
affairs.48 The governuent then rencwed its efforts lfor more
effective enforcement, and the American Fur Company becans
increasingly aware of the tighter control. The next year,
William B. Astor asked Cass to press for negotlatlions with
the British govermdent over prohibiting liquor Ifrom the
Hudson's Bay Company's trade, but to no avail.h?

Another company representative, Kenneth McKenzie, went
@1l the way to Washington from the upper Missouri to request

permission to use liquor against the British. He also feared

56Porter, Astor, II, 81l.
47Berry, Majority of Scoundrels, pp. 302-303.

h”Among other things, the measure created the position
of Commissionsr of Indian Affairs to serve under the Sec-
retary of War as director of the Indian Bureau. United
States Statutes at Large, IV, 564.

b9porter, Astor, II, 813.
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that the trappers developed thelr commerce not with government
support, but only by the application of additional means,
and a more Jjudicious organization of their business. "o+

The legislation which had any thing at all to do with
the trade, becawe so invelved in other issues thet the probleuns
of the trade seemed almost incidental and insignificant. The
adjustment of duties on furs represented very little economic
benefit to the trade, and could not be considered at all as
important governwent patronage of the fur companies. And as
Pilcher stated, the mounted infantry could not hepe to benefit
the trappers in the remote mountain regions. The scarcity of
debates on this plan testifies that Congress had little interw-
egt in giving military support to the trade.

By paseling laws prohibiting liquor, Congress actually
attempted to restrain the traders in spite of the threats that
the trade would collapse. The government hoped to extend its
influence in the West by protecting the Indians and not the
trade. In fact, it would protect the Indilans from the trade.
The generally lax enforcement of the liquor prohibition
measures was not due to government indifference. Rather, it
reflected the difficulties of policing the western territories
and, in addition, the influence that the traders had on a few

government officials staticned on the frontier.

Erar— s

51Report of Joshua Pilcher to the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs, November 25, 1838, Senate Documents, 25th
Congress, 3rd Session, No. 1 (Serial Set No. 338), p. 500.
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Having developed without government support, the fur
trade began to decline by 1834, for reasons alsc completely
unrelated to any government activity. Fashion changes in
Burope and the United States, not government sction or ine
actlon, were to ruin the trade. The trappers, confronted
with diminishing profits, began to abandon the mountaing

and seek other copportunities.



CHAPTER IV

THE FINAL YEARS: DECLINE AND INDIFFERENCE
18341846

John Jacob Astor's withdrawal from the American Fur Com-
pany in 1834 evidenced the beginning of the recession of the
fur trade. By the mid-1840's, the American trade throughout
the Northwest had been reduced to minimal significance. The
value of beaver pelts dropped to as low as a third of its
earlier height, whereas buffalo robes had become the most
important commodity, making up an increasingly large per-
centage of the annual trade.t

The decreasing demand for beaver fur was the major reason
for the trade's decline, but the absence of Astor's vigorous
support and interest wes aglso a factor. Without his finan-
cial backing, the fAmerican Fur Companyz had immediately
sought to remove its greatest competition from the Missouri

by securing the agreement with Sublette and Campbell. The

i .
John Z. Sunder, The Fur Trade on the Upper Missouri
1840-1865 (Norman, 1965), pp. 16-17. '

EAlthmugh Rausay Crook's firm, which purchased Astor's
interests around the Great Lakes, had the legal title of the
American Fur Company, the name continued to be applied also
to the operations of Pratte and Chouteau, Astor's succes-
sorg in the West.

93
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company's subsequent violation of the compact did them little
good as the fur trade in the intermountain area 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 Platte River, or south and west into the Mexican
territory, or north along the upper Missouri, The trads in
the latter area continued to be deminated by the American

Fur Company. The most powerful competition came from the
Union Fur Company, which, wlth ample financial support, traded
on the upper river aftesr lSAOq The company's frequent use

of liquor created considerable trouble, and resulted in its
withdrawing from the trade in 1845.

During the period of decline, the national government
made no effort to promote or encourage the fur traders., It
continued the policies which it had previously established.
The same year that Astor retired, Congress passed a compre-
hensive new Indian trade law. The act dealt with all aspects
of the trade, but produced few changes as it was mostly a
codification and amendment of earlier measures. It reduced
the western trader's license term from seven to three years,
and reaffirmed the law excluding foreigners from the trade.
The act also granted agents increased power to deal with
viclators of the liquor law, and forbade distilleries in

Indian c@untryaB To further improve the handling of frontier

BQQ 8. Statutes at Large, IV, 729-735.
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problems, Congress rearranged the adminiétratioa of Indian
affairs within the War Department on the same day that it
passed the trade law. This nmeasure established two Indian
agents for the unorganized western territorles, and confirmed
the agency for the upper Migsouri., It also stated that,

under penalty of $5,000 fine, no employee of the Indian Bureau
was to have any private intersst in the trade.* The govern~
ment again sought to pacify the Indians, promote thelr friend-
ship, and protect them from dsbauchery by the liquor traffic.
Thesge policies do not reflect a purely humanitarian purpose,
as peaceful and friendly Indians would benefit national
interests in the West,

Despite the apparent intent to improve control of the
trade activitles, the government's surveillance was very
erratic and generally ineffective., It was indicative of the
indifferencs to the far western trade. Likewlse, the govern-
ment showed 1ittle interest in the Upper Missourl Agency.
William Fulkafson, subagent for the Mandans and the tribes
farther up the river, resigned his post in 1838 after ﬁha
smallipox plague had occurred the previous year. Due to the
conditions in the area, the superintendent in 9t. Louis did

not appoint a replacement until four years later.”? Moreover,

bIpid., pp. 735-738.

5Anmia Heloise Abel, editor, Chardon's Jounral at Fort
Clark, 1834-1839 (Pisrre, South Dakota, 1932), p. x1;
Yunder, Upper Migsouri, p. 48.
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the government had 1little opportunity to help the Indians
during the plague, the stricken tribes being scattered
throughout the remote regicns of the upper river. The
vaccines sent intc the arca arrived toc late. Estimates
of the Blackfoot leosses ran as high as twe-thirds of the
tribe, but the Mlssourl trade continued. 6

Frequently, officials oversesing the Missouri trade
maintained very close ties with the private traders, partic-
ularly with the American Fur Company. In 1839, two years
after William Clark's retirement, Joshua Pllcher becane
superintendent at Jt. Louls. Since the collapse of his own
trading operations in the late 1820's, Pilcher had for a
while besn asscciated with the American Pur Company. During
his two-year tenure as superintendent, he fully cooperated
with the company’s tradse strategy. When the Whigs forced
Pilecher out of office, hs was replaced by David Dawson
Mitchell, another of the company's former associates.

During Mitchell's administration, the govermment responded
to pleas of the American Fux Company, and renewed its efforts
to end the liguor trade. The problom had never completely
disappsared in the 1830's, and the company was cne of the
wvorst violators. But when 1ts rival, the Union Fur Company,

Yo

began to trade with increasingly large quantities of alcohol,

6, . . )
Lewis, Blackfoct, p. R5.

?Sund@r, Upper Missouri, pp. 27-31.
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the clder concern urged the government bto appoint a sub-
agent to halt the liquor traffic. Thus, in 1842, President
Tyler named Andrew Drips to the pesition vacated hy William
Fulkerson four years earlier. Drips had to resisn from the
American Fur Conpany befors he could accept the offer~$
He then cooperated with his former smployers, even to the
extent of warning then when he planned to inspect thelr posts
g0 they could hide the liquor.? Other traders evaded Drips'
inspectiona, but net as successfully. Hig activities along
the Misscuri and the Yellowstons forced the Unilon Fur Company
out of the trade in 1845.1U 7

By allowing any liquor trade at all, Drips had helped
defeat the government's nurpose for the prohibition. The
violations which he permitted were designed to advance the
goals of his former company. He was finally dismissed by
the Indian Office in 1846. The government made similarly
poor choices in its appointment of cther agents for the upper
Missouri. In his journals, the fur trader Charles Larpenteur
save a brief character skstch of the agents who served during
the declining period of the river trade. Almost without

gxception, he denocunced them as worthless or drunkards.ll

8ibel, Chardon's Journal, pp. xli-xlii.

Y@1iiot Coues, editor, Forby Years a Fur Trader on the
Upper Migscuri, the Personal Narrabive of Charles Larpenteur,
1833-1872 (Wew York, 1898), II, A16-417.

¢06umd%r3AUp@er Missouri, pp. 8C-81.

LiCQueﬁg Forty Years, II, 412-418,
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As the fur trade was diwrdaishing, the government bhegan
co send mdlitary expeditions to the West. Three dmpertant
exploraetions were led by John €. Frémont between 1842 and
1E47. Fréﬁea~ g father-in-law, Sonater Thomas Boaton helped

4

2

terest was now cenberoed on

Lds

o
v b

Pn

rromote the venbures, but h

P

A M Y . P [
gettling the Far West and not con ths fur trade. Frevont

2l

degeribed the purpose of his firs

ot

assipgnment as an affort
t¢ debtermine the baest routes for immigrants going to South
Pags, and to atudy the possibility of lecabing posts along
the wavilz Nor did the last twoe sxpediticns concern the fur
trade, DBeaton encourapgzd ths second expedition in order o
¥ ] P gy PR , - 4w ey gy e ??3.3 e ’ e T
complete the "survey across the continent.”” Fremont's
third venture into the mountains was designed to sxplore
mach of the Mexican territories in the Southwest .,
The official government explorations and the westward

sxperiences of the

w

&
o

lmmdgration did benefit, however. from th
1w traders. The trappers had a better kuowledge of the Far
West than any other white men, and many of them leflt the

trade o work as gsuides for the renswed westward rmovement.

The Henry Dodze expedition, which traveled along the South

Platte and the Arkansas rivers in 1835, was lod by on Indian

12J0hn ¢. Frduont, Memoirs of My Life (Chicago, 1£87),
r. 69,

1 - . £
*BBanton; View, II, 540,

" vy P4 . .
*“ﬂr@mont, Hemolrs, pp. hRR-4L25.
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trader reforred to as Capbain Gants .42 Clristepler {Kit)

Cargon, the most farous western scout of all, Zoft his trap-

”<
ping operaticons to lead TFremcanbt on zach of lLids explorations.

Another trapper, Thumes Fitzpaubrick, alded Froment on hisg
second trip into the Wast.lé Pivzpatricik puided other
miiitary capeditlons as welil as dpmidgrant trains through the
Roecly Mountains. dJim Bridger, one of TFligpatrick's assoclates
in the fur trade, bullt a poest in present-day scubthwestern
Wyorniing, which sorved thoe Cregon and Califcrnila ploneers for
uany years.

Although the services which bhese and other trappers
rendered the westward wovenent were lmportant, they do not
repregent any far-reaching government attitude or policy.
These scouting activities do svidence the fact that the trade
no longer attracted some ol the nost capable trappers. In
many arcas 1t had almost cowpletely ended, while the govorn-
ment had dene ncothing to save it. Iandeed, with the world fur
markets weak, bthere was 1ittle that could be done other than
to subsidize the industry. Ixpensive protzction moasures were
an even less abtractive idea when the trade was declining than

»

when it was flourigshing. Congress did not seriously consider

¢‘Jaura&x of the march of a datachm@nt of dragoons, under
the command of Celonel Henry Dedge, durdng the suumer of
1835, ASP:MA, VI, 13C.

4
6Fremont$ Memoirs, p. 167.
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protvecting the trappers. The trade was obviously mot
lmportant encugh to warrant the expenditurs of the goveiri-

ment's tline and money.



CHAPTER V

THE ROLE OF THE AMERICAN FUR TRADE IN
THE OREGON QUESTION, 16181846

3

During the approximate quarter of a century following
the joint occupation agreement of 1818, the American fur trade
re-~entering the Oregon country faced an outstanding problem
that it did not encounter cast of the Divide. Whereas the
British were oxeluded from the competition in the territories
of the Louisiana Purchase, they had equal rizghts with the
Americans in Oregon. With the beginning of the Hudson's Bay
Company's more aggressive operations in 1824, the British
toock full advantage of their rights and were well represented
throughout the bterritory. The powerful and efficient company
soon imposed its influence on everyocne whoe entered Oregon.
Until the Northwest boundary was settled, in 1846, American
exapnsionists had ﬁhe opportunity to sncourage the fur
trappers as & means to counter the British.

With the exception of Ashley and the men who purchased
his interests, the Americans were not very successful against
the monopolistic Hudson's Bay Company, Following its merger
with the North West Company in 1821, the newly enlargad

British firm appointed George Simpson as administrative head,
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and John lMcloughlin as chief factor over the Oregon trade.
According to their orders, they conducted thelr company's
trapping operations with one major objective. Believing that
the Columbia would be the western part of the final boundary,
the British hoped first tc trap out the region to the south-
&ast (the Snake River area) and thus discourage the Americans
not only there, but in all of Oregon.l In addition to making
profits in furs, they would have occupied the area apd then
would have “something to give up on the South Lof the
Columbia)"” as a consolation to the United States when ths
boundary agreement was reached.?

To implement the company's plans, Simpson abandoned Fort
George in 1824 and woved the headquarters upriver to Fort
Vancouver, near the mouth of the Willamette. Other posts
were constructed to the east along the Columbia and its
tributaries. In addition, the company conducted annual expe-
ditions into eastern Oregon to trap and to secure the furs
of the Indians before they could trade them to the opposition.
The Anmerican competition occurred 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

Laovernor and Committee to the chief factors of the
Columbia Department, July 25, 1825, Merk, Empire, pp. 252-253;
Governor and Committee to George Simpson, March 12, 1827,
jﬁmtg ppn 286‘”2&?1 ’

zGavernor and Committee to George Simpson, January 16,
1828, ibid., p. R9%L.
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serious enough to affect international relations occurred.
Moreover, chief factor MclLoughlin hospitably received most
of the Americans who ventured as far west as Fort Vancouver.
On one occasion he gave refuge to Jedediah Smith, who had
lost his furs and most of his men to the Unguah Indians
along the Coast. Hoping to prevent similar disasters o
his own men, McLoughlin recaptured the furs, and purchased
then from Smith.3

In the early 1830C's, new American opposition appeared
in Oregon, Nathaniel Wyeth, of Bostcn, headed an expedition
to the lower Columbla, where he planned to base extensive
trading and fishing operations. However, the wreck of his
supply ship forced him to return to Bogton and begin anew.
On his second trip west, Wyeth established Fort Hall on the
upper dnake River, but his trade with the Indians and trap-
pers failed due to the competition of the Hudson's Bay
Company which finally bought him out in l@B?.“ During the
same peried, Captain Benjamin L. E. Bonneville, ancther
ambitious American, made an atteupt to compete with the
British Company. Before going to Oregon, Ronneville
recelved a leave of absence from the Army, with the undar-

standing that he was to report on the Indians and the

L T SRR — PErT P ——

BFr&mci@ D. Haines, Jr., "The Relttions of the Hudson's
Bay Company with the American Fur Traders in the Pacifiec
Northwest,” The Pacific Northwest Quarterly, XL (October,
1949), 283-298,

“Pnillips, Fur Trade, II, 461-L6k.
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geography of the Weat .~ Although his trade operations failed,
he did make a brief report to his commanding officers. In
it he described not only the Indians and the western terrain,
but also the Hudson's Bay Company's strength and influence
in Oregon. He was very anxicus to sec the Dritish company
expelled, and thus pointed out the vulnerability of some of
their autpostsvé While searching for more fur countivy,
Bonneville's associates made important explorations %o the
Pacific Coast. This provided him with information for maps
of the Northwest, which were the mogt signiflicant contribu=
tions of his venture.’

As a well organized monopoly with support of the British
government, the Hudson's Bay Company dowinated all of the
Oregon trade except in that part of the intermountain areca
wapt of the Divide where Ashley's men concentrated. With
their high quallty trade goods, the company galned consider-
able prestige among the Indians. This led to nany accusations
by Congressmen that they had instigeated the numerous Indian
attacks on American trappers. But even such a knowledgeable

trader as William Ashley was not absolutely sure that the

T b R oSl Ko . v

I

“Benjamin Bonneville to Lewls Cass, September 30, 1835,
Annie Heloise Abel, editor, "Letters of General B, L. E.
Bonneville," The Washington Historical Quarterly, XVIII
{duly, 1927}, 221,

6B@njamin Bonneville to Alexander Macomb, July 29,
l{.%BBg i}gida 3 }:’pt .1.0*21941

PrentiatnerRoon

7Chittenden, Fur Trade, II, 4R9-43C.
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British were gullty. When writing to Senator Benbon about
the Hudson's Bay Company's involvenment, Ashley could only
say that he was "unavoldably led %o the belief,” and "it
appears that” they had encouraged the t?oublﬁﬁﬁ A more
correct opinion came from Joghua Pilcher, who had made
numerous conbacts with the British in Oregon. Pilcher
stated that he had seen "nothing to justify the opinion
that they excited the Indians to kill and rob ocur citizens."”

By the mid-1830's, the British activities and the
depressed fur wmarkets had combined to drive most of the
American treppers from Oregon. The coumpany pian had suc-
ceedad thus far; American interest declined excaspt for the
aissionaries who were Just beginning to come to the Columbia.
But with these small groups cf immigrants, a new type of
competition took the place of the fur trade. The Hudson's
Bay Company would scon find itself outnumbered by the
American pioneer farmers.

In the meantime, the United 3tates Congress had con-
tinually debated the issue of protecting national interests
in Oregon. Represeantative John Floyd and Senator Benton led

the expansionist blocks; and, as early as December, 1820,

g e st i W

24
“William Ashley to Thomas Benton, January 11, 1829,
Morgan, William H. Ashlev, p. 154.

YJoshua Pilcher to John Eaton, no date given, Ssgnate
Documents, 2Lst Congress, 2nd Sesiion, No. 39 {Serial Set
Wo. 2037, pe 17.
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Floyd made his Iirst resolution to estabilish a lort on the
lower Columbia. The committee appointoed to study his pro-
posais presented a lengthy report and a bill to ccoupy

lands on the river and prepare for settlement of the area.

The report stated that two small posts (the other cne to be
located on the headwaters of the Missouri) would be sulficient
to protect the fur trade in Oreganﬁlg But the bill did not
include & provigion 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 ol justice in the area.,>+ In the report,
the committee even expressed hope that the men sent to the
post could take thelr fowllies.*® The provisionsof the bill
which directly related to the fur trade inveived extending
the licensing regulations, liquor lawe, and cther govern-
nental conbyols into the territwry.lB The trade, when
developed, would come under the same restricticns and super-
vigion as currently existed east of the Divide. The committee
did not intend for the traders to endanger Indlan relations

»

by their unrestrained opposition to the British.

- [FRp—, o g o ona e i A e S ki o o AP | VY L

10rnnals of Congress, 16th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 954.

I PN .
“=Ibid., p. 958.

@

Ibid., p. 956.

31mid., op. 958-959.
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The report referred to the trade in two basic respects,
as a source of wealth which the Americans ought to enjoy
ingtead of the British, and as & votential means of securing
the Indian's friendship and allegiancs to the United Stat&&.lh
When Floyd made hig resolutions, the American fur traders
had not opsrated in Orszgon since the North West Company
forced them out in 1813. To aid the government in ite
expansion into Cregon, the trade would first have to be
re~established in the area. But the House rofused to even
congider Floyd's measures, and thus withheld anv encourage-
ment. for sither the fur trade or the pioneer farmers.+o

After presenting a similar resclution which the next
segsion of Congress also rejected, Floyd tried again in
December, 1822, The debates which followed his third pro-
posal to cccupy the Columbia revealed the various Congres-
sional attitudes toward the Cregon country. As chiefl
proponent of the measures, Floyd delivered a major address
on the history of Oregon and its future as a conmercial
center. The Virginis Representative again suggested not
only occupying the Columbla, but also cceasionally ssnding
troops into the area to display the strength of the United
States. This would net be expensive, as he believed that a

trell to the lower Columbia would be Yeasy, safe, and

e s e o i e i sk [R—— p— PN

thinig., p. 957.
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&xp@diti@us.wlé Fioyd foresaw that the greatest aconomic
gain from the coccupation of Oregon would be the opening of
trade with China.t’! He gave more auphasis to the fur tradse
than any other of several commercial enterprises which would
develop in the territory and become invelved in the Oriental
commerce.  In dlscussing the fur trade, his greatest interest
by far lay in its potential as an ilmmediabe source of wealth
for the United Statss, and not as a means of securing lAmeri-
can claims to Cregon, or winanlng the Indian's fri@ndship.lg
Contrary to the opinions of wmany of his contemporaries,
Floyd belicved that the settlers, who would come to Oregon
after the cccupation, would not want to separabe from the
Union. Thus, to further secure the territory, he appealed
to the farmuers to move West with thelr "plough ... . the
graat benefactor of mankind. "+

The establishmant of a fort near the Paclific Coast
promised other advantages. Robert Wright, of Maryland, not
only wantad to protect the fur trade, but to promote fishing

and whaling activities.®Y TFraucis Baylies, of Massachusetts,

gave primary consideration to the advancement ol the

*°Ibid., i7th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 407.
171nid., pp. KOL-405.

léfl;gb;;ﬁw Dise 39‘8*4{30, LOS-LGT,

“Lr}U;\’:‘;}L' s Dp. RUBSLOS,

207pid., p. A1z,



vhaling industery, hut alsc heped to ses thoe lusbering

industry and ths s=al trade ubvwlcp.zl
Floyd's resolutions met abiff opposition, howsver, [rom
such men as Geovge Tueker, of Virginia, whe doeclarad that

L T TR L SN 9.
ast would soeparave rom the

~

S

sebtlonents on the Pacific O
Union. He was agalinst "loviting a settloment which « . .
yuast, In the nature of things, be lost Lo this naticn, 22

Ancther congressman bellieved that wilitary protection would

be of no valuve to the cormercial intorests, and would actuslly

harm the fur trade by crsating Indian resentment .23
Thus, ths Orepon question of the early 1820's was nore
1,

complex than the problem of cxpansicn withia ths bounds of

the Loulsiana Turchase. The areas east of the Divide, as

wall a8 the nountaln reglouns of eastern Oregon, had but one

immediate commerclal potential, the fur trade. But the lower

Columbia River valley and thoe Orepon ceast had additicnal
possibilities which the sxpansionists belleved could be
guickly explolted. Accordingly, the debatoes reveal only a

glight interest in encouraging farmers to rovs to the area,
The owphasis was on industry and commerce.
Degspitec the predictions of great rewards for occupying

Oregon, the House refused to pass Floyd's bill until two

g i o bl Y S o 7B ) g - A ot s b e 3 S

2linid., pp. 413-416.
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vears laber, on December 23, ZSZAQQQ silgnificantly, this
was just over two weeks after Prosident Monrce had delivered
his last annual redsags, Iun which he proposed sstablishing

a post near the mouth of the Ccoluabla, The President had
gtated that:

Qur commerce and fisherics on that soa and along
the coast . . . are increasing. It is thought
that a military post, to which our ships of war
might resort, wculd afford protection toc every
interest, and have a tendenecy %o conclliate the
tribes to the northwest. . . . It is thought alsc
that by ths establishment of such a nost the inkber-
course between our Western States and Territories
and thes Pacific and our trade with the tribes
r&&idimg in the intarier on each side of the
Rocky Mountains would be essentially promoted.z5

Before establishing the fort, Monrow wanbed to send o ship to
sxplore bhe area and chooso the baest loecation. The President
was thinking in terms of coastal operations; no bust was to
be bullt in the intericr mountain area. He considared the
spa and coastal trade just as iuportant, 10 not more so, than
the interior fucr trade.

In the meantime, Themas Denton had heen toving to obbain
senate approval toe "tale and retain poesssssion of the terri-
tories of the United Statss, on the NHorthwest coasht of

26

Apmerica,” Congress virtually ignored his proposals until

NN, i b A S b Tl GRSt 13 ORI TP N1 14 A R . st i, 5, AR . S AR NI 2 A S S A

z@naéistef of Debates, 18th Congress, 2nd Session,

fon
zﬁﬁi hardson, Messages and Papers, 11, 262.
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z@ﬁaaiatar of Debates, 17th Congress, 2nd Session,




after President Monroe supportod ths plan. The Sonate

"{'

dabatas, which followad in the winber of 1825, roesenbled
the arsumznte In the Housa. Lpadn, thoro wers varicd

>} L] K
acononic interests cn the MNorthwast Coast. Banton, in
his major addrass, predicted that a fort on the lower
Columbia world protest the Oragon fur trado, bring the

2

Indians under Awerican influvonce, and bacome an important

=

sea nort, for whaling and Oriental tradz. In addition,

&

im

transcontinental trade would doveleop alons the Missvuri and

T o N . o oy 5 TR S S - g [P 5o .
Columbhia rivers, but ths "greatest advanbase: of all” was to

nopulate Orasgen with Americans and not with fo&@igﬁ&rs.27
However, at this time, Denton did =not bhelicsve thal Oregon
would remalin a part of the Unlen. Thoe Unitad States should
axberd only to the Jecky Mountains whore “the statue of the
fabled god, Torminmus ould bo raised upcn its hishest
neak, nevertc boe thrown ucmu.”zg Therefore, according to
Jenton, the fur trade was but one of seversal entarsriscs
which, when established in Oreron, world ha of innediate
heneflt to Arerican coiltimens. After Cropgor haod forued a

gsoparate nation, its commorcee wourld bo f advantage to both

countbries.

In enurerating the bases of the American title to Oregon,

3

enton cited five events, including the Astorians' fur
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szO&d.g 18th Congress, end Session, pp. 709-~711.
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trading ventures.®¥ He denounced the British claims as a
mere "naked pretention, 3V but his opronants! support of
British rights to Oregon vresentsed the major ohgbtacle to
Senate passage of the bill, Senator Dlclkarscn, of Now Jorsey,
typifled the opposing view by stating that tho United States
should not usc military force in a territory Jointly ocou-
pled with Ingland. Furthermora, the nation had exbtend:d Sar
enough west, and there were plenty of wacant lands for
Americans east of the Rocky Mountains.3l A mejority of the
Senators agreed with Dickersen, and on March 1, 7825, they
tabled the hill. 2

By the times the Senate killed ths hopes of Renton and
Floyd, the Americans were once more in the Oraogon trade.
Ashley's men had been in the intermountain area (ircluding the
mountain regions of southeastern Oregon) for ahout fiftzen
months. They were experiencing the first of Ashlevic two
most successful hunting seasons, and in the summer they would
attend the first rendezvous. But, cnly elghteen days sliter
the Senate’s action, CGeorse Simpson simnalad the intsnsifi-

cation of the Hudson's Bay Company's activities in Orsgon

e i iy o S pa © s apr - . TN

[ Y 3 p I
290h vbhers were Gray's discovery of the Columbia, the
Lonisiana Purchase, the Lewls and Glark expedition, and the
troaty with Spain in 1829. Ibid., p. 705,
DA ey o .
2VIbid., pe 703

s . N e .
Toid., pp. O690-092,
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32101d., p. 713.
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possibility of Amsrdcan military occupation, Great Britain
was anxious to zuarantee the Hudson's Bay Company continued
access to the 3Snake Rivar country,Bé According to Albert
Gallatin, the naw Minister to Easland, the Unlted States

officials had becone more certain than ever that Oregon would

naturally be populated by "agrlcultural emigrants’ fronm
America. If the British tried to settle Oregon, they would
have to use "artificlal neans," as they were much farther
away, and werc not faced with a "progressive increase of
population,™ as the United States was.37 Believing the
territory would eventually bBe aligned with their nation, the
Amaricans wers thus more willing to leave Oregon open to hoth
countries for a while. This confidence stems from factors
completely unrelatad to the fur trade. The manner in which
the Anericans operated the far western fur trade left no
permanant gebttlements at all. The trappers lived a completely
moblle 1ife, and could nct be counted on to make any sub-
stantial and permanent increase in the Orsgon population.
The American diplomats therefors based thelr hopes on the
farmers, anot the fur traders.

Nevertheless, the activitias of Astorts men were once

again cited by the diplomats zs & substantiation cf American

36Merk, Gallatin and Oregon, pp. L, 7-8.

11 37"The Uregon Question," Adams, Writings of Gallatin,
L, 532.



rights in Oregon.38 But Gallatin warned against over
emphasis of the claims to the area around Astoria, He
cautioned the Secretary of State, Henry Clay, that

the settlement and restitution of Astoria may
be forecibly urged as strengthening the claim
of the United States to the whole territory;
but . . . it would be dangerocus to adduce
those incidents, as giving a stronger claim
to the absolute sovereignty over that spot
than on any other part of the territory. As
there can be no higher title or right than
that of such sovereignty, the argument could
not be pregsed without acknowliedging that the
right of the United States to the residue of
the territory was something less than one of
absolute sovereignty.

The c¢laims to Oregon did not,_howeﬁer, play a major role in
the boundary negetiations, as American rights toc at least a
part of the territory were already recognized. The most
persistent dispute inveolved the gquestion of guaranteed access

to the Columbia River and to Puget Sound .40 The fur trade

3%4n example of the use of the fort at Astoria as a
confirmation of American claims is found in: Protocol of the
Seventh Conference of American and British Plenipotentiaries,
December 19, 1826, ASP:FR, VI, 669-670,

. 3% 1bert Gallatin to Henry Clay, August 10, 1827, ibid.,
p. 695,

h”?ug@t Sound and the lower Columbia were the only deep
water harbors between San Francisco Bay and the forty-ninth
parallel. A dangerous sand bar across the mouth of the
Columblia made the river the less desirable of the two ports,
Nevertheless, the Columbia was particularly important to the
Hudson's Bay Company's interior fur trade. In the negotia~
ticns, the British refused the Americans' offer of the

forty-ninth garallel to the Pacific, with guarantesd naviga-
tion rights %o the Columbia. The Americans would not accept
the British gra,osai of the forty-ninth parallel to the
Ceolumbla, and thence along the river to the Pacific, with a
cesslon &f land around Puget Sound. Merk, Gallatin and

Oregon, pp. 69-73.
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was important only as one of the commercial pursuits which
would 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
crossed the Divide into Oregon always remained based in

St. Louis, and not in territories jointly occupied with
Great Britain. The Americans wmade frequent contacts with
the British in the Snake River 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 year's
notice when it wished to end the agreemenﬁ.bl Albert Gallatin
later expressed his belief that the convention had left the
American traders at a disadvantage in facing the glant
British company in Oregon. He stated that the Hudson's Bay
Company had "exclusive possession of the fur-trade.” More-
over, Gallatin said that:

This could not be prevented otherwise than by

resorting to actual force; the United States

Lwasd not then elther ready or disposed to

run the risks of a war for that object; and

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

bly, 5. stetutes at Large, VII, 360.
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United States by virtue of a compact and with

their consept than in defiance of their

authority.hg

During the next few years, the anti-cxpansionists used
this pacifistic attitude to defeat more measures calling for
the occupation of the Columbia. In December, 1828, Floyd
introduced a new bill to establish a post in Oregon. Again
the fur trade was named as one of several comuercial pursuits
which would benefit from such action. In speaking of the
trade, Floyd once more emphasized its econcmic aspects and
not its possible influence with the Indians.43 His concern
was still focused more on immediate profits than on the long
range benefits for expansion throught Indian alliances and
friendship. The debates over the occupation of Oregon con-
cerned a varlety of subjects, such as possible violations of
the joint occupation agreement, the distance and money involved
in nilitary movements, the belief that Oregon would separate
from the Union, the definitbn of Fort Vancouver as a military
base or a trading post, the alleged aggressions of the
Hudson's Bay Company, and the numerous economic possibilities.hh

Specifically regarding the fur trade, the opposition was

typified by the attitude of Congressman Mitchell, of Tennessee,

h2nThe Oregon Question,” Adams, Writings of Gallatin, IXI,
517.

43R@giat@r of Debates, 20th Congress, 2nd Session,
pp. 125-126, 147<150.

bIpid., pp. 134-141, 173-175, 188-189.
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whe declared that "if a cowpany of hunters want to establish
themselves far beyond ocur limits for the sake of gebting
furs, let them do it, but tax not your Govermment to aid
them in their schemes,"#5 Important opposition came from
Edward Bates, of Missouri, who believed that "onsz or two
1ittle forte” in Oregon wers a waste of Lime and money,hé
Bates also predicted that a peost on the mouth of the Columbia
might divert inland fur trade traffid to the Pacific and not
down the Missouri.®7 This caused Floyd to claim that Bates
was sacrificing the interssts of the nation for those of
St. Louis.h8 But, regardless of Floyd's offeorts, the Houss
defeated his bill in early January, 162049

In the Senate, the cxpansionists made no immediate
abtbenpts to protect American interests in Oregon. Thomas
Benton volced his disgapproval of the situation by voting
sgainst the renewal of joint occupation, and calling for
continued negotiations to reach a final boundary settlement .2V
The investigations of the state of ths fur trade which Benton

sponsorad during the next few years, frequently related

hgﬁ&iﬁi” P, 137.
h@ghi@,, p. 152,
471pid., p. 129.
hgégig@i p. 148,

k%;gég,g p. 192.

F‘,‘l"
“~Benton, Views, I, 111.
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directly to the conditions in Oregon. The complaints about
the Hudson's Bav Company tariff advantages volced in the
report of February, 1829, involved the trade both east and
west of the Divide,’! Ths sanme report also told of Black-
foot depredations in Oregon, which William Asghley blamad
on the British.>5? Aghley also advised the committoee of the
Hudson's Bay Company's plan to deplete the fur supply in the
area southeast of the Colurbia.’3 He was convinced that,
without government protection, the Oregon trade would scon
collapse. In another letter to Benton {which the 3enator
did not include in the report), Ashley expressed his concern
for those who wished te emlgrate to Oregon. He was against
their going, as they had "net the lesst conception of the
misery they would lead their families to by such an act. "ok
The conditions on the far western frontier did not, however,
inspire any Congressional action.

Two yvears later, in answer to a Senate request, President

Jackson presented a report from experienced traders on the

5L0ne of several examples of the complaints concerning
the effect of high tariffs on the Uregon trade is found in
C. C. Cambreleng to Thomas Benton, January 12, 1829, Senate
Documents, R20th Congress, 2nd Session, No. 67 (Serial Set
No. 161), p. 10

52yil1ism Ashley to Thomas Benton, Jamuary 20, 1829,
ibid., pp. 13-14.

53ws1iian Ashley to Thomas Benton, November 12, 1827,
ibid., p. 1L.

»hyi114an Ashley to Thomas Benton, January 11, 1829,
Morgan, William H. Ashley, p. 185.
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British activities in Oregen. In the commnication, Joshua
Pilcher aclinowledged that the ludson's Bay Company had virtual
contrel of the commerce west of the Rocky Mountains. He
described the American trade as "Jaboring under sericus
difficulties.” Rather than rmilitary action,; Pilcher sug-
gested the government enact more faverable tariff laws, and

& . 2 » N 28 )
terminate the joint cccupation agreeuert.”? Three of the

Jackgon, and William Sublette, also reported on the Oregon
trade. Like Ashley, the men were sware of the Hudson's Bay
Company's pilans to trap cut the Snake River arca., They
denounced the Jeint occupation agreement as having given the
British their opportunity to trap country which was certain

"

to become a part of the United States. The traprers commented
upon MelLoughlin's "kind and hogpitable” treatment of Jedediah
Smith after his robbery by the Unqguah Indians .0 They also
releted Smith's observation of the company's cther pursuits
at Tort Vancouwver. The British farced, raised cattle, and had
saw nidlls, grist »wills, gunsnmiths, blacksmiths, and other

activitlies of a more permanent nature than the fur trade.>7

e+ SRS R K 05 54 B T i

23Joshua Pilcher to John Eaton, no date given, Senate
Documents, Rlst Congress, 2nd Session, No. 39 (Serial Set
I@Q w 2(33-} E] ‘}T}* 3'?'

ﬁéJedediab Smith, David Jackson, and William Sublette
to Johw Eaton, October 29, 1330, ibid., p. 23.

*I1pia., p. 22.
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After the Senatve received the last report, they dld not
pive the Cregon trade any consideration until 1637, when
Lewis Linn, of Misscuri, began to promcte Amerlean lnterest
on the Pecific Ceagt. By that time many of the trappoers had

s
§

ready Seft the acurtaing. Hathanlcl Wreth's sale of Fort

e

;mv
I

flall in the sawe year wmarks the approximate ond of sericus

competition bebween the Hudson's Bay Company and the Anerican

fue traders. A second phass in the Oregon dispube was already
underway, &8 national inberest in the territory began to shift
sbrongly Lo dmalgration and colonlgation,

rincipal Torerunncrs of thwe great Lwodlgrant flood

the 18408 were the missicnarics who wont to Oregon partiall
in respoese to the requast of the Flathead Indians for teachers
of the Christian gospel. Traveling to Oregon with Wyreth's
seecond ecxpedition in 1834, the Methodists, Jason and Daniel
Lee, cstablished thely party in the Willamatte Valley., Within
a few years, the Presbyterians and Catholics frllowed, and,
alwost without cxeention, woro well reecglved by Meloughlin

at Forv Vancouwver, Thege miaﬁjnuafv activitics helped create

interest in Oregon, as did the work of Hall dJackson Kelley.

ot
e

o}

£

2iley, a Massachusetts teacher, who considered himself
to he a virtval messiah for the Oregon country, had gealously
sought to colonige the territory since the nid-1820's., By

1831, he had formaed the Amerdican Soclety for Enccuraging the
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Setbleoment of the Oregon Country.”’Y Rolley's ebhenpts e
colonize Cregon falled to erouss impedlate interest, yebt
he conbivually petitioned Congress, and his cliculars and

- - 5 . A et 1, 2 e e o e & .
panphlets were widely read. Aside from ndssicnaries, plo-

]

naers A1 not enlgrate to Cregen in considerable numb.ors
for geveral years. Dezinning in 1042, large enigrant traing
annually travoeled to the lower Columble River and surround
ing ares. Thelr presence. in the arca dominatad the intersets

the national zovermment In thoe Tinel yeors of Joint
cooupatbdon.

Lnticipating the novenert to the Pacific Coast, Lewls
Linn, in 1035, introduced in th. Senato o now resoluticn for
the occupation of Orezeon. Linn's propoged HIll inclnded
agbablishing & fort on the Lower Columbia and sending troops
into the area. The establishment act only would protect
Arerican interests, but also would porve as a port of entey,
ke & wmeans of cowbrol, the territory wes to be placed undar

EA T T T Ty Y ey a 5
federal commerclal regplations,-

S

Although briefliy discussed
at tines, the nwasures wore hot seriously debated until 1842,
The Scnate delayed censideration of the Orepon problem so
that it would nct interfere with settloment of ancther en-
tanglement with Oreat Britain, the dispute over the nerthe~

gagbtern frontier.

it s Y s A - A T R S SArOAT s N eI e W e

Sefrad Ux ber Powell, @dltor, h&¢¢ J Kelley on Oregon,
{ Princeton, LQBQ)9 pp. xii, 267.

59he Congrassional Globe, R5th Congress, 2nd Session
pp. 168-16Y,
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the last thres sections of ths Bill doald with the administra-
an g %y o e GO

tiom of Justics in the arse.™

In the debates whizh followed, the Senat: ddzougsd a
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tary cocupation was itsall a viclaticn of the agresmant and
would thus preripitate war.®r The fur trade was alsc

invoived, onc: azaln as an for gupporting national
2laims to Oregon, It was generally recognlized as having

anded wast of thes Divids, 2 fact which brought mnixed reactions.

Pl

Senator Benton deplored the fallure of

protbact the trappers from the Hudson's

the gevernment to

Bay Company, and
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“Uipid., 27th Congress, 2nd Session,
737.
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. UIbid., 27th Congress, 3rd Sesalen,
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declared that “ruin has overtaken' even the most powerful
American companies in the West ,02 Contrariwise, Senator
MeDuffie, of South Carolina, stated that:

It is not proper to held out such inducements to

our citigens to engage in these adventurous pur-

suits. There are no advantages to be derived

from them, The advantages of the fur trade have

been highly extolled; but I have seen no results

but the enormous wealth of John Jacob Astor, an

one or two cthers, to justify the commendation.
Another opponent predicted that the decline of the Oregon
fur trade would benefit the United States, as the British
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 American enterprise which had failed
to succeed in Oregon. Congressmen emphasized it as an
example of how the Hudson's Bay Company had controlled the
territory, and did not promote it as a future means of
countering the British.

Instead of the fur trade, immigration was recogniged as
the best method of expansion. Even Senator Benton proposed
that the guns and weapons of the pioneer farmers would be

the naticn's most “effective negotiator[a],”65 Another

‘62The Congressional Globe, R7th Congress, 3rd 3Session,

De 78,

63£§;ﬁa, p. 200.

I

Ob1pia., p. 212.
“Spenton, View, II, 482.
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Senator who supported the protection bill expressed confidence
in those who wonld go west and establish American claimg by
"living on the seil,“éé On the other hand, John Calhoun
believed that the force of the American population, which
was increasing at & rate of more than "three per cent. com-
pound annually,” would not need government support to win
Oregon to the United States.®7 When the Oregon bill was
voted upon in February, 1843, the Senate supported the
measure by a very narrow margin,65

In the meantime, the House had given only slight con-
sideration to similar protection measures for Oregon. The
initial resolutions were made in 1838 by Caleb Cushing, of
Massachusetts, However, the chairman of the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, to which the bill was referred, opposed
it on the basis that military occupation viclated our agree-
nent with Great Britain. He recognized that the Hudson'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. 3Shortly after the Senate voted

{favorably on the measure, the House Foreign Affairs Committee,

eI S A ) 1S s - L Yt SR AR AW 5 RPN

zzféTh@ GCongressional Globe, R7th Congresse, 3rd Session,
P .

é'?:;mm@.' » p' 1072 *
681p1d., p. 240.
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which had agein been appointed to study the preoposals, killed
the bill by recommending its rajactian.ég

Before the joint cccupation agreement ended, Congress
made other gimilarly uusuccessful atbempts to intervene
directly in Oregon. It continued to concentrate its lnterests
more on colonigation than on the fur trade. The expansionists
soon directed thelr proposals toward the establishment of a
territorial govermment, but to no avail.

Thus, for over two decades, the governmnent had failed to
offer any encouragement to the fur trade, or any cother pro-
posed venture in Oregon. In writing of the territorial dis-
pute, Albert Gallatin observed that it wes a "remarkable
fact . . . that Congress has actually done nothing” to
protect Americans in the area; and, because of this, the
fur trade "remained engrossed by the Hudson's Bay Coumpany”
throughout the period of Joint occupatisn.70 But the
expansionists had not ignored the situation. Even before the
American trappers re-entered Oregon, Floyd and Benton futilely
gought to send troope to the Columbia and to construct a fort.
Beginning in 1824, the mountain men were active west of the
Divide for a little more than & decade, and the government

gtill refused to glve its support. It persisted in this

SV e e > P o

691pid., p. 297.

1 7Orihe Oregon Question,’ Adams, Writings of Gallatin,
, 522,



policy until after the trade declined. &t different tinmes,
both houses of Congress 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 being
the chief concern, PFurthermore, during the debates of the
1820's, the trade was but one of many potentially valuable
industries in Oregon, and thus was not always given primary
consideration, After the trappers had begun to leave the
mountaing, the final debates on protection nmestly dnvolved
the settlers. The American diplomats, and other officials,
eften referred to the activitles of Astor's men as a sub-
stantiation of title to Oregou, but claims to the area were
virtually taken for granted. The joint cccupation agreement
even helped validate the rights of both naticns to the
territory.

Emigration, and not the fur trade, became the outstanding
factor in American interest in Oregon. Beginning with Floyd's
sarliest proposals, the government recognized the potential
of the settiers for countering the British. When the joint
occupation agreement was renewed in 1627, the diplomats were
cenfident of the future influence of epigration, The final
settiement of the Uregon 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 ol the Snake Hiver country, where
the contest for the furs cecurred. The territorial dispute
centbered on the area north of the Columbia River, where no
important Amnerican trading companies had ventured. A year
before the boundary was established, the Hudson's Bay Com-
pany moved its headquarters north to Vancouver Islend. The
move away from the Columbla was not only indicative of the
fact that the company had begun to Lear for its safety among
the many new American residents, but also signified the
river's decline as an important center of fur trading activi-

1 .
tiﬂsa7* Indeed, the Oregon trade had virtually ended, and

the territory was being permanently settled by the ploneer
farrers.

b -

7lgalbraith, The Hudson's Bay Company, pp. 222-22k.




CHAPTER V1
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 early
attempts of Lisa, Astor, and others to establish operations
in the mountains and on thé Columbia River. After the mid-
16203, when the western trade finally developed in spite of
the resistance, the Indiane continued to endanger the lives
of the trappers. In addition, the Americans’ greed pitted
themselves against one another. The opposition which they
enccuntered from the Hudson's Bay Company varied in inten-
gity on either side of the Continental Divide. The government
excluded all foreigners from the trade to the east of the
Divide, but the British maintained their contacts with many
of the tribes in the area. In Oregon, the Americans faced
the full brunt of the Company's nonopolistic end efficient
organigation. Aftsr the trade reached its greatest period

of activity in the early 1830's, a final frustration, the

129
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drop in the world fur wmarkets, helped bring the wountain
commerce to an end. Then the picneer movement to Oregon
began te deminate the intorest in the Northwest.

Regardless of the problens it faced, the fur trade
ngver roceived any substantial encouragement from the governe-
ment. Yet the trappers werce the nation's most lwmportant
repregsentatives in the Far West. Their contacts with the
British and Indians (both ¢f whom wanted to halt American
expangion) had made the trade a potential instrunent for
the government's frontier policy. To take advantage of this
opportunity, the government could have supperted the trade
and helped tec make it a stable and infliuentlal force. The
chief advocates of such a policy invariably proposed to
extend military protection into the mountain areas. They
also backed trade and tariff laws to ald the trappers in
their competition against the British., However, regarding
the government'’s response to the problems of the wesbern
traders, one wverridiné factor existed: +the lack of a
cotwacy basic goal. The government principally wented to see
ite govereignty and influence extended to the Pacilic Coast,
Bast of the Divide this meant that it had to check the control
of the British over Indians already living in United States!
territories. Across the mountains, the government desired
to acquire full title to Oregon, as well as to win the

Indians® leoysity. The western fur trade, on the other hand,



wag a private industery. The traders dirocted all of their
cnergies toward securing profits iun any pessible way, regard-
less of the Federal laws or Phe welfars of thoe Indians. The
aborigines could not be wooed and explolted at the sane

tine.

The govornment and the traders did, naverthel.css, have
a common enemy, ths British. DBoth dovbtlessly benefited from
the law of 1915 which ferbade the Brltish to trap in terri-
tories east of the Rocky Mourtains., And, if the presence of
the American trappers in the Worthwest did not ss=rve to extend
the sovernment's influcnce inbo the ares, it abt least helved
to diminish, in scwe degree, the British avthority among the
Indians. But over-all, the threat of the British competition
along the upper Missouri or in Oregon was not sufficlent to
arocuge a2 majority of Congregsmoen to action.

Instead of cooperating, govermuent officials and trade
personncel becaue antagonistic, primerily over thelr different
Indian policies. Desiring the friendship of the tribes,
Congress opposed the traders who, involved in e rivalry
asion; themselves and with the British, scught to subjugabe
and take advantage of the Indians. Liguor became the nost
effective neans of securing the trappers’® objectives. DBut,
for both humanitarian and nationalistic purposes, the govern-
ment endeavored to protect the Indians from debauchery and

exploltation. The factory systen and earlier restrictive



laws had already seob a precedent fuoe such aciion bofore the
mountain trade was reactivatod in the 1620°%sz After the

factory systen was terainated, the location and liquor laws
constitubed the govermuaent's major atbeupt to cestrain the

+

traders. Bub, in the Far Wost, striet znfourceucnt of the
neaBUres prove bo be vicbually impossible due to the
vastness of the area. In addition, the company cisrks and
the itinerant, ssemi-sSavage wountain men were nolb casy Lo

diseipline. The liquor Law was only partially successfuw

un the upper Missouri, and sot abt all effective in the other

“
o

western trade areas. Similariy, the renobenes L the Waest

made the location law impractical, aud thus it was not used.
The indifference and corruption of many cofficials c¢n the
frontier further impeded enforcement of fhese neasures, thus
leaving the Indians at the wercy of a bitber and uncontrolled
commercial rivalry.

The vastness of the western territories also discouraged
atbempbs to take action against the British and the wmore
hostile Indians. Time and distance figured in the goveirn
ment's refusal to ald Astor's operations on the Pacific
Coast. Later, the same difficulties, in addition to the
préblem of expense, caused Congrass to withdraw its support
ofith@ first Yellowstone expedition. When protection of the
Orégoﬁ serritory was debated in Congress, the opposition

repoabed these argumsents to defeat the proposals,
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Congequently, Colonel Leaverwerth's indecisive battle with
the Arilaras, in 1823, hecame the only appressive military
action taken in defense of the western fur trade. As an
immediate reaction hy the forces from nearby Ccuncil Bluffs,
the campaipgn did not reflect any government intent to invade
the Far West. Indeed, the Atkinson expedition, which care
two yvears later, was a friendly attempt te secure trestles
end represernted a compromise method for intervering in the
western trade. Following this. however, the gcvertment
refused to send expeditions or to establish forts for pro~
tection of the trade, vroposals which the meore gezalcus
expensionists continuved te demand.

During the height of the fur trade, and its subsequent
decline, Congress?! only significant action wes to codify the
Indian trade laws, hoping, in/vain, to eliminate the liquor
traffic. Meanwhile, in Oregon, the Hudscon's Bay Company
succeeded in its plan to drive out the American traders.

As most of them were gone by the late 1830'=z, the trappers
had proved to be an ineffective instrument of extending
national influence acrcss the Rocky Mountains. The Oregon
pioneers assumed thig task in thes following decade.

The actlions of the far western fur traders, which sven-
tually served the national interest, did not result from
government pollcies. Astor's venture in Oregon, one of

saveral subhstantiations for the United Stategs'! claim to the
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Lerrltory, was a cooplately private ondsavor, despite hi
efforts to obbaln governuent subsidy. When the mountain men
explored the Far West and lald the groundwerk for future .

»

pelbliemant, they did it as peivate citizons and cnly inci-
dental to thelr perscnal search for Lortune. Finally, any
American couaterinfliuence Lo the British in the Nortlhwesy
resulted from trapping activitics which were generally a
direct viciatlcn of Federal Zaws. Concentrating its cnergles
on iutile attempts to dluprove Indian relations, Congrass
refused to support the fur traders, ovoewn when they wers con-
fronted with the British threat. Instsad, Congress sought
to restrain the trade. Thz trappers desired protection and
nob regtriction. o the extent that the raders and
trappers acted as an instrument of national expansion, iy

was in spite of, rather than bscause of, government support

for them and thelr activities
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