A TIME OF CHANGE: GREEN BAY, 1815-1834

By Joun D. HAEGER

I have no very agreeable news to relate to you my Debr Friend but if
it is not tiring your patience too much I will give you,a little detail of
my situation in life. I will commence in saying that the first Year after
the War was the last year I saved myself for every year since I have
been loosing money & not a little in that cursed Indian trade that I
have always persisted and do Still persist to continue which will soon
put me a beggar (but you may well say or ask the question why do you
still continue since you find it a loosing business.) I will say I do not
know what to do else as I am not capable of doing or following any
other kind of business. I always lived in hopes but I am at last be-
ginning to despair the old times is no more that pleasant reign is over
& never to return any more. . . .
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THIS CRY of anguish represented the feel-
ings of many French and British inhabi-
tants of Green Bay in the period between 1815
and 1834. These people were the original settlers
of the Old Northwest who, for over a hundred
years, had traded with the Indians and had

constructed a simple, communal society which

was disturbed only by the periodic contests of
France, England, and the United States for
control of the territory. The War of 1812 was
the final struggle marking the emergence of
American control over the Old Northwest and
the decline of the simple frontier life known by
hundreds of residents at small outposts such as
Green Bay. In the process of Americanization,
which took place from 1815 to 1834, the French
and British citizens of Green Bay found their
lives severely altered. By 1834, when farmers

1 John Lawe to Mrs. Hamilton, September 12, 1824,
in “The Fur Trade in Wisconsin, 1812-1825," Col-
lections of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin
(Madison, 1911), XX: 351. Hereinafter cited as
WHC. Original punctuation and spelling have been

retained in all quotations.

began to arrive, the fur traders were a broken
and destitute people, a casualty of America’s
frontier expansion. What happened at Green
Bay probably occurred time and again as
America moved swiftly across the continent.?

In the decades immediately preceding 1815,
Green Bay had been a wilderness village with
the fur trade as the inhabitants’ principal occu-
pation. The outpost was theoretically under
British control, with settlers of British and
French lineage. The foremost residents of the
community included Jacques Porlier, a native
of Montreal, who settled at the Bay in 1791,
and John Lawe, who first traded at Mackinac
and then moved to the Bay in 1797. Equally
prominent were the Grignon brothers, especially

2 The contention that the Green Bay fur traders
were exploited by American society during the fron-
tier period is an attempt to answer the call of Wwil.
bur Jacobs for a new look at the fur-trade period in
American history. See Wilbur Jacobs, “Frontiersmen,
Fur Traders, and Other Varmints, An Ecological Ap-
praisal of the Frontier in American History,” in the
American Historical Association Newsletter, VIIL:
5-11 (November, 1970).
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Augustin and Pierre. The traders received
manufactured products from British firms in
Canada to exchange for the animal pelts col-
lected by the Indians. There were few pressures
concerning profit and loss and minimal con-
flicts between Indian and white civilizations as
the two races freely intermarried and shared
the economic benefits of the trade.® But the War
of 1812 abruptly changed this idyllic life style.
During the war, the Green Bay residents had
assisted the British cause against the Ameri-
cans.* When the war ended and the British
supposedly relinquished all territorial and trade
rights in the Old Northwest, the Green Bay
traders suddenly faced the eagerness of the
Americans to bring the area under their control.

As officials of the American government set
to work to devise military and Indian policies
for the Old Northwest which would affect the
society at Green Bay, many officials harbored
hostile feelings toward the fur traders and In-
dians because of their complicity with the Brit-
ish during the war. General Jacob Brown,
commander of the Northern Division of Mili-
tary Departments recommended, for example,
the wholesale exclusion of all British nationals
from the territory.’ Governor Ninian Edwards
of the Illinois Territory specifically cited Green
Bay as a British stronghold and recommended
the forceful removal of all traders and their
replacement by American citizens.® Governor
Lewis Cass of the Michigan Territory also per-
ceived a British threat and trged the establish-
ment of military posts at Green Bay, Chicago,

)
'.

3 Information on the early history of Green Bay
can be found in the following:* William Francis Ra-
ney, Wisconsin: A Story of Progress (New York,
1940), 56; Augustin Grignon, “Seventy-Two Years’
Recollections of Wisconsin,” WHC, III: 242-245;
Louise P. Kellogg, The British Regime In Wisconsin
and the Northwest (Madison, 1935). Studies which
highlight the differences between Green Bay before
and after 1815 include Albert G. Ellis, “Fifty-Four
Years’ Recollections of Men and Events in Wiscon-
sin,” WHC, VIII: 217-221; Henry S. Baird, “Recol-
lections of the Early History of Northern Wisconsin,”
WHC, IVg 205. An excellent secondary source is
Alice Smith, James Duane Doty, Frontier Promoter
( Madison, 1954), 63-66.

+ Reginald Horsman, “Wisconsin and the War of
1812,” in the Wisconsin Magazine of History, XLVI:
3-15 (Autumn, 1962).

5 Henry P. Beers, The Western Military Frontier,
1815-1846 (Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, 1935), 35n.

8 Governor Ninian Edwards to James Monroe,
March 3, 1816, WHC, XIX: 401-404
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John Lawe, who settled in Green Bay in 1797.

and at the Grand Portage, thereby guarding the
major communication arteries and preventing
British infiltration into the Old Northwest.”
The War Department reacted to these sugges-
tions and established a military post at Green
Bay in 1816, convinced that the traders re-
quired careful supervision.

Military control, however, was not alone
sufficient to guarantee frontier security, so the
government also established an Indian agency
at Green Bay under Colonel John Bowyer. The
Secretary of War indicated that one of the
reasons for this action was “that the menaces
of the Indians throughout the Indian countries
require immediate attention, and among the
means which are proper for restoring harmony,
preserving peace, and defeating the arts em-
ployed by intrusive traders to generate Indian
hostilities, it is recommended that there be
immediately established an Indian agency on
the Fox River in the neighborhood of Green
Bay...."

Colonel Bowyer’s major responsibility, there-

T Lewis Cass to Alexander J. Dallas, Acting Secre-
tary of War, June 20, 1815, ibid., 378.

8 Report of the Secretary of War to the President,
June 19, 1815, Michigan Superintendency of Indian
‘Affairs, Letters Received and Sent, I: 72-74. These
records are a National Archives microfilm publica-
tion. Hereinafter cited as MSIA.
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fore, was to curtail British influence among the
Indians, an influence which the British had
built up through years of involvement in the
Indian trade. The Indian agent’s lever of con-
trol was government legislation requiring all
fur traders to possess a license to trade.® Colo-
nel Bowyer naturally would have had a ten-
dency to withhold licenses from many Green
Bay traders. After all, Bowyer needed only to
remember their obvious British sympathies
during the war.

Matthew Irwin joined this group of Ameri-
can officials in 1816 to direct the Green Bay
factory, a system which had been established
in 1795 to regulate the Indian trade. It was
administered by the Superintendent of the In-
dian Trade who was responsible to the Secre-
tary of War. The government provided the
factory with money and supplies to exchange
for the Indians’ furs. Its most distinguished
aim was humanitarian, for the factory hoped
to eliminate the impoverishment which the In-
dians suffered in dealing with the supposedly
unscrupulous fur traders.’® When Matthew
Irwin arrived at Green Bay, the unscrupulous
fur traders were by definition former British
subjects, such as John Lawe, Jacques Porlier,
and the Grignon brothers.

The fur traders’ dilemma was only beginning,
for at the very time that the government formu-
lated policies in Washington, John Astor was
building an even graver threat to the traders’
economic and social lives. For several years

before the War of 1812, Astor had worked to -

wrest control of the fur trade in the Old North-
west from British firms. In 1811 he entered into
a partnership with a British company for the
trade of the Old Northwest. With the conclusion
of the war and the expulsion of British interests
from the Old Northwest, the territory seemed
open to wholesale exploitation by Astor’s
American Fur Company. Beginning in 1815,
he organized the administrative details of his

9 The Indian agent’s role on the frontier has been
discussed by Francis Paul Prucha, American Indian
Policy In the Formative Years: The Indian Trade
g;dsgntcrcourse Acts, 1790-1834 (Cambridge, 1962),

10 Prucha, American Indian Policy, 84-93; Ora B.
Peake, A History of the United States Indian Fac-
tory System, 1795-1822 (Denver, 1954).
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firm, hiring two dynamic frontiersmen, Ram-
say Crooks and Robert Stuart, to oversee the
defining of trade territories, to recruit traders,
and to stifle any opposition. A few years later
the American Fur Company moved into the
Green Bay region as a step towardysecuring a
monopoly of the fur trade in the Old Northwest.
The fur traders would soon learn that the meth-
ods of the American Fur Company bore little
relation to the fur trade they had previously
known.!!

N 1816 the future looked dim indeed for

Green Bay’s residents. They faced the out-
right hostility of the military, the Indian agent,
and the governmignt factor, because government
officials were convinced that the traders’ British
sympathies represented a threat to frontier
security. The traders, moreover, were subjected
to a governmert policy which was not only
inconsistent but also possessed of startling con-
tradictions which only added to the problems
which they now faced.

A good example of the inconsistency of gov-
ernment policy and its effect on the traders was
evident in the government’s regulations for
licensing fur traders. Especially sensitive to
British influence in the Old Northwest, Con-
gress passed a law in April, 1816, which stipu-
lated that “Licenses to trade with the Indians
within the territorial boundaries of the United
States shall not be granted to any but citizens
of the United States, unless by the express
direction of the President of the United States,
and upon such terms and conditions as the
public interest in his opinion requires.”*?

The law was designed to encourage and to
aid American business in capturing the fur
trade from British firms. The national govern-

11 A description of John Astor’s tactics in organiz-
ing the American Fur Company can be found in Paul
Phillips, The Fur Trade (Norman, 1961), II: 136~
140; David Lavender, “Some American Characteris-
tics of the American Fur Company,” in Russell W,
Fridley, ed., Aspects of the Fur Trade (St. Paul,
1967), 30-39. The literature on the fur trade is
voluminous. Important works include: David Laven-
der, The Fist in the Wilderness (Garden City, New
York, 1964) ; Kenneth W. Porter, John Jacob Astor:
Business Man (2 vols., New York, 1931).

12 U.S.j Statutes at Large, ITI: 331-333.
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ment never intended that all foreigners should
be excluded, since there simply were not enough
American citizens to carry on the business.
Thus, the President delegated his authority to
the Governor of the Michigan Territory and the
Indian agents at Mackinac, Green Bay, and
Chicago to exercise discretion in determining
who and how many British traders should be
licensed.!®

The Green Bay traders must have waited
anxiously on the local Indian agent for an
interpretation of the law. Their answer came
quickly. In June, 1816, Major William Puthuff,
Indian agent at Mackinac, seized the furs of
Jacques Porlier and Louis Grignon, claiming
that they were trading without licenses. In cer-
tain respects, Puthuff had the strictest type of
legality on his side. Porlier and Grignon were
shipping furs to Drummond Island, center of
British control on America’s northwest boun-
dary, and most likely were trading without
licenses.!* On the other hand, Puthuff exercised
little human understanding. The Green Bay
traders had no other outlet for their furs in
1816 since American businesses, especially the
American Fur Company, had not, as yet,
entered the Green Bay region. The charge that
the traders did not possess trading licenses was
also harsh, because the law was passed in April,
1816, and the furs were seized in June, 1816.
Considering the frontier’s primitive communi-
cations system, this was not sufficient time to
conform to the law’s reduirements. Major
Puthuff was overzealous, perhaps because to
him, as to many frontier officials schooled by a
bloody war, Green Bay represented the very
seat of British influence and'therefore required
a strict application of goverpment legislation.!

13 William- H. Crawford to Governor Cass and In-
dian Agents, May 10, 1816, #HC, XIX: 406. A dis-
cussion of the law of 1816 is contained in Prucha,
American Indian Policy, 77-80.

14 Pierre Rocheblave to Jacques Porlier, June 20,
1816, WHL, XIX: 416; Pierre Rocheblave to Louis
Grignon, fune 20, 1816, W HC, XIX: 417.

15 Major Puthuff to Governor Cass, May 14, 1816,
WHC, XIX: 408-409; Major Puthuff to Governor
Cass. June 20, 1816, WHC, XIX: 423-424. Both let-
ters indicate Puthuff’s great fear of the British influ-
ence in American territorv. Numerous authors have
mentioned Puthuff's policy. See Prucha, American
Indian Policy, 18; Lavender, The Fist in the Wilder-
ness, 236-245.
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Major Puthuff’s rigorous enforcement of the
law was soon tempered by instructions from
Lewis Cass, Superintendent of Indian Affairs,
who pointed out that American businesses re-
quired the employment of some British trad-
ers.’® In April and May, 1817, the traders sud-
denly found that trading licenses from Colonel
Bowyer were available for the asking. Louis
Grignon appeared somewhat confused by this
change in policy: “. .. In regard to the License
After all the Trouble possible Col Bowyer has
decided to give them to every person who asks
for them. He has said Openly that if the matter
was at his option no one should obtain a license,
but Mr. Rouse, Mr. Lawe, & Mr. James. . . . I be-
lieve there will be as many traders as Houses.”'

Louis Grignon’s confusion was understand-
able. It stemmed from the fact that government
policy attempted to balance a number of con-
flicting interests, and its policies shifted from
satisfaction of one interest and then the other.
The War Department, which was responsible
for the military posts, the Indian agencies, the
factory system, and the enforcement of legis-
lation relating to these institutions, had one
primary goal—the elimination of British influ-
ence in American territory. A principal method
of accomplishing this objective was to exclude
the British from involvement in the fur trade.
But the War Department also realized that if
American businesses, especially the American
Fur Company, captured the trade, then the Brit-
ish would lose their hold over the Indians.
Thus, the War Department might at one point
outlaw all foreign participation in the trade
and then later permit a few exceptions, if such
exceptions benefited the American fur trade
companies in defeating their British competi-
tors.!8

Not all government officials agreed with this
policy. Thomas L. McKenney, director of the

16 Governor Lewis Cass to Major Puthuff, July 20,
1816, WHC, XIX: 427-428. Also see Cass to Puthuff,
June 19, 1817, in the Lawe Family Papers, Letter
Folder II, Chicago Historical Society.

17 Jouis Grignon to M. Dousman, September 14,
1817, WHC, XIX: 475-476.

18’ William Crawford to Governor Lewis Cass and
Indian Agents, May 10, 1816, WHC, XIX: 406;
George Graham, Acting Secretary of War, to Gov-
ernor Cass, May 4, 1817, WHC, XIX: 457-438;
Prucha, American Indian Policy, 7.
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factory system, and Matthew Irwin, the Green
Bay factor, had a common interest with the
Indian agents and the military in curtailing the
influence of British traders, since they com-
peted with the factory system. Shortly after
arriving at Green Bay, for example, Matthew
Irwin requested John Bowyer, the Indian agent,
to withhold licenses from the traders at Green
Bay because “whilst these and other British
subjects are suffered to enter and continue in
this Country as traders, It will be useless in the
Government to continue this factory here; prin-
cipally from the asendancy which an inter-
rupted intercourse of many years has enabled
them to acquire over the minds of the Indians,
supported by extensive family connections with
them.”?®

Matthew Irwin and Thomas McKenney, how-
ever, went one step farther, for they opposed
the licensing of all traders, British or Ameri-
can. Their aim was to control the fur trade so
that no trader could defraud the Indians. The
War Department’s policy of encouraging pri-
vate enterprise through the licensing of traders
was directly opposed to its factory system. Ma-
jor Irwin accurately described these conflicting
lines of authority between the Indian agent and
the government factor at Green Bay:

There appears a palpable incongruity in
the manner of conducting the Indian trade;
the factors are sent to supply the wants of
the Indians, and the Indian Agents can adopt
such measures as to defeat all their plans to
that end. It is very certain that the authority
vested in them to issue licenses is well calcu-
lated to destroy all the benefits that might be
expected from the factories. . . .2°

The national government’s attempt to balance
the interests of the American Fur Company, the

19 Major Irwin to Colonel John Bowyer, July 24,
1817, WHC, XIX: 470.

20 Major Irwin to Colonel Thomas L. McKenney,
September 29, 1817, WHC, VII: 274-275. Surpris-
ingly few authors have detailed the confusion in
government policy. Theoretically, the factory was to
operate in areas wherc private traders could be or
had been excluded. In actual fact, factories at Chicago
and Green Bay were in the most competitive locations
of the Old Northwest. Government policy was also
affected by conflicting lines of authority within the
War Department. The Secretary of War was directly
responsible for both the factory system and the In-
dian agents.

factory, the military, and the Indian agencies
created a chaotic situation for several years at
Green Bay. When the War Department did not
stringently enforce the law of 1816 to exclude
all foreigners from the fur trade, Thomas Mc-
Kenney asked government officials for a stricter
application of the law. McKenney had received
the first accounts of the Green Bay factory
which indicated that it had been unable to gain
the Indians’ business. Major Irwin claimed that
the failure of the Green Bay factory was caused
by the looseness of government policy which
allowed British traders in the territory.2! Mc-
Kenney appealed to higher officials in Wash-
ington, first to George Graham, Acting Secre-
tary of War, ahd then to Henry Southard,
chairman of the Select Committee on Indian
Aftairs. McKenney argued that government
policy which allowed private traders in areas
supplied by the factories hindered the effective-
ness of the factories and permitted the British
to maintain their influence with the Indians.?

McKenney’s appeals and a subsequent report
of the House Committee on Indian Affairs
forced a change in government policy. In Janu-
ary, 1818, War Department orders instructed
Indian agents to exclude all foreigners without
exception.® No sooner had the War Depart-
ment’s orders been issued than the American
Fur Company indicated its strong objections to
this policy. Two months later the national gov-
ernment changed its policy once again.** As of
April, 1818, the War Department allowed for-

- eigners to participate in the fur trade, but only

as employees of an American citizen. This
directive at least provided Porlier, Lawe, and
the Grignons with the hope of obtaining licenses
and pursuing the trade, although they, theoreti-

21 Thomas McKenney to Matthew Irwin, January
6, 1817, WHC, XIX: 448; Irwin to McKenney,
[1819], WHC, VII: 277-278; Irwin to McKenney,
March 10, 1817, WHC, VII: 270-271.

22 Thomas McKenney to George Graham, Acting
Secretary of War, September 30, 1817, #HC, XIX:
480-481; McKenney to Henry Southard, January 6,
1818, FHC, XX: 12-16. Southard was chairman of
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs. On January
22, 1818, he reported a bill to establish additional
factories. FHC, XX: 12n.

23 Governor Lewis Case to John Bowyer, January
22, 1818, WHC, XX: 16. Also see Prucha, American
Indian Policy, 79-80.

24 Ramsay Crooks and Robert Stuart to John Astor,
January 24, 1818, WHC, XX: 18.
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The J. Saintain oil portrait of Ramsay Crooks, owned
by the Society.

cally, had to proceed to the Indian country
under the direction of an American citizen.
The local Indian agent, Colonel Bowyer, still
possessed the prerogative of excluding any for-
eigner whom he judged to be dangerous to the
United States.25 Considering Bowyer’s unfavor-
able view of the Green Bay traders, his subse-
quent decision to refuse licenses to the traders
came as no surprise to thé Green Bay resi-
dents.?® The enormous difficulties and constant
uncertainties surrounding his attempts to ob-
tain a trading license led Jacques Porlier to
comment that

.. . I cannot make out what is going to
become of us, abandoned as we are not know-

25 Gove#nor Lewis Cass to the Indian agents at
%l_i:ggo and Green Bay, April 23, 1818, WHC, XX:

26 Jacques Porlier to Forsyth, Richardson and Co.,
(no date, about 1818), WHC, XX: 93-94; John Lawe
to Thomas G. Anderson, November 13, 1818, WHC,
XX: 93. Bowyer clearly indicated his opinion of the
Green Bay traders in a letter to Governor Cass, May
‘1“6);1818. MSIA, Letters Received and Sent, II: 403-
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ing our rights nor where we shall be attacked.
In an obscure labyrinth, loaded incessantly
with the most atrocious calumnies without
means of unmasking them, what are we to
do? I would never have believed that among
any people it would be a title of reprobation
to have been a British subject, to have be-
longed to a Government which has always
seemed to me so kind to foreigners. I begin
to perceive the word liberty in the language
of politics or of the Governments does not
mean the same thing as we commonly sup-
pose.?

If the traders became American citizens, how-
ever, they could escape the prejudice of Ameri-
can officials and national legislation toward
British subjects. But the road leading to citizen-
ship was a long and arduous one. In 1819 the
Green Bay traders applied to Colonel Bowyer
for American citizenship, a request which Bow-
ver denied. The acting governor of the Michi-
gan Territory, William Woodbridge, however,
granted the citizenship request on the grounds
that Porlier and the other traders had resided
in the territory since 1796 and fell under the
provisions of the Jay Treaty which made citi-
zenship all but automatic.?® Some national and
local officials, however, perceived a threat to
frontier security from these “dangerous” trad-
ers and requested the Attorney General of the
United States to review the decision. The Attor-
ney General ruled that the Green Bay traders
could not automatically become citizens under
the Jay Treaty because recent legislation re-
quired prospective citizens to swear an oath
before the proper official. On the basis of this
technicality, Governor Lewis Cass was forced
to revoke the traders’ citizenship and trading
licenses, which they had just recently secured.®
The action of Cass plunged the traders into

¢

27 Jacques Porlier to Forsyth, Richardson, and Co.,
(no date, about 1818), WHC, XX: %4.

28 Louis Grignon to Governor Cass, August 27,
1819, WHC, XX: 120; Adam Stewart to John Bow-
yer, September 3, 1819, #HC, XX: 120-121; Robert
Stuart to Governor Cass, November 13, 1819, WHC,
135-136.

29 William Wirt, Office of the Attorney General,
to John Calhoun, Secretary of War, September 3,
1819, WHC, XX: 121-122; John Calhoun to Gover-
nor Cass, September 6, 1819, WHC, XX: 123; Gov-
ernor Cass to Indian agents at_ Michilimackinac,
Green Bay, Chicago, Fort Wayne, Piqua, October 11,
1819, WHC, XX: 127-128.
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despair, for they had already accepted, on
credit, a supply of goods for the trade. Without
licenses, they had little hope of obtaining furs to
pay their creditors.®® One government official
was extremely pleased by this development.
Informing Matthew Irwin of the Attorney Gen-
eral’s decision, Thomas McKenney’s assistant
commented, “This will rid you I hope of a
number of the greatest enemies to your factory
and enable you to carry on a much more advan-
tageous trade in the future with the Indians.”!
ONE CAN only express bewilderment at the

American government’s attitude during
the licensing and citizenship controversies with
the Green Bay traders. There was little doubt
that John Lawe, Jacques Porlier, and the other
Bay traders conducted business with British
companies in the first years after the war, but
they had little choice since American firms did
not immediately enter the fur trade in the Green
Bay area.®2 The War Department was also cor-
rect in viewing the traders as British sympa-
thizers, but what other attitude could be ex-
pected after the war? One fact which the
national government never considered was that
the traders were simple men, desirous of living
free from political entanglements. The almost
paranoic fear of the national government that
the Green Bay residents would continue to
further British interests prevented the formu-
lation of a more reasonable policy which would

have incorporated the traders into American

society.

Not surprisingly, the traders’ correspondence
expressed their frustration with the American
government. John Lawe lamented, “This is
three years . . . since peace has been made and

30 Robert Stuart to Governor Cass, November 13,
1819, and November 21, 1819, WHC, XX: 135-137;
0. N. Bostwick to John Lawe, September 10, 1819,
WHC, XX: 125; John Lawe to Captain Thomas
Anderson, November 13, 1818, WHC, XX: 90-93;
Louis Grignon to Robert Dickson, February 6, 1819,
WHC, XX: 102-103.

81 Jeremiah Bronaugh to Matthew Irwin, Septem:
ber 10, 1819, WHC, 123-124.

32 Ip 1816, the American Fur Company attempted
to enclose Green Bay within its monopoly, but the
traders then refused to join the Company. See the
discussion in Lavender, The Fist in the Wilderness
267, 285, 301-302.
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I have been in Hell ever since, I wish I could
sell out and leave this country forever.”s At
one point they seriously considered a move to
land in the Red River district made available
to them through a Canadian acquaintance,
Lord Selkirk. His death, however, forced the
traders to make the best of their plight at
Green Bay.%

Harassed by the frontier officials, plagued by
the competition of the factory system, and beset
by the necessity of obtaining licenses and citi-
zenship, the Green Bay fur traders recognized
the advantages of employment with the Ameri-
can Fur Company. The first years after the war,
they had refused to join the American Fur
Company, prefesying instead to trade through
an old British friend, Jacob Franks, then em-
ployed by a Detroit firm, David Stone and
Company.®® When they had failed to gain
licenses and citizgnship in 1818, they turned in
desperation to the American Fur Company,
hoping that its power would bring a quick reso-
lution of their problems. There was justification
for their decision. Since establishing headquar-
ters at Mackinac, Ramsay Crooks and Robert
Stuart had slowly fashioned a monopoly in the
fur trade. Government policy had facilitated
this development. The law of 1816 eliminating
all foreigners allowed the American Fur Com-
pany to capture many areas previously supplied
by the British. When the American Fur Com-
pany desired the employment of selected Brit-
ish traders, pressure was exerted on national
and local officials to relax the laws. Indian
agents, such as Major Puthuff at Mackinac,
who opposed the granting of favors to the

33 John Lawe to Captain Thomas Anderson, Nov-
ember 13, 1818, WHC, XX: 90-93.

34 Louis Grignon to Robert Dickson, February 6,
1819, PHC, XX: 102-103; Robert Dickson to John
Lawe, April 23, 1819, WHC, XX: 105-106; Lord
Selkirk to Robert Dickson, May 21, 1819, P HC, XX:
110-111. Selkirk had been involved in the fur trade
in the early nineteenth century and had just received
a grant from the Hudson’s Bay Company to begin a
colony in the Red River district.

35 Lavender, The Fist in the Wilderness, 267;
Phillips, The Fur Trade, II: 372. Both authors be-
lieved that the traders’ inability to obtain licenses
drove them into the arms of the American Fur Com-
pany. Phillips claimed that Ramsay Crooks con-
vinced the Secretary of War that the Green Bay
traders should not receive licenses in order to destroy
David Stone’s Company in Detroit.







