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I N T R O D U C T I O N

Missouri River trader Pierre Cruzatte had only one functioning eye, and he was near sighted in it, at that. “Disabilities” of this magnitude would probably disqualify him for any risky position in a modern exploring party but seemed not to deter Meriwether Lewis and William Clark from giving the man important responsibilities throughout their famous expedition. Despite his limited vision, he was frequently sent out to hunt the large animals upon which the expedition was so dependent. And as the party ascended the river in 1804, Cruzatte served as bowman on the keelboat, to watch the tricky currents of the Missouri for trouble. He was fondly nicknamed “St. Peter” by the other men, and was also valued for his familiarity with the Omaha Indian tongue, his skills at sign language, and his indefatiguable fiddle playing. 1
 
Yet as colorful and deserving of respect as he may have been, this short “wiry” man is probably most often remembered now for an August day in 1806 when, while hunting in heavy brush along the river, he mistook Meriwether Lewis for an elk and shot him in the left thigh. This is not the sort of mistake for which history is ever likely to completely forgive Cruzatte. For good or bad, he is now most often remembered as “the guy who shot Lewis in the butt.” This achievement has certainly overshadowed some of his other distinctions, among them his peculiar place in the history of the grizzly bear.

As the Lewis and Clark Expedition ascended the Missouri River that fall of 1804, they saw evidence of grizzly bears long before they saw the bears themselves. They heard about the big bears from Indians, some of whom were wearing necklaces of bear claws much larger than any the white men, who were familiar only with black bears, had ever seen.
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Then, on October 20, in what is now North Dakota, well inside the historic range of the grizzly bear, Clark said that “I saw Several fresh track of those animals which is 3 times as large as a mans track.” This bear demanded a whole new sense of scale.

October 20 was also Cruzatte’s big day in bear history—the day he opened negotiations between the U.S. government and this already legendary carnivore. Though we could wish for much more information, Lewis gave us the fullest description of what happened to Cruzatte that day:

Peter Crusat this day shot at a white bear he wounded him, but being alarmed at the formidable appearance of the bear he left his tomahalk and gun; but shortly after returned and found that the bear had taken the oposite rout.

Cruzatte researcher Dan Slosberg summed up the momentous occasion like this:

Cruzatte himself was the first member of the expedition, and thus the first American, to get off a shot at a Grizzly bear. Within seconds, he became the first American to run away from what the explorers came to learn was a formidable adversary when hurt and angry.2

Today, when we drive along the Missouri River near Bismarck, North Dakota, we perceive the epic scale of long, arcing meanders, sprawling river bottoms thick with cottonwoods, and long hills that slope back from both shores. But in the reality of the river trip as experienced by the men of Lewis and Clark, this was, in the words of scholar Albert Furtwangler, “a land both grand and intricately surprising.” 3 Cruzatte’s somewhat slapstick pioneering encounter with the grizzly bear invites us to move from the vast sweep of the Lewis and Clark Expedition’s route— the heroic transcontinental saga of their journey—to the urgent immediacy of very local, minute-to-minute concerns. The biggest surprises were usually not the pleasant ones.

To the nearsighted Cruzatte that day, the salient features of the landscape must have been much fewer, more specific, and a lot nearer at hand. Maybe he had wandered up one of the small drainages into thick cover and limited visibility. He would have been looking for deer, elk, or bison, but he met the bear instead. Maybe he roused it from a daybed. Maybe it was resting by the remains of its own most recent kill.

We have no way of knowing now which of these two distinguished individuals was the more alarmed by the sudden encounter. Perhaps the bear left in as much of a panic as did Cruzatte—it often works that way in bear encounters, even today.4

Or perhaps the bear hung around long enough to sniff curiously at Cruzatte’s abruptly abandoned weapons. If it had spent much time along the river, this bear probably wasn’t a complete stranger to such devices, which both local Indians and other white traders would have been using for some years there.

For all we know, it may even have circled around to follow Cruzatte. We can imagine it trailing him for some distance, finally poking its huge head cautiously through the riverside brush to gaze at the extraordinary sight of a keelboat drawn up to shore, with strangely dressed men and their gear scattered around nearby—a historic moment that a cartoonist might memorialize by giving the bear a “thought balloon” over its head that said, “Well, there goes the neighborhood.”

During the twenty-five or so years that I have been seriously reading and writing about bears, I have felt constantly in the presence of Lewis and Clark. They were by no means the first Euro-Americans to see (and kill) grizzly bears, but for the practical purposes of how we perceive the bear today they might as well have been. They haunt the literature and folklore of the grizzly bear as surely as the animal itself has haunted the collective imagination of every human society to encounter it.

The power of Lewis and Clark in shaping our idea of the grizzly bear first came home to me about twenty years ago. At the time I was reading the scientific bear literature voraciously, and I had noticed several popular misconceptions about bears. It was “common knowledge,” for example, that bears couldn’t run downhill. Some people believed that bears were easily driven away by the scent of mothballs. Others believed that grizzly bears did indeed kill people but wouldn’t eat them. These and other examples of “barstool biology” seemed a little too common for the public good, so I wrote what I thought was a lively little essay on “bear myths” and sent it off to one of the big outdoor magazines. I soon received it back, with a nice rejection letter, telling me that what they really preferred was more like the enclosed article, which they had just published.

The enclosed article was, of course, a retelling of the Lewis and Clark adventures with grizzly bears. I recognized it immediately because I had seen dozens like it in generations of outdoor magazines and books. The article contained nothing new, nothing even freshly described—just the same wonderful old tales, retold for editors and readers who never tired of the story. It seemed to be the most important story that could be told about American bears. I suspect that it still is.

I immediately sold my bear-myth story to another magazine, but that was less important than what I learned.5 I learned that the adventures of Lewis and Clark tower above almost all subsequent American bear stories and remain irresistible to us two hundred years later. They have a gospel-like value in the popular bear lore. As my collection of out-of-print books about bears grew to include all the essential volumes, this lesson was reinforced. Again and again, the writer of each new book felt compelled to start with Lewis and Clark, often devoting a whole chapter to them.

Likewise, books and articles about Lewis and Clark typically paid special homage to the grizzly bear. Of the many wonders and spectacles the explorers anticipated on their journey, the bear has always been seen as among the most frightening, as well as the most charismatic. The bears they met have helped us define the dangers of the journey, the element of the unknown in a hostile land, and, perhaps most simply, the heroism of the men. Whether viewed by students of the bear or by students of the expedition, the grizzly bear constituted one of the sternest tests faced by the expedition.

This positioning of the grizzly bear as a supreme contestant for the land the men were exploring was hardly fair to the bear, the land, or the men. The men could have been hurt by a hundred things, from treacherous rivers to exposure to rattlesnakes to hailstorms to the people they met all along the way. Those outdoor editors who remain eager to publish yet another carbon-copy rendition of the grizzly bear adventures of Lewis and Clark have never shown a similar interest in articles about hailstorms, slippery river rocks, cacti, or any of the other hazards that were as urgently real to the explorers.

The reason for this preference is simple. There is nothing else like a bear, and there are few things about the American wilderness—or any other northern circumpolar wilderness—that so enchant us as the knowledge that we share it with these animals.

Entire books and monographs have been devoted to what human culture has made of bears. Few, if any, other wildlife species have inspired an equal richness of belief, myth, legend, spirituality, and raw wonder. What the scholars Paul Shepard and Barry Sanders, in their popular book The Sacred Paw: The Bear in Nature, Myth, and Literature (1985), described as “that ursine quality” has engaged our imaginations for as long as we’ve had them.6 The bear’s similarities to us, such as its ability to stand comfortably on its hind legs (though wild bears rarely ever walk that way), strengthen the haunting familiarity, the near-recognition of self, we feel in its presence. And the bear’s extraordinary differences from us, such as its ability to sleep for several months, intrigue us for its near-alien way of life. The familiarity and strangeness combine in a creature that inspires fear, admiration, humor, awe, and other conflicting, fleeting emotions that race through us when we see one. And once we’ve seen one, we quickly grow confident that we can imagine what it must have been like to be Lewis, Clark, Cruzatte, and the rest as they blundered, paddled, and hunted their way through the grizzly bears of the western wilderness. Perhaps that confidence is not justified, but our imaginations are already in gear and not likely to be dissuaded from pursuing, along with Lewis and Clark, our own personal ideas of these great lore-ridden creatures.

[image: Wood engraving of European brown bear from Edward Topsell’s The History of Four-Footed Beasts (1607). By Topsell’s time, the bear was firmly established as a nearly fantastic figure in natural history and lore. Parroting earlier “authorities,” Topsell gave straight-faced reports of bears that kidnapped maidens, bears whose mere breath could putrefy the flesh of other animals, and bears that could gain weight while denning simply “by sucking their forefeet.” Elements of the European heritage of beliefs about these animals were transported to the New World long before Lewis and Chirk set out to meet the real grizzly bear of the American West.]

This book is about that pursuit—what the legendary “Corps of Discovery” saw and reported, and what we have made of it since.7 One of the great joys of studying Lewis and Clark is that of a hearty, stimulating conversation. We read not only what the corps members said but also what so many after them said about the same things. Each new generation of Lewis and Clark students participates in that conversation, adding a new response here and there—perhaps doubting this impression of Lewis’s, or applauding that interpretation by a previous scholar, or even proudly pointing out something no one seems to have noticed before—always knowing full well that later, someone else will enter the conversation and likewise put us in our place in the long, winding exchange of impressions and reactions. It is one of the historian’s great prospects—both exhilarating and humbling—that we will all become part of such a dynamic and constructive process of discovery.

For upward of two hundred years now, students have been pondering what biologist Daniel Botkin has called the lessons of Lewis and Clark.8 Some of these students were brilliant, some were reckless, some didn’t have a clue. Many found only the lessons they wanted to find; many others didn’t even realize the lessons were there. Here on the eve of the two hundredth anniversary of the expedition, we are more conscious than ever before of just how important those lessons might be. So besides letting you hear the voices of Lewis, Clark, Gass, Ordway, and the other journalists who described their harrowing, fascinating, comic experiences with grizzly bears, I hope to share with you some of the voices that they inspired.

Historian John Logan Allen concluded his great study of how Lewis and Clark reshaped the image of the American West by saying that they did much more than map the land and sort out erroneous geographical knowledge. Allen said that “out of that same experience there emerged newer editions of the ancient myths.”9 It is good to recognize that all exploration does this. Our vastly improved scientific knowledge of the grizzly bear today has in no way diminished the power of our myths about the bear; indeed, it has probably heightened them. Among the great gifts the Lewis and Clark Expedition gave us is that they started us on our own more modest explorations, following not merely in their footsteps but also in the meandering courses of their perceptions, their imaginations, and their dreams. I suspect that in no other sphere were their perceptions more astute, their imaginations more challenged, and their dreams more vividly fulfilled, than in their dealings with the grizzly bear.


C H A P T E R    O N E 



First Bears, and Other Matters

The Lewis and Clark bear chronicles actually begin while the men were still in winter quarters at Camp DuBois, which the men built in early December 1803 on the Illinois side of the Mississippi River not far upstream from St. Louis. Two days after Christmas, Clark reported that he “Sent out Drewyer to hunt to day, early-he returned Late with a Buck, he Saw three Bar on the other Side of the Prarie.” Thankfully, the expedition members, because of their official orders to report on so many aspects of the country they visited, felt considerable responsibility to record sightings of wildlife, whether they interacted with the animals or not. This means that there is a high probability that if any of the diarists saw a bear, we can count on them reporting it.

On January 5, 1804, Clark reported that “Two men whome I sent to hunt grouse returned with part of a hog which they found hung up in the woods & brought it in a[s] Bear meat.” It might seem odd that they should mistake a hog for a bear (if that is indeed what Clark is suggesting, and it seems to be), but without a skin the two species are not all that dissimilar, especially if the limbs and head have been cut off. On the other hand, it seems even odder that Clark’s men felt free simply to abscond with someone else’s butchered meat, when it must have been obvious to them that it had been killed and hung to drain or dry-and that whoever owned the hog and did all that work on it would probably not take kindly to its disappearance. Historian Charles Clarke, in The Men of the Lewis and Clark Expedition (1970), suggested that Captain Clark once referred to John Collins as a “blackguard” because the latter killed a domestic pig, essentially stealing it and representing it as bear meat.1

As the corps worked their way west toward grizzly bear country, their journals made regular mention of black bears. These mentions provide a useful introduction to the more fulsome descriptions of their later encounters with grizzly bears. Bears were of course interesting animals to many people of the time, especially those who had to contend with bears raiding their crops or killing their domestic animals, or who worried about their personal safety in the presence of such a large if usually unthreatening carnivore. The human population of the United States was far more rural in 1804 than it is today, and a considerably higher percentage of the citizens would have had such immediate and practical reasons to know about bears.

It seems that, like most people, expedition members didn’t regard black bears as especially dangerous. Their mentions of black bears are as brief and matter-of-fact as are their mentions of the deer and other animals they killed.

And they seem to have killed bears whenever they could. The corps was large (about forty-two people on this first leg of the journey up the Missouri River, then thirty-three from Fort Mandan on to the West Coast), and the men worked long, exhausting hours. Finding food was a constant and urgent matter on the minds of Lewis and Clark. The expedition’s hunters were almost always out seeking game, and Lewis and Clark themselves also hunted opportunistically as they made their many forays on foot from the main party’s line of travel.

Altogether, party members killed hundreds of large mammals along the way. For example, wildlife biologist Ken Walcheck has recently calculated that in the course of their round trip, the men killed a minimum of 396 elk and eighty-three pronghorn.2 Far fewer bears were killed, of course, because they were less abundant than the herding animals.3 But like many other earlier travelers, corps members probably welcomed a little variety in their diet.

For most people in modern North America, any kind of wild game meat is a novelty, and the extent to which a dead animal fulfilled other needs of the explorers may be a surprise. Bear meat, for example, was often fat, and seems to have been greeted with enthusiasm by corps members, but perhaps more important, bear grease, or “oil,” was valued for cooking and other purposes. In early America, people living on the edge of settled country, where commercial products were perhaps less available and bears were still abundant, seem often to have regarded bear oil as a staple. Swedish traveler Peter Kalm, who roamed eastern North America in the mid-eighteenth century, left an excellent summary of the high regard many Americans had for bear oil and described a few of the uses that Euro-American colonists and Native Americans made of it:

When one shoots a bear here, the meat is eaten and is considered almost as valuable as pork. The fat or suet is retained and melted; the oil made thereof is preserved. Not only the natives but also the French, especially on their journeys, use this oil in place of butter for stewing and preparing their food. Just recently when I was at Fort St. Jean, Madame La Croix had no oil with which to prepare the salad. She used bear oil therefore, and the salad tasted almost as good as with the usual cotton seed oil, though the flavor was a bit peculiar. . . . When the natives have lean and dried meat, they pour bear oil into a dish and dip strips of the meat before mentioned into it and eat it. The Indians, particularly the women, often oil their hair with it. It is said that the hair grows better because of it and that this oiling prevents the hair from becoming matted.4

As their trip continued, the corps would routinely demonstrate the many values they found in a dead bear. Among these values was the simple responsibility to report what was seen. For example, on May 31, 1804, near the mouth of the Osage River in western Missouri, Sergeant Charles Floyd reported seeing “one perogue Loaded with Bare Skins and Beav and Deer Skins from the osoge village.” The observation reflects the journalist’s awareness of the need to report on trade as well as on trade items.

The corps’s early reports of black bears are a handy example of how the party’s various diarists provided us with nearly—but not quite—identical information and observations. My goal in this book is to offer a reasonably full accounting, in the words of the explorers themselves, of their dealings with bears and then to add whatever interpretation and commentary seems helpful to place their words in a modern context. I don’t intend to ask you to read every word every man wrote on every bear that was reported. But here at the start, it’s worth seeing how the recordkeeping process worked, and their reports of bears give us some fine opportunities to do just that.

[image: The North American black bear, the first bear species encountered by Lewis and Clark on their westward journey, was well known to the explorers. The black bear’s western color variations contributed to confosion over species designation that would continue until well into the twentieth century. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PHOTOGRAPH]

On June 7, 1804, in the middle of the present state of Missouri (about where Interstate 70 crosses the Missouri River), Clark reported that “our Hunters brought in three Bear this evening.” In his June 7 entry, John Ordway was more talkative about this episode, saying that “we Encamped at the mouth of good womans River on Right the hunters came in with 3 Bears this evening.” Joseph Whitehouse, in his June 7 entry, said more, writing that “our daily hunters met us there with three Bears, One Old famel & her two Cubbs brought By G. Drewyer.” Whitehouse followed up with a little more information in his June 8 entry, saying that “the white pierogue had hard Crossing the River to bring the Meat from the hunters.”

In these brief entries we find several reasons why understanding the original journals requires a little undaunted courage itself. First, there are often peculiar words, usually but not always the result of the idiosyncratic and creative spelling styles of the writers. Whitehouse’s “Old famel” might at casual glance seem an abbreviated form of “family,’’ but the context makes it obvious he is referring to an old female. His mention of the “pierogue” is actually closer to the correct spelling of “pirogue,” one of the watercraft the expedition used, than many others (elsewhere he referred to it as the “Pettiauger”). (“Drewyer” was a particularly popular, if mangled, variation on the surname of expedition member George Drouillard.)

Especially in difficult conditions, when the men were putting all their energies into travel and saving little time for reflection and writing, diaries could be neglected. And then, when opportunity allowed, they would sit down and catch up, often by copying from each other’s diaries. Most of us very quickly lose track of exactly what day last week something happened, especially if we’re busy and the days have been eventful.

But here is another shock for first-time readers of the journals: These men felt no compunction about simply copying each other’s entries. Though this may look like “cheating” to us, and certainly would be in any school we might have attended when we were growing up, it must have seemed perfectly reasonable to them.5 After all, the most important task they faced was to ensure the survival of at least one complete set of records of the trip, and what better way to do that than to make copies and spread them around among the men? And even though they routinely copied from one another, individual observations just as routinely crept into each man’s description of some event, or place, or animal, so that each journal took on a personality of its own.

But that is sometimes small comfort if we’re trying to pin down something as precise as the date on which an animal was killed. Expedition members might not have any reason to regard such precision as meaningful. For example, we might be hoping to determine when a specific animal was killed, but what we are told instead is when the hunters returned with the animal they had killed sometime during their most recent hunting trip. To the diarist, the important information might instead be when the meat arrived in camp.

[image: Pat’s Encounter With The Bear, from Anne Bowman’s The Bear-Hunters of the Rocky Mountains (1862), is typical of the ’scene’s of peril common in nineteenth -century bear book’s. Tree climbing is common among black bear’s and rare among grizzly bear’s, but early illustrators were not likely to be concerned about such details.]

Last among the challenges of using the journals for purposes like this book is accumulating as much information as possible. I’ve devoted years to studying early historical accounts of western wildlife, and I must say that this bear-hunting episode beautifully demonstrates one of the great driving truths of using such anecdotal materials to reconstruct an even vaguely accurate portrait of prevailing wildlife conditions in the past: The more accounts you use, the more you learn. This may seem obvious, but again and again I’ve seen historical investigators ignore this rule. They will use too few accounts, and—perhaps even more dangerous—they will regard one account of any particular trip or episode to be sufficient even if other accounts by members of the same party exist. The first rule is to use everything you can get your hands on. The more accounts, the better.

Notice how our understanding of the episode grows as we read even these brief accounts. Lewis, Clark, and Ordway tell us only that there were three bears. Whitehouse adds not only that the bears were an old female and two cubs, but also that they were killed on the opposite (the west, in this case) side of the river from the camp. We don’t end up with much, but it’s a lot more than we would have if we’d read only, say, Lewis’s account. In her fine new edition of Patrick Gass’s journal, Carol Lynn MacGregor appended a tally of all the animals that Gass’s journal reported as having been killed.6 Gass knew of, or reported, a total of 165 killed elk. This is less than half the number that Ken Walcheck was able to identify by using all of the journals. The expedition split up at times. Individual observers missed information through not paying attention or lack of communication among the men, or perhaps they just forgot to write things down. The more accounts, the better.

Having conducted this exercise once to show you what we are dealing with in excerpting the bear stories from the journals, I do not intend to do so again, though once in a while there will certainly be some interesting (I hope) asides I should offer about differing views of the same event. For the purposes of this book, I have a greater interest in what the journals tell us about bears than in the admittedly fascinating textual minutiae. I suspect and hope that most readers share my view. I will focus more on the essentials of their bear encounters, and therefore perhaps I will slight some of the scholarly intrigues to be found in analysis of the narratives’ subtle variations. I go through this little exercise here at the beginning only so that you will know that I have made this choice, and what it means.
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For weeks after the killing of the sow with two cubs, as the corps worked their way up the Missouri River across present-day Missouri and then northwest where the river forms the present Missouri-Kansas and Missouri-Nebraska boundaries, they seemed to travel through excellent black bear habitat, and the animals were routinely killed. On June 11, White- house said, “Drewyer Killd two bears & One buck.” On June 13, at Grand River, Whitehouse said, “our hunters met us there with a bear and Some Venison.” On June 15, Floyd reported that “ouer hunters Killed 4 Bars and 3 Deer”; the next day Clark reported that as the party moved up the Missouri, “at about a mile 1/2 we Came to the Camp of our hunters, they had two Bear & two Deer. . . .” On June 17, Floyd said “ouer hunters Returned and Killed one Bar and one Deer” Also on this day, Whitehouse revealed another of the many uses that were made of all these bears. Their skins were used to make “600 feet of Roap.”

On June 18, Whitehouse said that “the hunters Killd four deer and Colter one large Bare On the west Side of the River.” On June 20, near present Lexington, Missouri, he said the hunters “killd a bear brought the Skin left the Meat as it was poor.” And on June 22, he said that “G. Drewyer Killd a large Male Bare weighd Neer 5 hundred Wt.”

Clark and Gass agreed that the bear Drouillard killed this day was “fine,” or “large,” but only Whitehouse made an estimate of its weight. A five-hundred-pound black bear is indeed a large one, perhaps twice the weight of a typical adult black bear in many parts of the country, but five hundred pounds is certainly well within the realm of possibility (the lore of bears is rich with monstrously overestimated bear weights, but these men were accustomed to butchering both domestic and wild animals and should have been reasonably close in their estimates).7

Their success at bear hunting continued. On June 23, Whitehouse noted that “G. Drewyer went Out and kill 2 deers and one Bare befor Night which made four deer and One bare Kill in all that day.” On June 24, Clark said, “I observed great quts. of Bear Signs, where they had passed in all Directions thro the bottoms in Serch of Mulberries, which were in great numbers in all the bottoms thro which our party passed.” He apparently killed one bear that day, though his own journal is somewhat unclear on the point, Ordway said that “Capt. Clark Came to the Boat this morning with a fat Bear.”

One of the great joys of reading the journals of long-ago travelers is the discovery of how the writers were either like us or different from us—and the chance to wonder over those differences. when I first read Clark’s June 24 entry about “great quts. of Bear Signs,” I did a mental double take at what I assume was an unintentional joke. In the nineteenth century, the term sign served as a polite euphemism. It could of course mean tracks, but it could just as easily mean feces, which modern naturalists often call “scat.” Of the many hundreds of pre-1880 accounts of western wildlife that I have read, even among those unpublished diaries and journals so many travelers seem to keep, I have rarely found any direct mention of scat. No crap, no poop, no droppings, and certainly no shit. A few professional naturalists mention it clearly, but most writers of the period slide past it with a vague mention or “sign” or traces. I assume this was because there was a firm social convention against such mentions in print. Whatever the reason, this prissy restraint has cost historians an entire category of evidence in the anecdotal record. Fortunately, on many occasions, Lewis and Clark were not reluctant to be candid. Among other blunt terms used to describe various indelicate matters, they used the term dung when referring to droppings, so we do often know what they meant.

Clark’s restrained language in this case, however, was also entertaining to me. Clark’s word “quts.” was of course an abbreviation for “quantities,” but in my initial scanning of the line it registered in my mind as “great quarts of bear crap,” which, based on my experience at looking at quite a few piles of grizzly bear scat, made perfect sense.

Though no bears were reported killed for the next several days, they were abundant. On June 30, Whitehouse said that “the deer was plentifull on the Sand beech as we passd along all sorts of fowls likeway the woolves and Bears Every day.” On July 8, he said “on the So. West side, a bear was seen & being pursued by one of our hands, it made its escape. . . .”

But somewhere up the Missouri River from present-day St. Joseph, Missouri, in the neighborhood of Mound City, Lewis and Clark noticed that “the deer and bear begin to get scearce and the Elk begin to appear.”

On July 27, Whitehouse invites us to consider the vicissitudes of interpreting his journal, or, more accurately, journals. As it happens, the Whitehouse journal exists in two forms. The first, the original from the trip, was dutifully published by Reuben Gold Thwaites in 1905 when he edited his seven-volume set of the Original Journals of the Lewis and Clark Expedition 1804-1806. This is the version of the Whitehouse journal that I am quoting from unless I specify otherwise. In 1966, however, a variant was discovered. It seems that Whitehouse, like Gass, had ambitions of publishing his journal, and the 1966 manuscript is apparently a long-lost draft aimed in that direction (there is no known evidence that publication took place). It is written in a different hand, so we can assume that Whitehouse, again like Gass, enlisted the assistance of a more skilled writer, who produced this version apparently in cooperation with Whitehouse. The document, which I will refer to as the paraphrase version, has been well analyzed by historian Paul Russell Cutright, but for present purposes it is enough to say that it does appear to contain a few items of information not in the original. It is somewhat more smoothly and competently written and fleshes out many of Whitehouse’s sentence fragments. It is fascinating. But it is also problematic, and I have shied away from using it much. Here is an example of why.

On July 27, in his original journal, Whitehouse made this statement:

high wood land on S. S. [south shore] G Shannon killed one Deer to day. we passed a prarie on The S. S. we passd many sand bars, the River very crooked.

The passage continued in that vein. But here is the paraphrase version of the same events:

the land on the South side of the River, being cover’d with Forests, and appear’d very rich, We passed a Priari, laying on the South side of the River where we saw a number of Deer & bear. The River is very Crooked in this days route

This passage continues as well, demonstrating, at the very least, that Whitehouse had not found himself as good an editor as had Gass; the spelling and sentence structure are not much improved. But after reading considerable material from both journals, I conclude that the editor was also careless about information. Notice that in the original journal a deer is killed, but in the paraphrase “a number” of deer and bear were seen. I think the most likely explanation for these changes is that there was in fact no bear seen that day, and that the editor, either in haste or in misunderstanding, converted Whitehouse’s original “many sand bars” into bears. Perhaps this happened because the editor was unfamiliar with river terminology or because many people routinely spelled (and may have pronounced) “bear” as “bar.” The sequence of the words in this case, in which the sandbars of the original disappear and bears appear in the same place in the paraphrase, seems to me a likely indication of an editorial error.

And, of course, an indication of no bear seen that day.

In any case, as the captains had noted, black bear did indeed largely disappear from sight, and therefore from the journals, for a long time. They were replaced, of course, by the grizzly bear.
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Wood engraving of European brown bear from Edward Topsells The History of
Four-Footed Beasts (1607). By Topsels time, the bear was firmly esablished as a
nearly fantastc figure in naswal history and lore. Parroting earlier “authorities,”
Topsell gave siraight fuced reports of bears that kidnapped maiders, bears whose
mere breath cod pusrefy the flesh of other animals, and bears that could gain
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heritage of belicfs abot these animals uere mnsporied o the New World long
before Lowvis and Clark st out 19 meet the real gricsly boar of the Amevican Won.
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