Episode 11.
Hello and welcome history friends patrons all to episode 11 of ____. Last time, we covered the months between December 1845 and February 1846, to try and get to the bottom of how the Oregon dispute was finally settled between Britain and the US. In this episode, we finally conclude the story and see how the Earl of Aberdeen persevered, making use of threats, unlikely allies and of course, skilful diplomacy to finally tie the ribbon of this complicated saga. Without any further ado then, I will now take you all back to February 1846…
*********
While London awaited news of Washington’s reaction to the latest British offers on Oregon – this time flavoured with an undercurrent of military threat – perhaps the most significant wild card in British domestic politics was Lord Palmerston. By early February 1846, Palmerston had received a copy of Edward Everett’s letter to Russell, which urged the latter not to make Aberdeen’s job harder by screeching about national honour and undue concessions. Russell, as we will see, proved a receptive audience, but Palmerston was himself less convinced, and he replied to Russell on 2 February 1846:
Many thanks for Everett's very skilful letter which does credit to American diplomacy; and no less to the writer's penetration… The Americans appear to have but one formula for boundary negotiations which runs thus; we say that we have a clear right to the whole of the thing which is in dispute, but we will prove our moderation by ceding to you for ample equivalent a small and comparatively little valuable portion of it; we are all of us determined to seize and keep the remainder whether you will or no; and if you do not agree to these terms you will be the cause of the war which we shall make against you. Their notion of the way of saving the honor of the party with whom they are dealing is as if the gentleman on the road after taking the traveller's purse should keep the sovereigns to satisfy his own claims and give back a shilling or two to save the wounded honor of the person with whom he was thus making an equitable distribution of the matter in dispute. I have not much studied this Oregon Question, but a look at the map, and Everett's admissions seem to shew that his proposed distribution is somewhat of this character.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Palmerston to Russell, 2 February 1846 in Merk, ‘British Party Politics and the Oregon Treaty’, 658.] 

Palmerston was unimpressed with the notion of standing aside and letting Aberdeen gain from diplomacy – he may have still been bitter about the WA Treaty even now. But Russell wrote back a day later effectively confirming his intention to let Aberdeen have a free pass, and not to accuse him of dishonourable concessions in the event that the Columbia River was sacrificed for the sake of peace. This may have raised Palmerston’s eyebrows, but as he confessed himself, he was unfamiliar with Oregon, and seems instead to have been focusing on the looming collapse of Peel’s government which would follow the repeal of the Corn Laws, wherein he’d return to the FO anyway. As Merk notes though, Russell’s stance would whip the Whigs in line with whatever Aberdeen decided, and it sufficiently shielded the FS to pursue the 49th parallel boundary freed from fears of political attack at home. As a bonus, this would provide a united front to the Americans, who would see Parliament’s factions coming together for the sake of a common good.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Ibid, 658-659.] 

Notwithstanding the potential benefits which would follow British political unity, Palmerston was mostly unmoved by appeals to his pacifism. Fears that he might emerge as the head of a British war party, or that the opposition Whigs might be cast as such a war party because of his antics, was certainly reason enough for many traditional Whigs to fear and loathe his influence. Whig party members had tried to anticipate Palmerston’s opposition to amicable AA relations from an early stage, with no less than Lord Russell’s elder brother writing to him in November 1842:
Rely on it that if Palm. attempts or rather continues to attempt to give a direction to the party and to public opinion thru' the newspapers without concert he will dissatisfy the Whig party very much. He has now got possession of the M. Chronicle and some influence with the Globe, and is so industrious in his writings and so off hand in all he says that he will disgust the best of the old Whig party.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ibid, 665.] 

To Palmerston though, this supposed influence he had was a chimera. In December 1842, the former FS had defended his position and perspective in a letter to Lord Russell:
I pretend to guide nobody, except as far as reasons which I may give in Parliament, and arguments which I may there employ, may influence the minds of fair and impartial men. All that I claim for myself is freedom of action according to the best judgment I can form of the interests of my country; and that freedom I shall always exercise as long as it may please Heaven to continue to me my faculties, whether Radicals or old Whigs are pleased or displeased with the line I may think it my duty to take. If I am right, I am quite sure that my arguments and reasoning will have weight in the country, even if not in the House of Commons. If I am wrong, I shall be proved to be so, and perhaps then I may alter my own opinions. I quite agree with you that we ought not, as an Opposition, to provoke or irritate either America or France, or indeed any other foreign power; but, on the other hand, I do not see why we should truckle to them.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Ibid, 664.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk119928708]Indeed, Palmerston had form in attacking the WA Treaty, and it was feared that he would do so again on Oregon a few years later. By his connections to newspapers like the Morning Chronicle, Palmerston kept a small but still significant voice of disgust towards that compromise alive right up to 1845. Vocalising such opposition might undermine Aberdeen’s negotiating position, and make it harder for him to compromise out of fear of political attack. So, his Whig party colleagues tried a different tactic – flattery, laced with a degree of caution. One sympathetic peer wrote to Palmerston in January 1845 that
That your foreign policy was energetic and brilliant is allowed even by your detractors. I am firmly convinced that it was also wise and truly pacific. I concur too in your opinion that we have not, since we were in opposition, done anything to merit the imputation that we are a war party. Nevertheless that imputation, as you are aware, has been thrown on us by the men now in power here, by the French tribune, by the press both of France and of Germany, and perhaps as you suspect, by intriguers in our own ranks. It has as you observe found credit with many foolish and ignorant members of our party. I should go farther, and should say that it has found credit with many members of our party who however unjust and ill-informed on this point, cannot be called generally foolish or ignorant. Nobody, I am sure, knows better than yourself that of all imputations which can be thrown on a body of politicians, that of being a war party is, in the present temper of the public mind, the most damaging. If this be so, we ought, I think seriously to consider by what means, compatible with the faithful discharge of our duty to our country, we can get rid of this imputation. And, indeed, to clear ourselves from unjust aspersions, and to keep our friends united, is a part, and not an unimportant part of our duty to our country… It may be an evil that a man of your eminent capacity for the conduct of great affairs, should be under the necessity of consulting the prejudices of people who do not know the difference between the Texas question and the Oregon question, and who confound Dost Muhammad with Mehemet Ali. But this is the price which we pay for the advantages of representative government.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Ibid, 666-667.] 

This anxiety over what Palmerston would do played a key role, as we saw in Episode 7, of the failure to create a new Whig government in December 1845. A few months later, with this proof of his colleagues’ apprehensions clearly evident, and the Oregon negotiations gradually moving towards resolution, we might have expected Palmerston to detect which way the wind was blowing. Yet, in fact, at least for a time, Palmerston reverted to his trusted tactic – his influence in select newspapers, above all the Morning Chronicle. In the spring of 1846 Palmerston used the Morning Chronicle to again communicate his personal position in a series of articles which urged Britain not to be too fond of peace, since ‘A nation "bound to keep the peace" will soon learn that she can keep nothing else’, claiming that ‘if the diplomacy and menaces of Mr, Polk have brought us to this, they have brought us to a position of weakness and humility to which Napoleon could never bring us.’ To those that might argue that such a compromise was necessary to preserve Britain’s hold on Oregon, the Chronicle demanded
Why, what is the value of Oregon to Great Britain more than the value of an equal number of acres of the Pacific that washes its shores? To vindicate the honour of the British empire, compromised by submission on the Oregon question, or by a failure to establish in arms our claims to the disputed territory? Alas! for such a vindication of national honour — a vindication of national honour, bought by the bribe of a betrayal of our colonies and by a social revolution at home. Such vindications of national honour are prolific — they will give birth to many of the same kind; for…they will only lead to a succession of new injuries and new aggressions.
The statesmen of Chatham’s days would never have answered such ‘insolent demands’ of Polk in this manner, but then, lamented the Chronicle, ‘we live in an age of little men and of statesmen of the smallest dimensions that ever swayed the destinies of a great country.’[footnoteRef:6] Yet, the Morning Chronicle could reflect only days later on the mood in Washington that although ‘At first the impression was one of unmixed satisfaction’, at the trend of negotiations, once the Americans looked ‘a little more critically’ into Parliamentary debates, it was clear: [6:  Morning Chronicle in London Evening Standard, 14 March 1846, p. 1.] 

Both the Queen and the Premier display a sensitiveness about the national honour which is supposed to be incompatible with any further concession on the part of England. That the national honour must not suffer is the sum and substance of the royal and of the parliamentary speech; and will England conceive it consistent with her honour to retire beyond the forty-ninth parallel of latitude, or to give up the whole of Oregon?[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Morning Chronicle, 17 March 1846, p. 5.] 

As his colleagues no doubt had feared, Palmerston’s message had the potential to resonate with other publications, and thus reach a wider audience. ‘There is a point’, noted the Blackburn Standard, ‘beyond which forbearance is no longer a virtue.’ Although matters had not yet ‘arrived at that point’, still it was asserted that ‘we have shown how the disputed territory could be fairly divided, and the plan has been rejected…What remains for us to do?’[footnoteRef:8] Yet, the general aversion to war in Britain seems to have been strong. Even those papers that did call for firmness tended to regard war with the US as a terrible tragedy. Thus, the Yorkshire Gazette believed, even if she defeated America in a war ‘After an awful loss of life and destruction of property’, Britain would be left with the unprofitable Oregon territory. And it therefore urged  [8:  Blackburn Standard, 25 March 1846, p. 2.] 

Let, then, the vain boastings of our trans-Atlantic friends cease – let England’s determination to resist aggression, and to vindicate national honour, be passive for a season – and let the two, as kindred nations, in a spirit of amity, discuss well the question with which we preface these remarks – shall we have peace, or shall we wage war?[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Yorkshire Gazette, 4 April 1846, p. 5.] 

But there were other levers of pressure that were applied independently to the Americans, thanks in large part to diplomacy from France. By 20 February, Ambassador Pageot could report on the impact which Guizot’s declaration of French neutrality had made in the country, writing to Guizot that:
Your Excellency's declaration (I speak as a simple observer of the impression that it produced here) was salutary and opportune. Although there may be some in certain parts of the country who trust that in the event of a struggle between the United States and England, the sympathies of the country with us would bear so heavily on policy of the King's government that it would at least lean toward the republic, it is understood that a policy taken ahead of time and taken so decisively fixes the government's course in a direction from which it will be difficult to make it deviate, and indicates more over a degree of confidence in the support which may be expected from the sensible portion of the country, quite sufficient to restrain the sympathies on which, over here, there is some disposition to depend. This positive declaration, therefore, will lead the practical-minded to reflect, and those who, perhaps, would lightly run a risk in the chances of a struggle which, according to their calculations, ought fatally to pit two against one, that is to say the United States and France against England, will draw back before the terrible uncertainty of a conflict of one against one. The element of consideration enters in, and as a consequence, moderation.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Pageot to Guizot, 20 February 1846 in George Vern Blue, ‘France and the Oregon Question II’, 154.] 

By now, Pageot would have learned of McClane’s despatch concerning ‘thirty sail of the line’, since it had been received in Washington on 18 February. Traditionally, as I mentioned, this is pointed to as the main reason for Polk’s sudden decision to fast-track the negotiations, and present Aberdeen’s proposals before the Senate at long last. But the long road to resolution contained more bends than that. Indeed, by 14 March Pageot wrote to Guizot on the atmosphere which still prevailed in the US, concerning above all the Democratic Party, which was beginning to find it difficult to accommodate the different factions in Congress who all held opinions on how to proceed. Pageot said:
MR. MINISTER: There is only one question at this moment in the United States; as Your Excellency must be aware, it is that of Oregon. The congress, the President and the public are exclusively preoccupied with it, and in consequence it is all that I have to write to you. During the last fortnight it has been discussed in the senate with an independence, a courage, a freedom which denoted on the part of those who participated in it, a salutary confidence in the good sense of the country which in turn will confirm the country in the course of moderation in which to-day it seems resolved to march. This debate had led to a startling, I was about to say scandalous, split between the leaders of the Democratic party in the senate. There has resulted from it the formation of two distinct factions, one of which openly proclaims its pacific views and boldly expresses its wishes in favour of a compromise, whilst the other repulses every concession and boldly takes its stand on the extreme limit of the American claims. Both have sought support for their position from the opinions of the President, by interpreting in their own way the declarations in his message, and each says that if he does not conform to its interpretation he will betray the country's cause and will violate his own pledges, a very embarrassing dilemma to be presented to the head of a government by those who brought him to power and on whose support he depends to uphold his administration, and one which threatens to place Mr. Polk in the position Mr. Tyler occupied throughout his presidency.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Pageot to Guizot, 14 March 1846 in George Vern Blue, ‘France and the Oregon Question II’, 156.] 

Indeed, if Pageot’s analysis is correct, then it appears President Polk’s diplomacy had forced him into something of a corner. With the British clearly willing to compromise, and a confrontation with Mexico looming, it does appear that calmer heads in Congress finally accepted that the time had come to dispense with the noise, and resolve the Oregon question once and for all. This was a far cry from the previous mood, where a peace party had been hard to find. It also gels with Pageot’s predictions, and there may have been some truth to his assertions that the combination of shattering their assumptions of automatic French support, the delivery of British threats, and the existence of a pretty good deal over Oregon wore Congress down. Certainly, in his analysis of the impact of British military threats on the American negotiating position, Stuart Anderson observed that Polk refrained from coming out in support of the ’54 40 or Fight’ faction, which now appeared increasingly shrill. 
Anderson interpreted the President’s silence as evidence of his desire to compromise, which he perhaps had intended to do all along. It is possible to argue that Polk had been playing the field up to now, holding belligerent language, but waiting for an opportune moment to strike a deal at the same time.[footnoteRef:12] If this was the case, as Wilbur Jones argued, Polk effectively wasted time and poisoned AA relations, since the settlement he got was barely changed from that which Aberdeen originally offered all the way back in spring 1844.[footnoteRef:13] Indeed, by late March 1846, Pageot was able to note that the efforts to rally any kind of war party for the sake of Oregon had manifestly failed, writing to Guizot on 28 March that: [12:  Anderson, ‘British Threats’, 155.]  [13:  Jones, American Problem, 53-54.] 

The ultras of the Democratic party see that they have not succeeded in rousing the country, and they understand that some time will be necessary to excite the passions of the masses of the people to the profit of a cause which does not arouse them naturally. They want to wait until the electoral arenas shall be open in the various states for the local and general elections, which are soon to begin, and to try to impose on their party for rallying cry "Oregon or War." There you have a serious danger, and if things were to be long drawn out we should find ourselves at the period where this controversy would be mingled with the presidential question, and then we can be sure that the question of peace or war, or what would be worse, the question of the supremacy of England or the United States on this continent, would be put directly, like that of Texas, before the people and would be resolved by them under the influence of passions and amidst scenes of excitement which would leave to their reason very little control. No effort should be spared, no honourable concession neglected, to avoid a like extremity.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Pageot to Guizot, 28 March 1846 in George Vern Blue, ‘France and the Oregon Question II’, 159.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk119928893]However, if the US still had to reckon with its war parties, Aberdeen’s work in the background had paid several dividends by this point. For those that might balk at any concessions, owing to the national honour being at stake in the question, some believed that the solution to this impasse was to argue, paradoxically, that national honour was not involved at all. The ground for this had been prepared as early as 9 January by an article in The Times which claimed ‘It is not credible that the partisans of war are really impressed with a conviction that the national honour is involved in the present dispute between England and America.’ This was justified by the fact that ‘No man who regards the length of time – some forty years – it has been pending, can pretend for a moment to believe the honour of either country to be seriously at stake.’[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  The Times, 9 January 1846, p. 4.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk119929024]But Aberdeen believed his mission would also be aided by informing the British public about the inner details of the question, particularly in Oregon itself, and the nature of AA rights there. In his review of British quarterlies from the period, Richard Cramer observed that even as interest in the Oregon dispute declined after 1844, ‘All considered the north bank of the Columbia to be British territory, and all maintained that it could not be surrendered in any manner consistent with national honour.’[footnoteRef:16] In an attempt to salve British honour, some periodicals depicted Oregon as dismal, unproductive land, but although this would reduce its attractiveness, it could not obscure the inherent principle.[footnoteRef:17] This was accompanied by a critique of American claims to the region, and the declaration that ‘the Americans were in no condition to carry on armed conflict against the superior power of Great Britain.’[footnoteRef:18] It was thus necessary to maintain military preparations, extoll the national honour and seek an honourable compromise. Certainly, the Foreign Secretary was willing to harness the Quarterly Review, a journal widely read in British political circles, to this end. As Frederick Merk observed, in March 1846, the Review’s editor and founder J. W. Croker agreed to write an article to aid the Foreign Secretary’s cause.[footnoteRef:19] [16:  Richard S. Cramer, ‘British Magazines and the Oregon Question’, Pacific Historical Review, Vol. 32, No. 4 (Nov., 1963), pp. 369-382; p. 372; 374.]  [17:  Ibid, pp. 375-376.]  [18:  Ibid, p. 377.]  [19:  ‘The Oregon Question’, The Quarterly Review Vol. 77, No. 154 (Mar 1846), pp. 563-602.] 

Compared to Texas, the Review insisted, the Oregon question was one ‘which immediately and deeply and exclusively affects our own honour and interests, and from which we cannot recede.’[footnoteRef:20] Yet there was a solution, consistent with these values, that would require ‘honourable negotiation and compromise’ – no other solution, it was said, can ‘have any chance of success.’[footnoteRef:21] It parried those American claims to the territory that were based on past French or Spanish agreements, and dismissed America’s claim to Oregon by virtue of its discovery and settlement of the Columbia River as ‘a manifest absurdity.’[footnoteRef:22] ‘Great Britain’, the Review asserted persuasively, ‘has an indisputable title to all that she claims’.[footnoteRef:23] Yet at the same time, acknowledging ‘the ordinary rules of society and common sense’, the Oregon was still a matter ‘fit for compromise and partition.’[footnoteRef:24] It insisted that Britain could not ‘with honour or safety’ submit to the notion that the United States possessed a ‘peculiar right’ to ‘the whole North American continent’.[footnoteRef:25] [20:  Ibid, p. 566.]  [21:  Ibid, p. 566.]  [22:  Ibid, p. 584.]  [23:  Ibid, p. 593.]  [24:  Ibid, p. 595.]  [25:  Ibid, p. 597.] 

Yet, overall, the article’s tone was one of generous compromise which could be reached with ‘mutual advantage’ and ‘obviously without the slightest sacrifice of national honour.’[footnoteRef:26] The Review argued for a compromise which would leave Britain in possession of Vancouver Island, free access to the Columbia River, and possession of all territory north of the 49th Parallel; in short, it was an abandonment of British claims to the disputed territory below above the Columbia River. Interestingly, in relying on the ’superiority of good sense and good faith in the people and in Congress’, the Review did express the veiled warning that ‘the British ultimatum may be found in this article.’[footnoteRef:27] The territory of Oregon, it concluded, ‘must be divided and appropriated between Great Britain and the United States’, adding, ‘the dispute has gone too far to be solved by any other than international means – a treaty or the sword.’[footnoteRef:28] The Review quoted Aberdeen’s assertion that war was the ‘greatest calamity that can befall nations’, yet it insisted that [26:  Ibid, p. 600.]  [27:  Ibid, p. 601.]  [28:  Ibid, p. 602.] 

…in resistance to injustice or in repulsion of an insult, [Aberdeen] and every wise and honourable man must feel that war may be – however painful – the first and highest of national duties…if the United States, by the rejection of such a proposition…should drive us to that extremity, on them, and them alone, will rest the awful and odious responsibility, and on them we trust…will fall the heavier weight of the provoked calamities.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Ibid, p. 602.] 

The Quarterly Review’s message was in a sense a final appeal for compromise, accompanied by generous concessions, a moderate tone, and a familiar warning not to push Britain into war. Palmerston could not help but respond to these claims in an early April edition the Morning Chronicle. It was noted that the price for peace would be ‘two-fold’: ‘the amount of territorial concession, and the extent of the sacrifices of the national honour of Great Britain. Compared with the latter, the former ingredient is unimportant.’ Some criticism was then levelled at the Quarterly Review’s article on the matter, believing that ‘surely, it was either the duty of the writer to reconcile these apparent contradictions, or his policy to extenuate our claims. We cannot at once be equitable in our demands for so much, and valorous in our acquiescence with a little.’ Yet, one discerns a palpable tone of compromise laced into the Morning Chronicle’s message: 
…for the sake of disconnecting as much as possible our feelings from our judgement, we put ourselves in the position of one who, loving England much, and peace over-much, is prepared, for the sake of avoiding war, to keep the national honour in the background, and to be on the lookout for reasons that may give plausibility to his conduct. 
Rare as it was for Palmerston or the Morning Chronicle to ‘keep the national honour in the background’, it was noted that even in its open-minded interpretation of the Review’s piece, ‘the article is deficient.’ There was certainly room, according to the ideology of the honour-script, to criticise the notion that the national honour would permit excessive compromise, or the abandonment of British rights:
The term national honour, mixed up with a proposition which recognises as its only principle the pretensions of the opposite party, is like some of the old formulas in medicine, where those mixtures which were pre-eminently nauseous, and the operations that were most horribly painful, were ushered in with…the assurance that they would work a cure at once.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Morning Chronicle, 8 April 1846, p. 4.] 

And the cure was finally at hand. After so many weeks of fractious debate, the Senate finally approved of the compromise Aberdeen had sent, which would divide Oregon along the 49 parallel, and grant Vancouver Island to Britain in its entirety. Our friend Alphonse Pageot was on hand to record this momentous development in a letter to Guizot on 28 April 1846, wherein he proclaimed:
The opinion of the country, the disposition of the two houses, particularly that of the senate, the hesitations and uncertainties, even, of the President, all combine to place this question, in regard to the difficulties of every kind which surround it, in the most happy light. The resolution was voted in the senate by a majority of 42 votes against 10, and in the house of representatives by 146 votes against 42. The figures represent the respective strengths of the moderate party and the war party in the two houses, and are also the expression at this moment, it may be affirmed, of their strength in the country. But the agitation now passes from the houses to the masses, whose instincts and passions will be aroused; and the conviction of every wise and far-sighted man in this country is, that if the present session of congress is closed without this question's having been settled, the proportions of strength will be completely interchanged before the opening of the next. This situation must be ripely weighed by the English government. Will it not indicate, Mr. Minister, the necessity to take well into account the extent of the concessions that that government is disposed to make in order to come to an accommodation, and to formulate them in a definitive proposition, or ultimatum, which will serve as a summons to this Government to declare itself clearly.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Pageot to Guizot, 28 April 1846 in George Vern Blue, ‘France and the Oregon Question II’, 160.] 

Pageot had a point – the Senate had indicated its approval of a settlement, but while Aberdeen had awaited news of this appetite for peace with eagerness, the final step required the drawing up of the official Oregon treaty. Now that it was certain the Americans would accept it, the spectre of another public rejection could mercifully be avoided. After working so hard in the background to enhance British expectations of peace, rather than war, this was music to Aberdeen’s ears. He could now issue the official document to Packenham on 18 May, accompanied by a phrase which revealed a mixture of angst and impatience at further delays: ‘Without calling this convention an ultimatum, it will in fact be so, as far as you are concerned.’[footnoteRef:32] Indeed, no talk of ultimatum was necessary, as the President and Congress signed off on it a few weeks later. This leads us to our final appearance from Pageot, who wrote to Guizot on 12 June in a philosophical mood: [32:  Jones, American Problem, 51.] 

Just to see, Mr. Minister, how events unroll in this country, one would say that there is something providential in the success that crowns the enterprises of the young republic, for it seems to act more by the instinct of its destiny than by serious reflection on its power. This remark is suggested as much by its conduct on the differences with England over Oregon as by that it has on hand at this moment with Mexico.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Pageot to Guizot, 12 June 1846 in George Vern Blue, ‘France and the Oregon Question II’, 162.] 

Pageot seems to have believed that Polk prioritised expansion down south into Mexican territory over the possibility of hoovering up all of Oregon during an AA war. Perhaps Polk had acted with a sense of American destiny, rather than reasonableness, in mind. But those matters could be left for the historians to debate, and for contemporaries to argue over, a challenge we can take up in the final episode. As Wilbur Jones observed though:
The treaty was a compromise. The British and American governments abandoned their advanced positions, and found a middle ground which saved the honor of both. This, at least, was the opinion of the men who participated in the settlement. It is called a compromise by the statesmen one meets in Polk's Diary, and those in the British correspondence. Britain lost territory but not in such a way as to tarnish national honor. The final proposal originated in Britain and constituted an ultimatum accompanied by the threat of reprisals by one third of the British navy.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Jones and Vinson, ‘British Preparedness’, 364.] 

The Oregon Treaty entered international law on 15 June 1846. Although the mostly barren and wild country evoked scorn at the time, we know that the region became an integral part of both the US and Canada. The 49 parallel held, and Britain retained Vancouver Island as Aberdeen had always wanted. If you ever wondered why such a large island remained outside of America, you know now who to thank – Aberdeen, Louis McClane, Peel, Polk, SOS Buchanan and the rest of the cast in this impossibly complex but fascinating saga. In the next episode, our final one for this series, we’re going out with a bang by examining how close both sides really came to war, whether matters like Mexico impacted Polk’s decision-making, and exactly what Britain planned to do with its forces if war did follow the breakdown in negotiations. I hope you'll join me for that my dear patrons, but until then my name is Zack, this has been episode 11 of ___, thanks so much for listening and supporting, and I’ll be seeing you all soon.

